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coming from the canyons and these facilities operate most economically when
they have greater quantities of water to treat (See Appendix E for a complete
description of the current policy).

Recommendation: The term “Close Proximity” as referred to in the Wasatch
Canyons Master ’lan under commercial enterprises (page 102) needs to be more
specific. Salt Lake County is therefore encouraged to amend this section of the
plan to reflect a more specific definition.

Implementation: A formal recommendation will be made to Salt Lake County to
amend this section of the Wasatch Canyons Master Plan by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: The Wasatch Canyons Master Plan states “new commercial
development will be required to comply with this plan. Any development
proposals not in close proximity to existing ski resort areas in the Cottonwood
Canyons or within commercially zoned areas in other canyons. would require
amendment to this plan. All significant proposals will require site specific
suitability, traffic, water quality and other studies deemed necessary by the
Planning Commission.”

This recommendation seeks more specific terminology regardmg development
proposals surrounding ski resorts. New language should be developed using
maps or existing property boundaries.

Recommendation: All affected agencies need to support and participate in Salt
Lake County’s pre-application meetings for developers who wish to build in the
watershed.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Salt Lake County should include all affected agencies on a mailing
list to notify them of a building proposal which may be of concern to the agency.
This effort should be reciprocated by the agencies who are notified. These
building proposals need to be a priority for all agencies involved. If
jurisdictional agencies are notified as soon as the permit process begins, then
problems or conflicts may be averted due to an informed group of agencies.
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Recommendation: A new ordinance will be developed that regulates the use of
herbicides, pesticides, insecticides, fungicides and fertilizers in the watershed.

Implementation: Salt Lake City will develop a new ordinance to regulate the
application of herbicide, pesticide, fungicide, and fertilizer in the watershed by
January 1, 2001.

Explanation: A new ordinance regulating the use of pesticides, herbicides,
fungicides and fertilizer must be adopted to avoid water quality impacts from
these agents. The use of chemicals and fertilizers should be avoided in the
watershed when the effects may be hazardous to the health of water users.

Recommendation: Support the Foothills & Canyons Site Development & Design
Standards, Chapter 19.73 Landscaping and Vegetation B, #3. This
recommendation is in support of a mandatory standard of native plant and tree
species only for landscaping purposes in the canyons.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Salt Lake County has adopted a revised version of the Sensitive
Lands Protection Regulations. Salt Lake City supports the standard mandating
the use of native plant species for landscaping purposes. The use of non-native
or exotic species for landscaping may result in watershed degradation. Species
such as purple loosestrife and tamarisk have had devastating effects on water
courses around the western United States. This recommendation aims to avoid a
proliferation of invasive, non-native species in the watershed. Management
agency-sponsored watershed-rehabilitation or range-restoration projects are not
considered landscaping, but rather large-scale efforts to restore watershed
stability and minimize invasive, non-native plant species proliferation.

Recommendation: Salt Lake City will participate in monitoring the current
efforts to manage parking lots (pave/no pave, runoff abatement, snow removal,

stream setbacks, and adequate facilities) at the ski resorts.

Implementation: Ongoing,.
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2. There is a lack of inspectors to monitor all development issues.

Recommendation: Increase funding and inter-agency coordination efforts.

Implementation: Secure funding and develop inter-agency agreements to hire
new inspectors to monitor watershed development concerns by January 1, 2001.

Explanation: There are not enough inspectors to adequately monitor and track
development projects in the canyons. Inspectors are needed to monitor water
contracts and enforce seasonal usage regulations. Many commercial enterprises
receive water on a seasonal basis due to their contract. In addition to water
violations, inspectors would monitor new construction projects to ensure they
comply with current watershed regulations.

Recommendation: Increase inspection and enforcement of “bed and breakfasts”
to ensure they comply with water and sewer regulations.

Implementation: Work with Salt Lake County to increase inspections by
January 1, 2001. Work with Salt Lake County to increase inspections by January
1, 2001.

Recommendation: A new ordinance will be implemented that precludes
residential development if the landowner does not connect to the sewer line.

Implementation: A formal recommendation will be made to Salt Lake County to
amend their Sensitive Lands Protection Regulations by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: To avoid further watershed impacts from new housing
developments, Salt Lake City recommends that all new houses be required to
connect to the sewer line in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. The sewage
holding vaults that are currently used by many homes often leak and cause
negative watershed impacts. This ordinance aims at preventing future
watershed impacts from sewage containment systems or septic tanks.

Recommendation: Devise a solution to the problem of long term camping on
private lands.
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Implementation: Implement a solution to this problem by January 1, 2001.

Explanation: Some watershed property owners are not able to build on their
property. As a result, they often reside in a trailer or motor home for extended
periods of time. Problems may arise when they do not have adequate water or
sanitation facilities. Water theft has occurred as well as water importation into
the canyon. It is recommended that trailers and motor homes not be used as
cabins. Salt Lake City would coordinate an inter-agency effort to devise a
solution to this problem. Salt Lake County Planning, Salt Lake County Sheriff,

and the Salt Lake City-County Health Department would be involved in this
inter-agency effort.

E. LAND USE/MINING

1. Mining activities may impact water quality.

Recommendation: Continue to support the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and
Mining in their abandoned mine discharge monitoring,.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Although future large scale mining in the watershed is unlikely,
many abandoned mines are located within the watershed. Some of these mines
discharge various heavy metals and acids into the streams. It is the
responsibility of the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining to monitor the types
of heavy metals and acids and their amounts being discharged from the mines.
This is important information for Salt Lake City who has the responsibility of
delivering, clean water to their customers.

Recommendation: Mining activities will meet watershed protection ordinances
to avoid water quality impacts.

Implementation: Ongoing.
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Explanation: A coordinated effort between Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County,
Bureau of Land Management Mines Division, and the Utah State Oil, Gas and
Mining Division provides an increased awareness and knowledge for these
agencies regarding proposed mining activities. There are several hundred
mining claims that are still potentially active throughout the watershed. Salt
Lake City would coordinate with the other affected jurisdictions and be
prepared to address proposed mining operations. Large-scale mining in the
watershed is unlikely to occur in the future. If proposals for large-scale mining
are presented, Salt Lake City will have to re-address the issue at that time.

Recommendation: Reclamation of problem sites is necessary.

Implementation: A schedule of site reclamation projects will be established by
January 1, 2001.

Explanation: Problem sites should continually be identified until they are
eliminated. For example, the Forest Service has recently closed the Tanners Flat
campground in Little Cottonwood Canyon for remediation. For health of the
watershed and its users, these sites should be found and the problems mitigated
as soon as possible.

Recommendation: Purchase mining rights.
Implementation: Begin immediately after this plan is adopted.

Explanation: The Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund was developed as
a result of the 1988 Watershed Management Plan. It was established to purchase
watershed property, water rights, and mining claims throughout the Salt Lake
City watershed area. The fund receives approximately $250,000 a year from a
small fee that is part of each water bill. Purchasing mining rights is the only 100
percent effective method for avoiding potential water quality impacts from
mining.
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F. LAND USE/GRAZING

1. Grazing in the watershed.

e Recommendation: Continue to support Forest Service efforts to phase out

grazing.
Implementation: Ongoing,.

Explanation: Salt Lake City and the Forest Service have agreed that grazing
livestock in the watershed is not compatible with the best watershed
management practices. Except for a few instances, livestock grazing occurs very

infrequently in this watershed and would diminish further throughout the life of
this plan.

Recommendation: Increase the enforcement of livestock trespassing in the
watershed.

Implementation: Establish a new system for enforcement of livestock
trespassing in the watershed by January 1, 2001.

Explanation: Livestock may contribute significant impacts to the watershed
when provided the opportunity to graze on watershed lands. In the past,
agencies have been unable to impound a trespassing animal for a prolonged

period of time. Arrangements will be made to hold trespassing livestock if
necessary.

G. LAND ACQUISITION
1. Increase funding of the Public Utilities Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund.

® Recommendation: Increase funding of Public Utilities Watershed and Water
Rights Purchase Fund.

Implementation: Salt Lake City will address this issue by June 1, 1999.
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Explanation: The current level of $250,000 is inadequate to purchase
strategically important watershed properties. Along with purchasing property,
the Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund is needed to purchase water
rights and mining rights. Property values in the canyons have increased steadily
over the past two decades. Lots that have a water connection may cost well over
$100,000. Lots that do not have a water connection may be sold for
approximately $5,000 or less. Several hundred private lots still exist in the
watershed and in order for Salt Lake City to purchase strategically important
property, funding of the Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund must be
increased.

Recommendation: Encourage Salt Lake County and Forest Service to increase
their watershed property acquisition efforts.

Implementation: Begin seeking funds immediately after the plan is adopted.

Explanation: Salt Lake City alone does not have adequate funding to protect the
watershed through purchasing private property. Salt Lake County, Sandy City,
and the Forest Service also have interests and responsibilities in the watershed.
A coordinated land acquisition effort between Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County
and the Forest Service would yield a greater amount of watershed protection.

Watershed property acquisition efforts may also be enhanced by partnering with
businesses and private/non-profit organizations. A few parcels of land in the
watershed have been purchased collaboratively with the help of several
governmental and non-governmental organizations. These coordinated efforts
have been successful in preserving watershed properties.

2. Use of innovative land use control strategies.

Recommendation: Utilize innovative strategies such as conservation easements.

Implementation: Establish a set of innovative land-use control strategies and
inform the public about the tax benefits associated with these strategies by June
1, 2000.
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Explanation: Private property owners in the watershed would be informed
about the benefits of conservation easements. An owner of land who decides not
to develop property may obtain tax benefits by donating the development rights
to a public agency or qualifying non-profit organization. Development would be
permanently restricted through a deed restriction.

Salt Lake City will explore developing a relationship with a local private non-
profit land trust to assist in a property acquisition program. Land trusts have the
benefit of being more proactive and flexible in land acquisition programs.

Recommendation: Salt Lake City should have the opportunity to purchase

lands at more than fair market value under mited circumstances that benefit
the watershed.

Implementation: A policy change should be made to reflect this
recommeridation by September 1, 1999.

Explanation: Salt Lake City is often at a disadvantage when seeking to purchase
a piece of property. Currently, the policy prevents them from paying more than
fair market value for a piece of property. Landowners may feel their property is
worth more than fair market value and are able to sell it at a price higher than
fair market value. This often excludes Salt Lake City from purchasing the
property. Through increased funding of the Watershed and Water Rights
Purchase Fund and changing the policy regarding purchasing land at fair
market value, Salt Lake City may be more effective in their watershed property
acquisition efforts.

Recommendation: Salt Lake City will work with Salt Lake County to be able to
purchase tax sale properties for the tax value, not the market value of the
property.

Implementation: Salt Lake City will send a proposal to the Salt Lake County
Assessor regarding the development of a policy regarding the purchase of tax
sale properties in the watershed by January 1, 2000. This policy would then be
adopted by the County Commission.
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Explanation: Property on which taxes are in default is turmed over to Salt Lake
County for ownership. Salt Lake County then sells the property to the public.
Salt Lake City’s land acquisition and watershed protection efforts would be
greatly enhanced if Salt Lake City could purchase the property for the value of
the taxes owed to Salt Lake County. The agreement would state that Salt Lake
City would have the first option to purchase the property from Salt Lake
County.

H. WATER RIGHTS

1. Protection of current water rights.

Recommendation: Continue to research options for utilizing water rights.
Implementation: Ongoing.
Recommendation: Maintain current water rights with the state engineer.

Implementation: Ongoing.

2. Acquisition of water stock.

Recommendation: Actively acquire stock in mutual irrigation companies with
which Salt Lake City has exchange contracts.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Recommendation: Develop a program by which Salt Lake City can accept
donations of water stock, or purchase it at fair market value.

Implementation: Salt Lake City will have a donation mechanism in place by
June 1, 2000.
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3. lrrigation exchange contracts.

Recommendation: Eliminate the exchanges and purchase the contracts outright.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Increase communication and public relations with contract holders
and irrigation companies. Publicize the price Salt Lake City is willing to pay for
shares of water.

4. Currently not utilizing Milicreek as a culinary source of water.

Recommendation: Continue to preserve water rights in Millcreek Canyon and
maintain the current water right with the state engineer.

Implementation: Ongoing.
Recommendation: Manage Millcreek Canyon to maintain optimal water quality.

Implementation: Ongoing.

5. Water conservation.

Recommendation: Maintain the current rate structure to encourage
conservation.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: The people of Utah rank among the highest water users per capita
in the country. The state average for water consumption per person per day is
approximately 270 gallons. The largest percentage of water use is in lawn
watering. In Salt Lake City, lawn watering constitutes 49 percent of typical water
use. Great reductions are possible in lawn watering because residents often over-
water their lawns by as much as 50 percent. By maintaining the current rate
structure, including seasonal rates, Salt Lake City hopes to encourage water
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conservation through the recent increase in seasonal rates. This increase in rates
has helped to decrease demand on the system during peak day and month
usage.

Recommendation: Salt Lake City will work with Salt Lake County to develop a
policy regarding irrigation in the watershed.

Implementation: A policy governing irrigation in the watershed will be
developed and implemented by June 1, 2001.

Explanation: Salt Lake City has stated the priority of delivering water to
customers in the valley. One reason is that it is less expensive to deliver water to
valley residents is because most of the water can be delivered by gravity flow.
The policy would address the needs of the ski resorts to engage in small
amounts of irrigation in the late spring to establish vegetation for erosion
prevention.

I. PARTNERSHIPS

1. Maintain existing partnerships.

Recommendation: All partners involved in watershed management should
commit to meeting at least annually to assess watershed management concerns
and determine areas that should be modified to ensure greater water quality
protection.

Implementation: Salt Lake City will formally notify all watershed partners of
the annual meetings. The first annual meeting will take place by September 1,
2000.

Explanation: Current partnerships involving Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County,
United States Forest Service, Salt Lake City-County Health Department, various
businesses, civic organizations, church groups, and education institfutions must
continue functioning to effectively manage the watershed.
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Various partnerships, both formal and informal, have been effective in achieving
the goal of providing excellent water quality to approximately 400,000 water
users in the Salt Lake Valley. The partnerships include a Memorandum of
Understanding between the Forest Service and Salt Lake City outlining
management responsibilities in the canyons. Salt Lake City and County share
watershed and development-related items on an ongoing basis. All agencies
involved in watershed management rely on water quality and health concerns
from the Salt Lake City-County Health Department.

In an effort to proactively manage the watershed, annual or more frequent
coordination meetings involving all watershed partners would provide a forum
to discuss current watershed management issues and concerns. These meetings
would serve as an opportunity to devise solutions to problems or issues that
may arise outside of the watershed management plan. Partners may also use
these meetings as opportunities to discuss new program or management ideas
and establish support for implementation.

L Recommendation: Salt Lake City will review and update all Memorandums of
Understanding every two years.

Implementation: The first bi-annual meetings for review and update all
Memorandums of Understanding will commence by September 1, 2000.

Explanation: Information and ideas shared at the annual watershed meetings
will be used to review and update all currently active Memorandums of
Understanding.

2. Form new partnerships.

e Recommendation: The Department of Public Utilities will, within 90 days of the
adoption of the 1999 Watershed Management Plan by the City Council, form a

partnership with interested stakeholders in the canyons, including community
councils.
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Implementation: Salt Lake City will facilitate the opportunity for residents,
property owners and other interested parties to provide input to the department
on regulations and management direction in the canyons, by forming a
Watershed Parinership.

Explanation: The canyon residents feel that they have not had adequate
opportunity to express their concerns over management issues in the watershed.
This parinership would provide that opportunity.

3. Lack of partnerships to further augment watershed management.

Recommendation: Seek additional pariners from jurisdictional agencies,
educational institutions, civic organizations, and private enterprise to strengthen
watershed management. Explore the option of developing a technical advisory
committee similar to the Jordanelle Technical Advisory Committee to assist in
watershed management.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Existing partnerships provide excellent watershed management.
There will always be room for additional improvements utilizing new
partnerships. The Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee (WACCO) was
formed several years ago to serve as an advisory board for addressing
watershed issues, but WACCO was not an effective body and was disbanded.
Salt Lake City will explore forming a new technical advisory committee that is
modeled after the Jordanelle Technical Advisory Committee. A new technical
advisory committee aimed at strengthening watershed management would
include all major jurisdictions along with the Department of Environmental
Quality and the State Division of Water Resources.
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J. CANYON GARBAGE DISPOSAL AND OTHER SERVICES

1. Current garbage disposal may affect water quality.

Recommendation: Encourage Salt Lake County to maintain and improve the
current garbage disposal system in the watershed.

Implementation: Encourage Salt Lake County to maintain and improve the
current garbage disposal system in the watershed by June 1, 2001.

Explanation: The current garbage disposal system needs refining. Of primary
concern is the garbage disposal system in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Currently,
residents of Big Cottonwood Canyon are given two dumpsters in which to
dump their trash. These dumpsters are located on the south side of the road,
downhill from Cardiff Fork Recreation Area. The dumpsters often overflow
sending trash into the surrounding area, including Big Cottonwood Creek.

Sait Lake County has been responsible for garbage removal in Big Cottonwood
Canyon. Salt Lake City would work with Salt Lake County to improve the
garbage collection system. Other alternatives would be explored such as locating

the dumpsters in another area closer to the residents and farther away from the
creek and main highway.

Recommendation: Encourage Salt Lake County to provide the residents of Big
and Little Cottonwood Canyons with an opportunity for a neighborhood clean-
up, similar to the program granted to Salt Lake City residents.

Implementation: Encourage Salt Lake County to devise a neighborhood clean-
up schedule for Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon residents by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: Residents of Salt Lake City are provided an opportunity each
spring to dispose of yard debris, old furniture, wood scraps, etc. Complaints
swrounding the dumpsters in Big Cottonwood Canyon indicate that large
pieces of furniture or appliances are left along-side the dumpsters. A specified
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opportunity for residents to place these types of items outside their houses may
alleviate some of the demand being placed on the dumpsters.

Recommendation: Determine the feasibility of instituting a “Trash Free
Watershed” program for canyon users (not canyon residents).

Implementation: Conduct a pilot study in one area of the watershed by April 1,
2001.

Explanation: Several years ago, the Maryland State Park system began
designating many of its state parks “trash free.” This was an effort to decrease
maintenance costs and encourage more responsible behaviors from park
visitors. The program uses minimal signage to notify the visitors that the area is
“trash free,” and that what ever trash is brought into the area must be taken out
to be disposed of. Trash receptacles were no longer provided. As expected, this
program took a little time to become effective, but is widely used throughout the
state park system in Maryland. This program may help the problem of over-
flowing trash receptacles and the amount of irash that is intended for the trash
can but falls on the ground. This program may also help reduce costs associated
with trash removal and clean-up. People may also associate this program with
the need to safeguard our watershed. It is recommended that the pilot program
take place in a relatively small area that receives a moderate amount of
visitation. City Creek or Millcreek Canyon would be good locations to test this
program.

K. WATER QUALITY

1. Water quality monitoring.

Recommendation: Continue to use coliform as the prime water quality
indicator. Develop a new, comprehensive water quality monitoring program
utilizing state-of-the- art technology to identify additional watershed indicators.
Utilize biological water quality monitoring in addition to chemical monitoring.
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Implementation: Develop a new, comprehensive water quality monitoring
program by January 1, 2000.

Explanation: Salt Lake City will continue to use coliform as the most reliable
indicator of water quality in the watershed. In the meantime, money will be
budgeted for a comprehensive watershed /water quality research project to
study the canyons in order to attain more detailed watershed/ water quality
data. Other goals of this program will be to identify a more comprehensive
indicator or watershed health and sources of water quality degradation.

Biological water quality monitoring consists of counting and identifying benthic
macro-invertebrates to determine water quality. This method may augment
chemical tests as well as provide additional information regarding the health of
the aquatic systems.

Organizations such as Save our Streams, a branch of the Izaac Walton League,
are committed to biological water quality monitoring on a seasonal basis.
Biological water quality monitoring is a relatively simple process which can be
incorporated into school science classes or scouting groups. Any additional
watershed information that may be generated on a regular basis will increase
our understanding of the watershed. These programs may be conducted by

volunteers and represent a valuable service to the water users in the Salt Lake
Valley.

2, Water quality in the watershed.

* Recommendation: Continue cooperative efforts between Salt Lake City, Salt

Lake County, Forest Service, Salt Lake County Sheriff and Salt Lake City-County
Board of Health to maintain excellent water quality and continue to strive for
superior water quality.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: The existing cooperative agreements between Salt Lake City, Salt
Lake County, Forest Service and Salt Lake City-County Board of Health have
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enabled approximately 400,000 people in the Salt Lake Valley to enjoy excellent
water quality. The plan recommends that these agencies continue to work under
their respective agreements to manage the watershed for optimal water quality.

Salt Lake County has jurisdiction over zoning and building codes in the
watershed. A MOU between the Forest Service and Salt Lake City was adopted
in 1981, stating watershed management responsibilities for each agency. Salt
Lake City has assisted the Salt Lake County Sheriff in funding officers for
regulations enforcement. The Salt Lake City-County Board of Health has played
an important role in water quality monitoring and enforcing water quality
violations.

Recommendation: The City shall undertake additional scientific studies and
data collection programs to monitor and document water quality conditions and
the health of the watershed. The additional studies shall be used to track water
quality trends, to confirm best management practices and to establish further
refinements to the Watershed Management Plan.

Implementation: Ongoing,.

Explanation: Watershed research that does not adversely affect the watershed or
water quality will be encouraged and welcomed by the major jurisdictional
agencies in the watershed. Scientific research concerning the watershed may
provide Salt Lake City and other agencies with additional information regarding
how the watershed functions and how to identify or avoid adverse changes in
the watershed. Salt Lake City would be the coordinating agency regarding
watershed research proposals. Universities and colleges would be welcomed to
conduct research if the research will not jeopardize the health of the watershed
in any way.

Recommendation: Eliminate the use of snowmaking additives if they are found
to adversely impact the watershed and water quality.

Implementation: Recommend manufacturer-funded research on limited sites in
the canyons. The independent study scope must be agreed to by Salt Lake City.
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The study should be commenced during the 1999/2000 ski season and run for a
maximum of three consecutive years unless contra-indicated during any period
of that time. If the study can not be initiated during the 1999/2000 season, no
use of snow making additives will be allowed for that season. The manufacturer
of the snow making additive, shall indemmnify and hold Salt Lake City harmless
from and against any and all judgements, claims, expenses, causes of action,
damages and liabilities (including attorneys’ fees) arising out of the study.

Explanation: Snowmaking additives are used by the ski industry to improve the
effectiveness af the snowmaking process. The additives contain enzymes that
provide a higher quality of artificially made snow. The impact of the additives
on the watershed is unknown. Studies should continue to be conducted, for a
maximum of three years unless contra-indicated during that time, at limited
local ski resorts to determine if there are any adverse impacts to the watershed
or water quality. If the studies show that the additives contribute negative

effects on the watershed, then they may be prohibited from use at the four ski
resorts in the plan area.

3. Zoning regulations.

Recommendation: Continue to support the current Salt Lake County Sensitive
Land Ordinances.

Implementation: Ongoing,.

Explanation: Salt Lake County adopted a revised edition of the Sensitive Lands
Protection Regulations for the Wasatch Canyons in January, 1998. Two notable
changes were made to the ordinance that involves watershed concerns. First, the
stream set-back for new buildings was extended from 50 to 100 feet. This new
regulation will strengthen current watershed protection measures already in
place. The second significant change was regarding the development site. A new
standard was developed called “limits of disturbance,” which specifies an area
in which construction and development activity must be contained. This new
standard will decrease the amount of lands that are disturbed through incidental
construction practices. These new regulations assist in preventing future water
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quality impacts. As new development issues are raised, it is important for Salt
Lake City and Salt Lake County to work together o continually monitor the
effectiveness of the Sensitive Lands Protection Ordinance. If amendments to the
regulations need to be made, Salt Lake City supports changes that will prevent
additional water quality impacts.

4. Watershed protectionfenforcement.

Recommendation: Continue to support Salt Lake County Sheriff’s enforcement
of watershed regulations.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: The Salt Lake County Sheriff patrols several of the canyons in the
watershed. They are responsible for law enforcement and watershed regulations
enforcement.

Recommendation: Provide Sheriff’s Deputies with adequate watershed
education materials to educate users about the watershed.

Implementation: Sait Lake City will provide the Sheriff’s Deputies with
watershed education materials by june 1, 2000.

Explanation: Sheriff’s Deputies issue hundreds of warnings and citations each
year concerning watershed violations. If Sheriff’'s Deputies are equipped with
education materials, they may assist in the overall watershed education efforts
as well as prevent future watershed violations. The Watershed Fact Book,
mentioned in the Watershed Education section of the recommendations, may be
handed out to users by Sheriff's Deputies with each user contact. It is important
for the Sheriff's Deputies to distribute educational materials due to the agency’s
regularity of encounters with the public.

Recommendation: Assess the specific causes of riparian zone degradation in Big
Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons, then develop cooperative
solutions to better manage the activities that contribute to those impacts.
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Implementation: Study the impacts to the riparian zones in Big and Little
Cottonwood Canyons from hiking, biking, camping , fishing and other
recreational activities. Work with the appropriate management agencies to
reduce these impacts by addressing the uses in the order of their significance.

Explanation: Big and Little Cottonwood Creeks riparian zones are heavily used.
Better managing the activities within these corridors will lead to improved water
quality.

Recommendation: The laws governing watershed protection will be updated.

Implementation: Coordinate with the Salt Lake County Sheriff to review the

current watershed regulations to make suggestions regarding which regulations
will be updated, by June 1, 2000.

L Recommendation: Inform the judiciaries about the importance of upholding stiff
penalties for watershed violations.

Implementation: Distribute factual information by January 1, 2001 to all
judiciaries who preside over watershed violation cases.

L. FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN

® Recommendation: Salt Lake City will work with its partners in watershed
management to develop a comprehensive wildfire management plan.

Implementation: Developing wildfire management plan by January 1, 2001.

Explanation: Salt Lake City and other affected agencies need to develop a
comprehensive wildfire management plan to address future wildfires in the
watershed. The present total attack and suppression policy on wildland fires
must be re-addressed due tc recent advances in forest ecology research and the
high fuel loadings within the watershed. New strategies, including prescribed
burns or allowing certain fires to burn will be explored.
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Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, USDA Forest Service, Salt Lake
City Fire Department, Salt Lake County Fire Department, the State Division of
Forestry, Fire and State Lands, and others must be included in developing a
comprehensive wildfire management plan.

The wildfire management plan will include all canyons within the watershed
plan area and all foothill areas between City Creek Canyon and Little
Cottonwood Canyon.

CANYON BY CANYON RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CITY CREEK CANYON

1. City Creek Master Plan.

Recommendation: Review the need to update the City Creek Master Plan.

Implementation: Review the need to update the City Creek Master Plan by
September 1, 1999.

Explanation: The City Creek Master Plan was adopted by Salt Lake City in 1986.
The plan addresses land use and circulation issues in the City Creek Canyon
area.

The plan is 13 years old and an update may be necessary. Most of the
recommendations from the 1986 plan have been implemented. Changes have
occurred since 1986 in areas such as visitor use, visitor activities, increased
residential development surrounding the canyon, a need for new facilities, etc.
The changes that have occurred in and around City Creek Canyon since 1986 are
reason to begin the process of updating the City Creek Canyon Master Plan.
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2. Funding of City Creek Canyon.

Recommendation: Explore alternative funding mechanisms such as a fee-booth,
yearly pass, increased picnic fees, private foundation, etc.

Implementation: Explore funding options and make a decision on the options
by January 1, 2001.

Explanation: There is a lack of adequate funding to properly maintain and
upgrade the facilities in City Creek Canyon. Many of the toilet facilities are over
50 years old. These old, deteriorating toilets are not attractive which leads to
visitors relieving themselves outside of the toilets. A new funding stream will
enable Salt Lake City to implement the necessary facility improvements while
increasing maintenance of existing facilities.

The fee-booth system in Millcreek Canyon has produced many benefits for
water quality, facility improvements, and visitor information. This system or a

modified version serves as a model for developing an additional funding source
for City Creek Canyon.

Through developing a private foundation, Salt Lake City may apply for
competitive grants to use for facility improvements. The foundation may also
serve as a catalyst for generating funds through different types of fund raisers

3. Construction of an amphitheater.

Recommendation: Identify an appropriate site and construct an amphitheater in

City Creek Canyon to provide an effective setting for teaching watershed
education.

Implementation: Begin identifying potential sites by June 1, 2000. Begin
construction by June 1, 2002.

Explanation: City Creek Canyon is an excellent location for Salt Lake City to
construct an amphitheater for watershed and other environmental education
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programs. The topography of the lower canyon is suitable for an amphitheater.
City Creek Canyon is located in close proximity to several public schools. The
amphitheater will also play a major role in the overall watershed education
program that this plan recommends.

4. Alternate bike and car days.

Recommendation: Maintain the current policy.
Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: The current policy of alternating bikes and cars on the road in City
Creek Canyon is serving users well. The road is not wide enough to safely allow
bikes and cars to access the road at the same time. Salt Lake City feels this
system will remain in place until future issues require the City to re-address the
policy.

B. RED BUTTE CANYON

1. Canyon Management.

Recommendation: Continue to support the Forest Service’s management of Red
Butte Canyon as a Research Natural Area.

Implementation: Ongoing,.

Explanation: Red Butte Canyon is managed by the Forest Service as a Research
Natural Area. Access is limited to veterans from the Veterans Administration
Hospital, and nature-based research. Through limitations on human access, the
canyon has become plentiful with wildlife providing a near-pristine example of
a Wasatch Watershed. This management designation allows for Red Butte
Canyon to be used as a biological conirol area for the rest of the Wasatch
Canyons.

Page 93



Chapter 5 Recommendations

2. Increase in dogs and trespassers.

Recommendation: Encourage the Forest Service and Salt Lake County to
increase the number of law enforcement patrols in the area and ticket
individuals who trespass in Red Butte Canyon. Encourage the Forest Service to
post signage on the ridge lines along established trails to educate the public
about Red Butte Canyon. Encourage the Forest Service to explore a partnership

with the University of Utah Police Department to assist in patrolling Red Butte
Canyon.

Implementation: Make a formal recommendation to the Forest Service to
implement these recommendations by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: There has been a noticeable increase in the number of trespassers
in Red Butte Canyon over the past few years. The increase primarily involves
mountain bikers and people walking their dogs. As a result of this
increased/illegal usage, the canyon is beginning to show more signs of impact.
In order to retain the qualities and attributes of Red Butte Canyon as a Research
Natural Area, greater enforcement of the boundaries is necessary.

B. EMIGRATION CANYON

1. Relatively Poor Water Quality.

Recommendation: Educate residents regarding watershed regulations.

Implementation: The residents of Emigration Canyon must receive the
Watershed Fact book by October 1, 2000.

Explanation: Emigration Canyon Creek has the lowest water quality of all the
creeks in the plan area. Emigration Canyon also contains many houses situated
along the banks of the creek. Many of these houses are more than 20 years old.
These houses use septic tank systems which may contribute negatively fo water
quality. The residents of Emigration Canyon will be encouraged through the
Watershed Fact book and other educational materials to minimize their impacts
on the riparian zone and to try and keep their pets out of the water. Salt Lake
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City wants to inform the public that all water throughout the watershed is
valuable.

Salt Lake City will continue to protect the upper portion of Emigration Canyon
for the option of future water use.

2. Access to Red Butte Canyon.

Recommendation: Encourage the Forest Service and Salt Lake County to
increase the amount of law enforcement patrols in the area and ticket
individuals who trespass in Red Butte Canyon. Encourage the Forest Service to
post signage on the ridge lines along established trails to educate the public as to
why they are not allowed to enter the canyon.

Implementation: Make a formal recommendation to the Forest Service by June
1, 2000.

Explanation: Red Butte Canyon is managed as a Research Natural Area by the
Forest Service. Access into the canyon is highly restricted. Uses are limited to
nature study, research and fishing is allowed by veterans from the Veteran’s
Administration Hospital. Traffic in the canyon is limited to that necessary for the
maintenance and operation of research and monitoring activities. Permission for
access into the canyon must be gained through the Salt Lake Ranger District of
the Forest Service.

D. PARLEYS CANYON

1. Management of Little Dell Reservoir.

Recommendation: Continue to implement the recreation plan for Little Dell
Reservoir.

Implementation: Ongoing.
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Explanation: The recreation component of the Little Dell Reservoir project was
authorized in 1995. Three options were proposed, each with different facilities
and recreation management guidelines. The option that was chosen includes 130
parking spaces, 19,400 feet of trails, 56 picnic sites, 2 boat launches, and 6
chemical toilets. Construction commenced in May of 1998 and is expected to be
completed during the summer of 1998.

2. Management of Mountain Dell Golf Course.

® Recommendation: Continue to monitor the application of fertilizers and
pesticides.

Implementation: Ongoing,.

Explanation: Little Dell Golf Course is less than a mile from Mountain Dell
Reservoir in an uphill direction. The creek that originates in Lambs Canyon runs
through the golf course. Runoff from the golf course drains into this creek which
then enters into Mountain Dell Reservoir. Golf courses normally require
intensive use of pesticides and fertilizers to maintain optimal turf conditions.
The fertilizers and pesticides normally run-off the turf with rainfall or even

irrigation. In this case, Mountain Dell Reservoir receives the pesticide and
fertilizer runoff.

It is imperative that Salt Lake City continues to monitor the amount of fertilizers
and pesticides applied to the Mountain Dell Golf Course. These levels must not
exceed standards set for drinking water.

3. City picnic facilities in Affleck Park.

¢ Recommendation: Improve facilities for public use.

Implementation: Make necessary facility improvements by June 1, 2000.

Page 96



Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan ‘99

Explanation: Affleck Park which is located north of Little Dell Reservoir was in
disrepair for several years following the fire in the late 1980's. The park contains
several beautiful picnic sites along the creek.

The plan recommends that several old picnic tables be replaced and several of
the picnic sites be closed due to their close proximity to the stream. One picnic
site in Area 2 is situated on a wetland and will be moved.

4. Fishing regulations.

Recommendation: Coordinate efforts with the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources to ensure regulations are properly posted in the proclamation and at
fishing locations where special regulations are in effect.

Implementation: Begin to work with the Division of Wildlife Resources upon
adoption of this plan.

E. MILLCREEK CANYON

1. Current policy govermning dogs and horses in the canyon.

Recommendation: Support actions taken by the Forest Service to manage
impacts from dogs and horses.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: Millcreek Canyon is the only canyon in the plan area that allows
dogs and horses throughout the entire canyon. This has caused problems
because in the past most people did not clean up after their dogs. Impacts were
being incurred on water quality as well as on the visitor’s experience. The Forest
Service is continually monitoring the situation and implementing different
approaches to solve the problem.
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F. BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

1. Dog permit system.

® Recommendation: The ordinance that allows residents of Big Cottonwood
Canyon to have dogs will be modified to prevent future water quality impacts.

Implementation: The ordinance will be re-addressed by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: The Salt Lake County Sheriff's Deputies who patrol Big
Cottonwood Canyon have estimated that the current dog permit system is being
abused by over half of the dog permit holders. The abuses that are occurring
need to stop to prevent water quality impacts.

This plan recommends several options to incorporate into the new permit
system. First, the permit colors may be changed from year to year. Also, only
residents with a permit may be allowed to have a dog. Permits will not be
transferable. Certified avalanche dogs may have separate permits. Violations of
the new permit system will be dealt with using the “three strikes” rule. If a dog
permit holder is cited for three violations, their permit will be revoked and their
dog will be prohibited from entering the canyon. Cther elements of a new dog
permit system will be considered as the ordinance is revised.

2. Road management.

® Recommendation: Encourage UDOT to manage the road surface with special
attention paid to water quality.

Implementation: Draft a Memorandum of Understanding between Salt Lake
City and Utah Department of Transportation by January 1, 2000.
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3. Back country permits.

Recommendation: Study the merits of developing an overnight, back country
use permit system for the lake basins.

Implementation: Implement an overnight, back country use permit system
upon determining the feasibility of the system by Salt Lake City and the Forest
Service.

Explanation: The lake basins are the initial sources of water for Big Cottonwood
Creek. For this reason, we must minimize our impacts in the lake basins.

One of the reasons for instituting a group permit system is to educate users
regarding “Leave No Trace” hiking and camping guidelines.

This permit would be required for all lake basins in Big Cottonwood Canyon.
The plan recommends that the minimum distance from a permitees tent to the
lake shore be 300 feet. Dish washing will also be conducted no less than 300 feet
away from the lake shore.

4. Skiing Interconnect.

Recommendation: Monitor proposals to expand ski area Interconnect and
respond to any potential adverse impacts on the watershed.

Implementation: Ongoing.

5. Guardsman Pass.

Recommendation: Evaluate carefully any proposal for improvements to the
Guardsman Pass Road to prevent adverse impacts on the watershed.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Page 99



Chapter 5 Recommendations

Explanation: Guardsman Pass is a partially paved road connecting Big
Cottonwood Canyon to the Park City area. This road is not plowed and
therefore is only open on a seasonal basis.

Traffic and recreational usage have increased steadily over the past several

years. This increase in traffic may be a result of UDOT continually paving the
road closer to the summit.

The two large developments that are planned on the Summit County and
Wasatch County sides of the mountain may have adverse impacts on the Salt
Lake City Watershed. These developments may provide an impetus for the road
to be paved to the summit. This may lead to a year-round road. Year-round
maintenance on this section of road may increase the amount of traffic in Big
Cottonwood Canyon and the number of back country skiers/users in an area

that has not received large amounts of year round use due to the seasonal road
closure.

G. LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON

1. Town of Alta’s dog permit system.

Recommendation: Continue to support the Town of Alta’s dog permit
ordinance.

Implementation: Ongoing.

Explanation: The Town of Alta developed a dog permit ordinance several years
ago which Salt Lake City supports.

2. Dog permit system.

Recommendation: The ordinance that allows residents of Little Cottonwood

Canyon {(outside the Town of Alta) to have dogs will be modified to prevent
future water quality impacts.

Page 100



Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan ‘99

Implementation: The ordinance will be re-addressed by June 1, 2000.

Explanation: The number of people abusing the dog permit ordinance in Little
Cottonwood Canyon is not as large of a problem as it is in Big Cottonwood
Canyon. Nevertheless, Salt Lake City will be re-addressing the ordinance for
both canyons. The abuses that are occurring need to stop to prevent water
quality impacts.

This plan recommends several options to incorporate into the new permit
system. First, the permit colors may be changed from year to year. Also, only
residents with permits may be allowed to have a dog. Permits will not be
transferable. Certified avalanche dogs may have separate permits. Violations of
the new permit system will be dealt with using the “three strikes” rule. If a dog
permit holder is cited for three violations, their permit will be revoked and their
dog will be prohibited from entering the canyon. Other elements of a new dog
permit system will be considered as the ordinance is revised.

3. Road management.

Recommendation: Encourage UDOT to manage the road surface with special
attention paid to water quality.

Implementation: Draft a Memorandum of Understanding between Salt Lake
City and Utah Department of Transportation by January 1, 2000.

4. Back country permits.

Recommendation: Study the merits of developing an overnight, back country
use permit system for the lake basins.

Implementation: Implement an overnight, back country use permit system
upon determining the feasibility of the system by Salt Lake City and the Forest
Service.
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Explanation: The lake basins are the initial sources of water for Little

Cottonwood Creek. For this reason, we must minimize our impacts in the lake
basins.

One of the reasons for instituting a group permit system is to educate users
regarding “Leave No Trace” hiking and camping guidelines.

This permit would be required for all lake basins in Little Cottonwood Canyon.
The plan recommends that the minimum distance from a permitees tent to the
lake shore be 300 feet. Dish washing will also be conducted no less than 300 feet
away from the lake shore.

5. Skiing Interconnect.

® Recommendation: Monitor proposals to expand ski area Interconnect and

respond to any potential adverse impacts on the watershed.

Implementation: Ongoing,.
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Watershed Education
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Land Use/Mining
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Land Acquisition
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Canyon Garbage Disposal
Water Quality

City Creek Canyon

Red Butte Canyon
Emigration Canyon
Parleys Canyon

Millcreek Canyon

Big Cottonwood Canyon
Little Cottonwood Canyon
Other Issues/ Comments
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Watershed Education
Comments were made supporting the

overall watershed education effort outlined
in the plan. One comment stated that the
education component was the most
important in the document. The emphasis
_on the K-12 age group was commended.

Thank you for your comment.

"It was noted that the Silver Lake Interpretive Thank you for your comment.

Center is an excellent program and has
become a focus for recreational usage in the
Brighton area. It was also mentioned that the
Forest Service booth at Recreational
Equipment Inc. could serve as a location to
present watershed education materials.

It was noted that most of the watershed Thank you for your comment.
education recommendations should be fairly
easy to implement, and funding of these
programs should be a priority. A commentor
stated that Salt Lake City should take lead
responsibility with watershed education.

The Sierra Club offered to participate in
workshops and educational programs with
other civic groups to strengthen existing
programs.

Dispersed Recreation

A comment was made regarding the need Salt Lake City will study and discuss this
for back country toilets and how the option further with the Forest Service. Cost
Wilderness Act may allow for such and maintenance issues must be assessed
improvements. The need for more toilets at | before this program is implemented.

trail heads throughout the watershed was
stated.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

It was stated that a back country permit
system should not be imposed without hard
scientific data supporting the action.

A comment stated the group permit size
number of 4 or more people should be
increased to allow larger groups without a
permit.

“The back country permit system should be
implemented without cost to the users.”

It was stated that the back country permit
system should be initiated in the back
country, even though scientific evidence is
lacking. Commeon sense suggests that
uncontrolled back country use will degrade
the water supply.

“The requirement of a back country permit
for camping in lake basins is reasonable
providing that a good data base exists for
justifying the number of permits issued and
for the group sizes requiring permits,”

There is a concern over recreation impacts
on water quality even though the data
doesn’t substantiate the impacts;
nevertheless, we are going to take prudent
measures while we continue to utilize
innovative sampling/research techniques to

more accurately pinpoint pollution sources.

Upon implementation of a group permit
system, the group permit size will be
consistent with the group size limits
imposed on groups in the three Wilderness
Areas located in the watershed.

The group back country permit system will
be free of charge. In addition to cautiously
monitoring water quality impacts associated
with recreation use, the permit’s purposes
are to educate back country users and more
accurately count them.

There is a concern over recreation impacts
on water quality even though the data
doesn’t substantiate the impacts;
nevertheless, we are going to take prudent
measures while we continue to utilize

innovative sampling/research techniques to |

more accurately pinpoint pollution sources.

Same response as above.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

“The Forest Service should begin to explore
various options in regulating camping
around popular lake basins without delay,
as indicated in the plan.”

Dispersed Recreation

A comment suggested that recreationists are
not the only group causing increases in
coliform. Other causes cited for increased
coliform include downhill ski areas, septic
systems, motorists, cabin owners,
campground guests, picnickers, restaurant
patrons, and all other non-dispersed users.

There is a need for more back and front
country patrols to increase visitor contact.

The need to correct the trail problems being
caused by mountain biking was addressed.
Excessive amounts of erosion on the Great
Western Trail which are being caused by
mountain biking.

“Mountain biking on trails not suitable for
their use is to be restricted. Forest Service
policies need to be established as a priority
as the impact due to back country bicycles is
likely to further increase.”

A comment stated that hikers as well as
bikers are causing trail damage.

A comment was made that the plan, through
its language, is prejudiced against dispersed
recreationists.

Same response as above.

All uses in the canyons create a cumulative
effect on the watershed.

Salt Lake City agrees with this comment and
will look at different ways to increase visitor
contacts in the front and back country.

Salt Lake City and the Forest Service will
continue to monitor the effects of Mountain
Biking in the watershed and will devise a
solution to the problem.

Same as above.

Salt Lake City recognizes that all uses in the
canyons create a cumulative effect on the
watershed and these changes will be made
in the final Plan.

Same as above.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

There was an inquiry as to the number of
back country users in the watershed each
- year.

" A comment stated that fires should be
prohibited other than in
- designated/constructed fire pits.

. Land Use/Commercial/Residential
Development

| A comment states that fees and use
restrictions should be imposed on ski area
' construction projects, ski area parking lots,
and residential construction, in the interest
of water quality.

“Salt Lake City should adopt a policy that,
subject to its contractual obligations and the
legal rights‘ of property owners, it will not
support any new development or facility, or
any modifications to an existing
development or facility, in the canyons .”

“It was stated that the ski resorts have been
evaluating the impacts of ski area
developments for the last 20 years and water
quality has actually improved during that
time period. The statement in the plan
suggests that the ski resorts are doing the
opposite and polluting the watershed.”

One of the purposes for instituting a back
country group permit system is to collect
more accurate back country user data.

A message aimed at educating back country !

users regarding fires will be incorporated
into the group permit system.

Salt Lake City does not possess the authority
to charge fees for these types of commercial
projects. The Forest Service requires fees
associated with leasing federal land. The ski
resorts are required to pay a percentage of
the lift ticket price to the Forest Service
which is returned to the Treasury
Department.

Please refer to the Proactive Watershed
Management Protection section in the
recommendations chapter.

Water quality has improved in Big and Little
Cottonwood Canyons since the sewer lines
have been constructed. Salt Lake City does
not feel this negative view toward the ski
resorts is represented in the Plan.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

“Salt Lake City, UDOT, UTA and all of the
resorts within the watershed meet
continually to discuss problem and probable
solutions to these parking issues. The ski
resorts at the request of Salt Lake County
and Salt Lake City Public Utilities have
paved or are in the process of paving their
parking lots to help insure a constant water
quality standard.”

“The water conservation issue to curtail
future irrigation in the watershed is not
clearly defined...; will the other contract
water users in the watershed have the same
restrictions as the resorts?

“Ski resorts help consolidate controlled use
rather than having dispersed, uncontrolled
use in the back country.”

“... a comment states that the word “may”
needs to be deleted from the statement
concerning impacts to water quality.
Commercial development does degrade
water quality through runoff from parking
lots, roads and other surfaces, such as roofs
and driveways.”

“The existence of commercial and residential
structures increases the number of peopie in
the canyons, resulting in increased pressure
-on the quality of the watershed.”

Salt Lake City acknowledges this effort is
occurring

Salt Lake City will continue to adhere to its
contractual obligations. We encourage
leaving the watershed in its most natural
form whenever possible. Salt Lake City
strongly supports the Salt Lake County
Sensitive Lands Ordinance regarding the use
of native trees and plants. Native trees and
plants do not require additional irrigation.

Salt Lake City recognizes this response.

Salt Lake City recognizes that all uses in the
canyons create a camulative effect on the
watershed.

Salt Lake City recognizes that all uses in the
canyons create a cumulative effect on the :
watershed.
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A comment states the 100' setback for
structures should be extended to 300"

“Ski resorts have been left out as part of the
group to help plan and implement
mnovative land use strategies.”

“Ordinances regulating the use of
herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers in the
watershed should only be developed after a
well-controlled study is conducted... which
demonstrates the need for such ordinances.”

“The new ordinance to preclude residential
development without concurrent connection
to the sewer line seems harsh... if the
distance to the nearest sewer hook-up
represents an excessive burden to the land
owner.”

The reason for the variation between
campers’ setbacks from water sources and
structural development setbacks is a result
of proper sanitation facilities ( toilets and
sewer hook-up) being required in new
structures. Salt Lake City will amend its set
back ordinance to be consistent with Salt
Lake County’s ordinance requiring a 100’
setback.

Opportunities have been made available to
the resorts in the past and will be made
available in the future.

Adhering to the Salt Lake County Foothills
& Canyons Site Development & Design
Standards, Chapter 19.73 Landscaping and
Vegetation B, #3, which allows only native
trees and plants for landscaping in the
canyons; hence, the use of herbicides,
pesticides, and fertilizers are not necessary
for maintaining native vegetation. Salt Lake
City opposes the use of these chemicals in
the municipal watershed.

State law requires any development within

300 feet of the sewer line to attach to the line.
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“The proposed redefinition of legitimate
recreation to prohibit long term camping on
private property will require some
thought..., due to potential legal
ramifications.”

“Who gave Brighton permission to pave the
entire upper circle and where are the new
wetlands located?”

A comment states support for the Sensitive
Lands Protection Regulations, although it
views Salt Lake County’s stance on
variances as being too permissive.

“...there has been an over-emphasis on the
effect of cabin owners on water quality. They
have always been an easy target..”

Salt Lake City recommends the Salt Lake
County zoning ordinance be enforced
regarding this issue. This is a health issue
due to the fact that adequate sanitary
facilities and health regulations must be
satisfied.

In an effort to preserve wetland integrity,
the 1991 Record of Decision for the 1991
Brighton Environmental Impact Statement
stated the approval by the Forest Service,
Salt Lake City-County Health, and Salt Lake
City to pave the Brighton parking lot,
construction of catch and detention basins,
enhancement of any affected wetland
function, and maintenance of catch and
detention basins, removal of floatables, and
diffusion mechanisms. The new wetlands
may be found to the north of the base of the
Great Western Chairlift.

Salt Lake City will actively participate in the
development review process to monitor
variance applications.

Salt Lake City recognizes that all uses in the
canyons create a cumulative effect on the
watershed.
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“...regarding bed and breakfasts, Salt Lake
- County has instituted a permit system for
“short-term” rentals (less than 30 days)
which so far has not been utilized or
enforced to any degree, at least in Big
| Cottonwood. The number of new homes and
cabins being constructed is so small that to
limit them further is almost meaningless
compared to the glaring abuses already
taking place.”

“Please define what “limited commercial”is.
As ] look at the ski resorts, I don’t see any
limits on their commercial endeavors.”

One comment states that the ski resorts
impact the watershed greatly.

Land Use/Mining

A comment states that the words “large-
scale” on page 112 are too vague.

“The Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining
does not regulate a variety of mining
activities either because they are too small
(less than 5 acres) or due to the type of
mining (sand and gravel, or building
materials). The City should not rely on the
State or County to protect the watersheds
from mining, but should adopt its own
ordinance with a mandatory mining plan
and bond posted in advance of any
disturbance.”

This is a Salt Lake County zoning issue.

Commercial developments located on
federal lands within the watershed operate
under Forest Service and Salt Lake County
permits.

Salt Lake City recognizes that all uses in the

canyons create a cumulative effect on the
watershed.

The introductory phrase of this paragraph
will be removed in the final Plan.

Mining activities in the watershed are
prohibited unless County, State, and Federal
regulations are followed. Salt lake City will
review and perhaps establish an ordinance
addressing all mining activities in the
watershed.
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“The Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining
administers the abandoned mine program
which has funding for reclaiming many
abandoned mine sites. This program should
be coordinated with and referenced in the
Plan as a source of funding for eliminating
| all existing abandoned mine sites.”

Land Use/Grazing

“Increasing the enforcement to prevent
livestock trespass may be difficult if intent to
trespass must be demonstrated in order to
gain a conviction. Recently, U.S. District
Judge Benson ruled that for a sheep rancher
to be convicted of illegally grazing sheep on
federal land, the government must prove
that beyond a reasonable doubt he did so
“recklessly, knowingly or purposely.””

“Creating an impoundment facility for
livestock in Salt Lake Valley could be very

expensive.”
Land Acquisition

“_..the recommendations for this section of
the Plan are true and need to be part of the
final Plan.”

Mitigation of safety hazards is funded
through a tax on current coal production. A
clause in the law allows for physical hazard
mitigation to occur in hard rock mines.
There is a fund in the clean water act
dedicated to providing financial assistance
mining clean-ups in watershed areas. These
funds may be accessed in the future to assist
in the clean-up of problem sites.

Thank you for your comment.

Arrangements will be made to hold
trespassing livestock if necessary.

The city will pursue an aggressive land
acquisition program. Current land
acquisition funds need to be increased and
other options such as establishing a non-
profit organization/land trust will be
explored.
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“Someone should get a handle on park and
ride lots while there is still undeveloped
land available.”

| A commentor noted the “City has the power
of eminent domain, and should exercise its
power to acquire lands for a public purpose
rather than pay more than fair market value
for any private lands. Acquisition of school
frust lands are an exception.”

Partnerships

“Snowbird is interested in partnershipping
with the Salt Lake City Department of Public
Utilities to help maintain the high water
quality standards that are present in the
canyons today.”

“Partnerships that foster effective front and
back-country contacts are definitely needed.
For example, the Uintah-Cache National
Forest and the Utah County Sheriff's office
has established the Timpanogos Emergency
Response Team which represents both
agency’s interests on Mount Timpanogos.
The team consists of trained, qualified
volunteers who spend weekends at the trail
heads and in the back-country to provide
medical and educational services to visitors.
They also alert law enforcement about
wildlife, civil, watershed, or wilderness
violations. There is no significant cost to
either agency.”

The city will pursue and aggressive land
acquisition program. Current land
acquisition funds need to be increased and
other options such as establishing a non-
profit organization/land trust will be
explored.

Salt Lake City wishes to employ other land
acquisition strategies.

Salt Lake City is willing to explore all
productive partnership opportunities.

Salt Lake City is open for all productive
partnership opportunities.
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 “The Sierra Club, which conducts a hiking
program throughout the year, would be

- most willing to help disseminate the
materials that are developed, when hiking in
the watershed. We could also participate in
workshops and educational programs with
other civic groups to strengthen existing
programs.”

“Partnerships are only helpful if the City
doesn’t have to compromise watershed
protection in order to get cooperation. This is
true for County Planning and Zoning, for

" the Sheriff’s Office, and for the Forest
Service. Does the Wasatch Canyons Master
Plan contro] approvals or does the City’s
Water Plan? There is a lot of “work with,”
and “encourage,” and “monitor,” and “work
closely with,” language in the
implementation of the plan. If that is all that
can be done, then an effective advocate
needs to be funded with the job being to
forcefully advocate for the protection of the
watershed with these entities. This position
is more important than a ranger at Silver
Lake.”

Canyon Garbage Disposal

A comment states that the idea to provide
Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon residents
with a neighborhood clean-up opportunity is
excellent.

Salt Lake City is open for all productive
partnership opportunities.

Salt Lake City is open for all productive
partnership opportunities.

Salt Lake City agrees and will encourage this
program be implemented by Salt Lake
County.
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“Another excellent idea is the concept of a
“trash-free watershed.” Critical to the
success of such a program will be the
establishment of an education program.” “I
would recommend Milicreek Canyon as a
good test location, since the fee program is
already in place and a “mind-set” already
exists with regard to canyon usage.”

“Collection of resident and day-user garbage
is vastly improved over what is was a few
years ago, but rather than dictate to private
property owners and Salt Lake County that
is should be better, the SLCDPU could and
should participate in improving the system.
There is need for a piece of land to place the
facility — couldn’t you help?

Water Quality

Comments were made suggesting the need
for more correlational water quality data
regarding canyon uses.

A comment suggests the need to see
coliform data if in fact increased coliform
levels are continuing in the canyons.

“I strongly favor maintaining water quality
in the fri-canyon area and understand that
fees and restrictions may have to be
implemented in order to protect water
quality.”

This concept will be instituted in the back
country through the group back country
permit system.

Salt Lake County will remain in control of
the garbage removal in Millcreek Canyon,
Big Cottonwood Canyon, and Little
Cottonwood Canyon. There is on-going

work regarding this issue and Salt Lake City

supports the outcome of the program.

Money will be budgeted fora
comprehensive watershed/water quality
research project to study the canyons in
order to attain more detailed

watershed / water quality data.

The increased levels of total coliform were
found in 1995, but have decreased since that
was collected.

Thank you for your comment.
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A commentor does not understand the
concerns over snowmaking additives.

“...the use of additives for snowmaking
should be disallowed until the results from a
test area are well understood.”

Another commentor states that if additives
are found to harm the watershed, their use
should be discontinued immediately.

A comment states that there is too much of a
discrepancy between the distance campers
are allowed to be to the water and the
distance buildings are permitted to be to the
water.

A commentor does not support the
elimination of fish stocking in Big and Little
Cottonwood Canyons because it would
essentially eliminate fishing in the canyons.

City Creek Canyon

“I think the interpretive rangers are not a
bad idea and perhaps could be used to ticket
snowmobilers who are regularly getting into
upper City Creek (pristine area with little
human impacts) and upper Cardiff Fork.”

Salt Lake City will support an independent
study to determine the long term effects of
snowmaking additives. In the meantime, it
will allow usage of the additives on a highly
controlled basis. Future proposals
concerning watershed additives will be
addressed on a case by case basis.

Same as above.

Same as above.

The reason for the variation between
campers’ setbacks from water sources and
structural development setbacks is a result
of proper sanitation facilities ( toilets and
sewer hook-up) being required in new
structures. Salt Lake City will amend its set
back ordinance to be consistent with Salt
Lake County’s ordinance requiring a 100'
setback.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.
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“I would suggest that you refrain from
building an amphitheater in City Creek
Canyon and use that money to form a
partnership program with a local university
and pursue greater understanding of our
watersheds.”

Red Bufte Canyon

A comment states that allowing hunters in
Red Butte Canyon is incongruent with other
uses in the canyon.

Emigration Canyon

“For Emigration Canyon Water users who
are entirely dependent on underground

. canyon waters, PL101-634 is good news also,
because it would effectively set aside the
lands for use for Emigration residents.”

“One further step that is necessary for
Emigration water users is to ask Congress to
remove Emigration from Salt Lake City
Watershed designation under PL #199 in
1914. The City owns its own streamflow
rights at the bottom of the canyon which are
their historic rights of use which would be

rolls of Salt Lake City Watershed.”

unaffected by Emigration’s removal from the

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment. The Forest
Service stopped issuing permits for hunting
in Red Butte Research Natural Area in 1996.
Any hunters in Red Butte are hunting
illegally.

The land exchange between Salt Lake City
and the Forest Service was terminated in
1996.

Thank you for your comment. This is nota
legally feasible option for Salt Lake City.
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Parleys Canyon

“The water quality in the lower segment of
Parleys Canyon has suffered severe adverse
impacts recently without any apparent
regulatory review or control. What will the
impact of these adverse changes by on
future water needs, or in existing wildlife
and recreation use?”

“What type of oversight does the City have
over the Management of Mountain Dell golf
course? What is their use of pesticides,
herbicides, etc.”

“There need to be more intensive planning
and supervision of the activities in the lower
areas of Parleys Canyon and the other minor
canyons and watersheds. The entire front is
of course interconnected and the future

-needs for recreation and water by man and
wildlife will also depend on what happens
in these canyons.”

- Millcreek Canyon

“Combining this with the massive
construction program undertaken with
money from fees in Millcreek would lead
people to believe all canyons should be
paved over with asphalt including concrete
and steel fire places and $50,000 outhouses. I
believe the blank check given to whoever is
managing Millcreek should be torn up, the
fee booth taken out and no fees until the
current development is examined and
justified. Turning Millcreek canyon into

Salt Lake City has an interest in the water
quality of the lower section of Parley’s Creek
in so much as to satisfy their exchange
agreements.

Salt Lake City has total oversight over the
management of Mountain Dell Golf Course.
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
monitors and approves turf management
plans.

Salt Lake City has an interest in the water
quality of the lower section of Parley’s Creek
in so much as to satisfy their exchange
agreements.

Thank you for your comment.
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Liberty Park was not the purpose of
instituting fees and by no means justifies
more fee areas.”

“With all the money collected in Millcreek, 1
know of only two sections of trail where
work has been done and both these were re-
routing (building new trails) the Birch
Hollow section of Pipeline trail and the
Lambs Canyon trail. Both sections are
definite improvements but pale in
comparison to money spent on asphalt.”

“...the wonderful solution to dogs in the
winter has not solved the problem at all but
only shifted use. Take a walk up Neffs or
rattlesnake gulch or Porter Fork road
sometime in winter during high pressure.
You will smell and see what 1 mean.”

“...Millcreek Canyon’s fee system though
having proven to be a very successful
partnership with the county, has logistical
problems which would be compounded for
the Cottonwood Canyons. For example,
significant delays have occurred in leaving
Millcreek Canyon during unexpected
evening storms.”

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.
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Big Cottonwood Canyon

“We believe that much of the destructive
behavior that takes place in Big Cottonwood
Canyon is a result of limitations of
surveillance resources. Having to stop ata
fee booth would at least let vehicle
occupants be observed and would also
communicate a message that they have been
observed. Having license plat numbers on
record would also be a deterrent to illegal
acts.

“A fee station at the mouths of Big and Little
Cottonwood Canyons could be instrumental
in providing revenue for the support of
adequate facilities. An exemption program
would have to be worked out for residents,
employees, and persormel on official
business.”

“First, no development associated with these
two developments will occur in Salt Lake
County. All development will occur in
Summit and Wasatch Counties, and only
those counties will be impacted by this
development. Second, Park City, Summit
County and Wasatch County have all placed
restrictions upon developments which will
prevent the improvement, up-grade or
paving of the Guardsman’s Pass road to Big
Cottonwood Canyon. The Company has no
intention to, nor will it, improve, up-grade
or pave the Guardsman’s Pass road to Big
Cottonwood Canyon in conjunction with the
proposed developments. Finally, the

Thank you for your comment.

This program will require more exploration
with other entities.

Thank you for your comment.
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Company also has no intention of
increasing the number of back country
skiers /users in the area because this use is
not consistent with the Company’s plans for
development of these properties.”

“In the *50's, only a handful of rescue dogs
were allowed - now over 300 are permitted
in Big Cottonwood Canyon, ostensibly to
residents.”

A comment states that the fee station
proposal for Big and Little Cottonwood
Canyons is not appealing due to afford
ability issues and the issue of agencies being
respomnsible for their obligations in the
canyons through their budgetary
obligations.

“At our June 8th meeting your consultant,
Ralph Becker, suggested that a more
restrictive dog policy might be included in
the plan, specifically that a proposal to
restrict dogs to only full-time residents was
being considered. We are definitely opposed
to such a policy. First of all, many canyon
cabin owners have purchased the special
licenses for their pets, and they by-and-large
control their animals. According to Sgt.
David Nelson of the Salt Lake County
Sheriff's Office, 95% or more of the dog
problems they deal with are not associated
with canyon residents or cabin owners.
Rather the vast majority of the problems
come from visitors bringing their unlicenced
dogs into the canyon.”

There are not 300 rescue dogs in the
watershed. This management plan will
provide for a review of the dog ordinance.

This program will require more exploration
with other entities.

This management plan will provide for a
review of the dog ordinance.
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“Degradation of the watershed lands could

be addressed with better off-road
_enforcement -- even though we have many

Sheriff's Deputies patrolling, they are of

necessity mainly working near the highway

corridor. The. need is for

hiking /biking/skiing off-road patrollers to

visit the vast areas inaccessible by

conventional vehicles.”

' titﬂe Cottonwood Canyon

A comment stated the fee station language is
too vague. Alta has instituted an
information booth that has increased visitor
contact and provided information without
charging the visitors.

“The concerns about the fee station at the
mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon are
evident. The intersection of S.R. 210 and S.R.
209 has historically created its own traffic
congestion problems. If a fee booth were to
be added this would only compound that
problem. It appears to me that the fee booth
is a land use issue and not a watershed
issue. ... There is no question that more
money should be appropriated for
improvements within the Salt Lake Ranger
District, but is a fee booth restricting use for
commercial operations within Big and Litile
Cottonwood Canyons the answer?”

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.
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“Fee stations will serve not only as a funding
mechanism, but will also serve as a means to
educate the public on good watershed

practices. I support the concept of fee
stations.”

Other Issues/Comments

“The explanation concerning irrigation on
Pg. 118 needs clarification.”

“It is recommended that there be a definition
section to make clear the intent of the
drafters on certain terminology and
wording.

- On page 128, the recommendation “3.
Access to Red Butte Canyon” should be on
page 127 proceeding “B. EMIGRATION
CANYON” and following “2. Increase in
dogs and trespassers.”

“On page 111, under the second bullet item
that talks of Bed and Breakfasts there is no
explanation for picking out B&B's.”

“On page 112, in the first sentence of the
explanation in the first bullet item the word
“who” should be removed.”

This program will require more exploration
with other entities.

Sait Lake City will continue to adhere to its
contractual obligations. We encourage
leaving the watershed in its most natural
form whenever possible. Salt Lake City
strongly supports the Salt Lake County
Sensitive Lands Ordinance regarding the use
of native trees and plants. Native trees and
plants do not require additional irrigation.

Thank you for your comment. A glossary of
watershed terms will be added to the final
plan.

' The placement of this section is correct. Salt

Lake City and the Forest Service are
concerned about jllegal access into Red Butte
Canyon from the Emigration Canyon side.

Bed and breakfasts may not have the
appropriate sanitary holding tanks
necessary to adequately hold sewage.

Thank you for your comment.
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“On page 124, the first bullet item states that
the sheriff’s department will receive
educational materials by June 1, 1999. This
date is 3 months earlier than the education
materials are supposed to be completed. On
page 99, first bullet item states, “This
watershed fact book should be developed by
September 1, 1999.”

“The Summary and Conclusions or: page 44
are not presented in a manner which
logically supports more regulation of
watershed usage. The first three conclusions
seem to mitigate the need for additional
regulation by stating that (a) the water
quality is excellent, (b) the coliform counts
which are present are not of fecal origin, and
{c) even the spike of 1995 doesn’t diminish
the excellent quality of the water. ]
recommend that the section be rewritten to
emphasize the necessity of preserving such
high quality water in light of anticipated
high impact usage.”

“We would like to hear more about the
potential for a Technical Advisory
Committee. I have experience with the
Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee,
which was indeed disbanded, but for a
period of time it brought development issues
to the attention of interested persons. How
did this prove “ineffective?”

Thank you for your comment.

The objective of the 1998 Watershed
Management Plan is to develop an overall
management direction to maintain high
water quality.

The Wasatch Canyons Coordinating
Copunittee was disbanded due to poor
meeting management and facilitation.
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“The best form of ownership and
management was already devised under
Public Law #101-634, the Salt Lake City
Watershed Management Act of 1990. This
City and the Forest Service would be well-
advised to proceed immediately to resolve
temaining differences so that the act may
come to frujtion.”

“Under current law only public entities can
_acqﬁjre a‘water right to protect instream
flows. Does the City intend to acquire rights
and protect any minimum level of instream
flows? At what levels?”

“The State Division of Forestry Fire and
State Lands has been trying to get the
counties to adopt wildland fire protection
requirements into their planning and zoning
ordinances to insure that buildings are not
constructed in watershed areas with
inflammable materials, and are properly
protected from adjacent brush and
vegetation. The City should support this
effort and require the county’s adoption of
such an ordinance.”

“What laws governing watershed need to be
updated? Why would you ask the Salt Lake
County Sheriff to review them? Why not the
City or County Attorneys or a consultant?
Shouldn’t this review precede the final
adoption of the plan?”

The land exchange between Salt Lake City

and the Forest Service was terminated in
1996.

Salt Lake City has no intention of
establishing instream flows. The State
Department of Natural Resources requires

and provides for instream flow regulations.

Salt Lake City supports this approach.

Salt Lake City would like the input and
guidance of the Salt Lake County Sheriff to
assist in reviewing watershed ordinances.

Page 136



Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan ‘99

Summary of Additional Comments (received after the comment deadline).

“The usefulness of MOUs needs to be improved upon in the future and MOU issues should be
brought to the attention of all possible impacted entities.” ‘

“The Salt Lake City/Forest Service Land Exchange needs to be revisited before possible
questionable land deals which could impact negatively on watersheds are transacted.”

“Over night camping in the Wasatch watersheds should be eliminated or require a special
permit.”

“A permit fee system if extended to Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons should
also be covered by one yearly fee inclusive with Millcreek Canyon.”

“The plans for an amphitheater should include placing its location in the lower canyon so as
not to draw large crowds to the upper, more pristine areas.”

“Renewal of canyon dog licenses on a yearly basis is unjustified.”

“I support the “three strikes” concept for license provision violators, this will help eliminate the
persistent scofflaw from having canyon dog licenses.”

“Converting Big Cottonwood Creek to a totally wild fishery would have benefits for water
quality but it seems counterproductive to the enjoyment of the canyon by a wide variety of
users.”
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1991 CANYON SURPLUS WATER SALES ORDINANCE
The following is contained in Section 17.04.020 of the Ordinance:

Preamble-Permit Required for water use - Conditions. Preambile.

Beginning in 1888, the city acquired extensive water rights to the Wasatch Canyon
stream flows through exchange agreements with irrigation companies and control over
the city’s watershed through state and federal legislation. Under state law, the city can
only sell its surplus water outside the city’s limits. The city has determined that except
snowmaking, fire protection and water from possible springs it dees not have surplus
water for sale in its watershed canyons. This determination is based upon the following:
canyon waters are extremely valuable to the city because they are the city’s closest high-
quality water supplies; water from canyon streams can be delivered to most city
customers by gravity flow without pumping; and water used for snowmaking affords a
degree of storage as it is usually the last to melt. Additionally, the city has made major
capital expenditures for facilities to treat water coming from the canyons and they
operate most economically when they have greater quantities of water to treat. Also,
controlling issuance of new permits for water supply in the watershed area hereunder is
consistent with the city’s 1988 Watershed Management Plan for the protection of the
city’s watersheds.
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SALT LAKE CITY/U.S. FOREST SERVICE
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This Memorandum of Understanding entered into this 14th day of January,
1981, by and between WASATCH-CACHE NATIONAL FOREST, FOREST SERVICE,
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, hereinafter called SERVICE,
and SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah,
hereinafter called CITY, concermning the management of certain lands in the Wasatch-
Cache National Forest in Salt Lake County, Utah, which are also the municipal
watersheds for Salt Lake City, Utah.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the SERVICE is charged by Presidential Proclamation, federal law
and regulation to manage the lands known as the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, and
portions of these lands are included in the watershed drainages known as Little
Cottonwood Canyon, Big Cottonwood Canyon, Millecreek Canyon, Neff’s Canyon,
Parley’s Canyon, Lambs Canyon, Dell Canyon, Emigration Canyon, and City Creek
Canyon; and

WHEREAS, the Federal Act of September 19, 1914 sets aside lands described in
the Act (principally Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons) as a municipal water supply
reserve for the use and benefit of Salt Lake City and directs administration by the
Secretary of Agriculture in cooperation with Salt Lake City and the State of Utah has
granted extraterritorial jurisdiction to all Utah cities to enact ordinances pertaining to
prevention of pollution or contamination of the streams or water courses from which
inhabitants of the cities derive their water supply; and

WHEREAS, the SERVICE and the CITY recognize that in the administration and
planning for all activities and development on National Forest lands within the City
Watershed areas that the protection of water quality is a prime consideration; and
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WHEREAS, CITY owns certain lands within the boundary of the Wasatch-Cache
National Forest in Salt Lake County, Utah.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises, the parties agree as
follows;

A. The SERVICE, through representatives of its Forest Supervisor will:

1. Solicit input from CITY in all land use planning done by the SERVICE on
areas within said watersheds.

2. Authorize improvements needed by CITY to protect or develop water on
National Forest lands within the watershed areas. Proposed improvements will be
analyzed for compliance with all provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act,
the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act and other laws and regulations which apply to
the management of National Forest land.

3. Authorize no water developments within the watershed areas until after
consultation with the CITY.

4. Provide for collection of garbage from all developed picnicking and camping
areas on National Forest lands in Big Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood, and Millcreek
Canyons.

5. Assume primary responsibility for the development and management of
recreation sites on National Forest lands in Big Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood, and
Millcreek Canyons.

6. Assume primary responsibility for the development and maintenance of
sanitation facilities to serve recreation users on National Forest lands in Big
Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood and Millcreek Canyons. Authorize the CITY to install
and maintain sanitation facilities on National Forest lands in these canyons to serve
recreation users when requested by the CITY and when the SERVICE is unable to
provide the necessary facilities. This authorization will comply with requirements of the
Multiple-Use Sustainable Yield Act, the National Environmental Policy Act and other
laws and regulations which apply to the development of these facilities.

B. The CITY through representatives of the Public Utilities Director, will:
1. Make available to the SERVICE, water necessary to supply existing developed
recreation and administrative sites to be paid for at a rate not to exceed established rates
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to other users in the same or similar areas, but pursuant only to a separate writien
agreement.

2. Assume primary responsibility for the development and management of
recreation and sanitation facilities in City Creek Canyon, Dell Canyon, Parley’s Canyon,
and Lambs Canyon.

C. SERVICE and CITY, through their representatives, will jointly:

1. Cooperate in fire prevention and suppression on all City and National Forest
lands within the watershed area. This cooperation will be assured through the existing
Cooperative Agreement. The extent of participation by either party will depend on the
availability of funds and/or manpower.

2. Cooperate in the pumping of toilets within developed recreation sites on
National Forest lands within the watershed areas by CITY and SERVICE pumping their
own toilets.

3. Cooperate in law enforcement on all City and National Forest lands within the
watershed area.

4. Work toward the acquisition of private land by CITY and SERVICE, and to
make those land exchanges necessary to consolidate blocks of land in one ownership
within the watershed areas to facilitate and improve overall land management and
administration.

5. Share all available information concerning water quality, water production,
and water use.

6. Prior to any transaction, each will review with the other, any proposed land
exchanges, donations, or sales which would convey City or National Forest lands
within watersheds into private ownership.

7. Prepare a Plan of Operation revised from time to time as SERVICE and CITY
agree spelling out the extent of cooperation to be exercised in the administration of the
following in the watershed areas:

a. Grazing

b. The erection and use of signs

c. Off-road vehicle use

d. Summer and winter dispersed recreation use

e. Big Game harvest and habitat management

f. Watershed restoration

g. Fire prevention and suppression
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Appendix F Salt [ ake City/U.S. Forest Service Memoarandum of Understanding

h. Special Use permits

I. Land use planning

j- Special projects and new programs

It is not intended that said plan shall be binding on the parties. It shall be only a
working tool subject to change as conditions dictate. Changes in said plans shall be
discussed in advance so that both parties have a clear understanding of any
consequences affecting their respective programs and interests.

THE PARTIES FURTHER AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

a. That nothing in this agreement shall affect the rights of CITY or SERVICE, or
others to use water yielded from the National Forest lands covered by this
memorandum.

b. Nothing in this memorandum shall be construed as obligating SERVICE or
CITY to expend funds, or as involving the SERVICE or the CITY in any coniract or
other obligation for future payment of money, in excess of appropriation authorized by
law. ,

c. SERVICE will continue to exercise authority in control and management of the
National Forest land covered by this memorandum as in the case of other National
Forest land, except as specified in this memorandum.

d. The CITY will continue to exercise authority in control and management of
the City-owned land covered by this memorandum as in the case of other City-owned
land, except as specified in this memorandum.

e. This Memorandum of Understanding shall remain in effect until 90 days after
written notice from either party to the other that they no longer wish to be a party to
this document.

f. No member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shail be
admitted to any share or part of this agreement or to any benefit that may arise
therefrom unless effected as part of an agreement controlled hereby with a corporation
for its general benefit.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this memorandum as
of the date first above written.

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION
By
MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY RECORDER

U.S. FOREST SERVICE
By
SUPERVISOR WASATCH-CACHE NATIONAL FOREST

ATTEST:
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Appendix F Salt Lake City/U.S. Forest Service Memorandurn of Understanding

Page 146

ey



AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC IN THE WATERSHED

Canyon
Traffic

Emigration

Parleys

Millcreek

Big Cottonwood

Ye

1989

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

1996
1997

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

APPENDIX G

Average Daily

1,735
1,800
2,180
2,250,
2,285
2,395
2,540
5,980

23,975
24,810
27,130
29,570
30,690
34,025
36,985
37,125

435
424

4,280
3,725
3,900
4,100
4,320
4,385
4,575
4,560
4,820
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Appendix G Traffic

Sources: Utah Department of Transportation, Salt Lake County Parks and Recreation

Little Cottonwood

1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1954
1995
1996

12,085
15,055
15,235
15,715
16,086
16,880
16,375
16,540
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HOUSING UNITS IN THE PLAN AREA

APPENDIX H

Canyon Year ;::n i Seasonal Total
Emigration Census 308 4 312
1990 2 0 314
1991 3 0 317
1992 9 0 326
1993 21 1 348
1994 27 0 375
1995 28 0 403
1996 27 0 430
1997 22 0 452
Total 447 5 452
Parleys Census 0 102 102
1990 0 2 104
1991 0 0 104
1952 0 1 105
1993 0 2 107
1994 0 3 110
1995 0 2 112
1996 0 2 114
1997 0 1 115
Total 0 115 115
Millcreek Census 0 74 74
1990 0 0 74
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Appendix H Housing

Canyon Year ;{{::n d Seasonal Total

1991 0 0 74
1992 0 0 74
1993 0 0 74
1994 0 0 74
1995 0 0 74
1996 0 0 74
1997 0 0 74
Total 0 74 74

Big Census 100 1 421

Cottonwood |
1990 2 8 396
1991 3 0 434
1992 5 2 441
1993 9 6 456
1994 2 2 460
1995 3 2 465
1996 2 4 471
1997 12 2 485
Total 138 347 485

Little Census 88 108 196

Cottonwood
1990 1 1 198
1991 18 0 216
1992 1 0 217
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Year
C
anyon Year Rotnd Seasonal Total
1993 0 0 217
1994 0 1 218
1995 19 1 238

Source: Salt Lake County Planning
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GLOSSARY

Acre-Foot of Water

Back Country Recreation

Cfs

DEQ

Dispersed Recreation

Effluent

EPA

Fecal Coliform

APPENDIX |

The volume of water that will cover
an area of one acre to a depth of one
foot.

Recreation use that requires few, if
any, improvements and usually
occurs in areas greater than 1 mile
from established roads

Cubic feet per second

Utah State Department of
Environmental Quality

Recreation not limited to controlled,
established recreation areas,
widespread impacts

Processed water coming out of a

facility, finished water
Environmental Protection Agency.

Group of microscopic organisms
found in the gut of warm blooded
animals
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Appendix | Glossary

Front Country Recreation Recreation that requires facilities,
resulting in the concentrated use of
an area, such as campgrounds.

Hydrologic Referring to the properties,
distribution, and effects of water on
the earth’s surface, in the soil and

underlying rocks, and in the
atmosphere.

Influent Source water coming in to a facility,

untreated water

Interconnect Road, lift, tram etc, that would allow
easy access between ski resorts in
neighboring canyons

MOU Memorandum of Understanding,.

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Salt
Lake City.

RNA Research Natural Area.

UDOT Utah Department of Transportation.

Total Coliform Group of microscopic organisms
generally found when fecal

contamination from warm blooded
animals is present, indicator
organisms
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Watershed The region draining into a river,
river system, or body of water.

Zoning The process used to establish or
distinguish an area from other
similar areas for a specific purpose.
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APPENDIX J

WATER QUALITY DATA

Water quality data follow this page.
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CHEMISTRY DATA SUMMARY

CITY CREEK
1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary
Assigned | Average
ANALYTE SNO' of Average Ne. of lessthan | withless | Minimum Maximum
amples less thans
value | than values

T. Sus. Solids mg/1 49 2.58]| 36 4 5.52 <4 35
T.K.N. mg/l 24 0.11; 10 0.1 0.15 <1 0.46
Ammonia as N, mg/1 52 0.01] 48 0.05 0.06 <.05 0.466
D- Arsenic, ug/l 21 0.00] 21 5 5.00 <5 0
D-Barium, ug/l 19 3047 0 30471 21 89
D-Cadmium, ug/l 21 0.00| 21 1 1.00 <] 0
D-Calcium, ug/1 47 57.14 0 57.14 30 110
D-Chromium, ug/l 21 0.00] 21 5 5.00 <5 0

-Copper, ng/1 20 0.00] 20 12 1200 <I2 0
D-fron, ugfl 19 0.001 19 20 20.00| <20 0
D-Lead, ug/l 20 0.001 20 3 3.00 <3 0
D-Magnesium, mg/1 49 15.93 0 15.93 10 29
D-Manganese, ug/l 21 148| 20 5 6.24 <5 3
D-Potassium, mg/1 49 0.10| 45 1 1.01 <1 1.3
D-Selenium, ug/t 21 0,05 20 1 1.00 <1 1
D-Silver, ug/l 21 0.00 21 2 2.00 <2 0
D-Sodium, mg/l 47 642] 0 642] 3 54.1
D-Zimc, ug/l 20 0.00] 20 30 30.00f <30 0
Bicarbonate, mg/1 53 234,43 0 23443 118 296
Carbon dioxide, mg/l 53 5.42 0 542 1 29
Carbonate, mg/1 51 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Chloride, mg/1 47 8.55 0 8.55 3 80
Hydroxide, mg/} 53 021 0 021 0 10.9
Sulfate, mg/] 47 16.22 3 10 17921 <10 149.28
T. Phosphorus, mg/} 47 001} 20 0.01 0.02 <01 0.166
T.Alkalinity/CaCO3, mg/l 49 192.08 0 192.08 97 243
T. Hardness/CaCO3, mg/l 43 206.54 0 206.54| 116 319.8
Turbidity, NTU 52 1.03 0 1.03 0.032 8.4
Sp.Cond. umhos/cm. 43 397.00 0 397.00f 271 665
TDS@180C, mg/l 48 231.50 0 231,50t 150 460
D-Aluminum u, 3 0.00 3 30 30,00 <30 0
NO2+NO3 dis 49 0.14 0 0.14 0 0.363
D-Mercury, ug/l 20 0.00] 20 0.2 0.20 <2 0
CO3 Solids 48 11538 0 115.38 58 146
ID-T.Phos., mg/1 52 0.12] 23 0.01 0.13 <01 5.87
;Temp, C 49 8.09 0 3.09 0.7 14.9

h 47 3.24 0 8.24 7.3 2.1




EMIGRATION CREEK
1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary

Assigned | Average
ANALYTE Sﬁp?; Average lefs()ﬁ?ais less than | with less | Minimum Maximum
value |than values

T. Sus. Solids mg/l 57 22.88 13 3 23.57 <3 279
T.K.N. mg/i 32 0.19 7 0.1 0.22 <1 0.581
Ammonia as N, mg/l 58 0.01 54 0.05 0.05 <05 Q.07

- Arsenic, ug/! 26 0.00 26 0.05 0.05 <05 <05
D-Barium, ug/] 24 76.21 0 76.21 26 130
D-Cadmium, ug/l 25 0.00 25 1 1.00 <] <1
D~Calcium, ug/l 56 88.05 0 88.05 42.8 140
D-Chromium, ug/} 25 0.62 22 5 5.02 <5 5.5
D-Copper, ug/l 25 112 24 12 12.64 | <12 28
D-Iron, ug/l 25 30.22 18 20 44.62 <20 490
D-Lead, ug/l 25 0.00 25 3 3.00 <3 <30
D-Magnesium, mg/1 56 19.55 0 19.55 3.5 36
'D-Manganese, ug/l 25 12.42 7 3 13.82 <5 51
D-Potassium, mg/l 56 1.04 14 1 1.29 <1 2.3
D-Selenium, ug/i 25 0.00 25 1 1.00 <1 <1
D-Silver, ug/l 25 0.00 25 2 2.00 <20 <20
D-Sodium, mg/l 55 45.47 0 45.47 5.6 140
D-Zinc, ug/l 25 0.00 25 30 30.00 <30 <30
Bicarbonate, mg/l 58 293.47 0 293.47 196 376
Carbon dioxide, mg/l 59 5.20 0 5.20 1 38
Carbonate, mg/1 59 4.92 0 4.92 0 290
Chloride, mg/t 56 75.54 0 75.54 3.8 2849
Hydroxide, mg/i 58 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Sulfate, mg/1 55 37.33 1 10 57.51 <10 226.26
T. Phosphorus, mg/l 58 0.05 i 0.01 0.05 <.01 0.22
T.Alkalinity/CaCO3, mg/1 55 238.76 0 238.76 | 161 308
T. Hardness/CaCO3, mg/l 56 302.97 0 302.97 164.1 4974
Turbidity, NTU 39 6.97 0 6.97 0.11 65
Sp.Cond. umhos/cm. 56 761.02 0 761.02 | 333 1415
TDS@180C, mg/1 56 451.50 0 451.50 | 190 808
D-Aluminum ug/L 4 0.00 4 30 30.00 <30 <30
INOZ2+NO3 dis 58 (.14 10 0.02 0.14 <02 0.57
ID-Mercury, ug/l1 25 0.00 25 0.2 0.20 <2 <2
CO3 Solids 59 149.12 0 149.12 96 418
ID-T.Phos., mg/i 59 0.03 2 0.01 0.03 <.01 0.097
Temp, C 55 8.42 0 8.42 0 16.5
pH 52 8.20 0 8.20 7.6 8.7




1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary

PARLEYS CANYON

No. of No. of Assigned A.verage - .
ANALYTE Samples Average less thans less than | with less | Minimum Maximum
value  [than values

T. Sus. Solids mg/l 48 12.43 17 3 13.50 <3 122
T.KN. mg/l 29 0.18 4 0.1 0.19 <1 0.64
Ammonia as N, mg/l 48 0.00 45 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.067
D- Arsenic, ug/l 21 0.00 21 5 5.00 <5 <5
D-Barjum, ug/] 21 85.90 1 1 85.95 <1 160
D-Cadmium, ng/l 20 0.00 20 1 1.00 <1 0
ID-Calcium, ug/l 43 87.42 0 87.42 22 121
D-Chromium, ug/l 21 0.00 21 5 5.00 <5 <5
D-Copper, ug/1 21 0.71 20 12 12.14 <12 15
D-Iron, ug/l 21 10.67 18 20 27.81 <20 123
D-Lead, ug/l 21 0.00 21 3 3.00 <3 <3
D-Magnesium, mg/l 48 17.63 0 17.63 4.5 27
D-Manganese, ug/l 21 10.21 8 5 12.11 <5 31
D-Potassium, mg/1 48 0.93 16 1 1.27 <1 2.4
D-Selenium, ug/l 21 0.05 20 1 1.00 <1 1

-Silver, ug/l 21 0.00 2] 2 2.00 <2 0
D-Sodium, mg/l 48 43.26 0 43.26 6 220
D-Zinc, ug/l 21 0.00 21 30 30.00 <30 0
Bicarbonate, mg/t 48 264.83 0 264.83 68 364
Carbon diexide, mg/A 48 5.83 0 5.85 2 30
Carbonate, mg/1 48 0.00 0.00 0 0
Chloride, mg/l 48 86.61 0 86.61 5.1 432.4
Hydroxide, mg/1 48 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Sulfate, mg/l 48 42.83 1 5 42.94 <5 127.35
T. Phosphorus, mg/] 47 0.08 1 0.01 0.08 <.01 1.305
T.Alkalinity/CaCO3, mg/l 48 217.02 0 217.02 56 258
T. Hardness/CaCO3, mg/1. 48 280.64 0 290.64 734 404.3
Turbidity, NTU 48 5.79 0 5.79 0.07 | 108
Sp.Cond. umhos/cm. 48 749.27 0 749.27 | 200 1800
TDS@180C, mg/l 48 433.50 0 43350 | 118 988
D-Aluminum ug/L 4 35.00 3 30 57.50 <30 140
INO2+NQ3 dis 47 0.18 17 3 1.27 0 1.326

-Mercury, ug/l 21 0.00 17 3 2.43 0 0
CO3 Solids 48 130.25 0 130.25 33 179
D-T.Phos., mg/l 47 0.03 2 0.01 0.03 <.01 0.1
Temp, C 48 8.18 0 8.18 0.4 15.2

H 47 2.10 0 210 72 86 |




MILL CREEK

1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary

No. of No. of Assigned | Average
ANALYTE 3 ’ Average ) less than | with less | Minimum [Maximum
amples less thans
value (than values

T. Sus. Solids mg/] 57 17.03 19 3 18.03 <3 500
T.K.N. mg/l 31 0.19 7 0.1 0.21 <1 0.524
Ammonia as N, mg/l 61 0.02 53 0.05 0.06 <05 0.305
D- Arsenic, ug/1 24 0.00 24 5 5.00 <5 <5
D-Barium, ug/l 23 45.78 0 4578 37 78
D-Cadmium, ug/l 23 0.00 23 1 1.00 <1 <1
D-Calcium, ug/i 55 78.22 19 3 79.26 34 95
D-Chromium, ug/1 24 0.00 24 5 3.00 <5 <5
D-Copper, ug/l 24 0.00 24 12 12.00 <12 <12
D-Iron, ug/l 24 0.00 24 20 20.00 <20 <20
D-Lead, ug/l 24 0.00 24 3 3.00 <3 <3
D-Magnesivm, mg/ 55 24.80 1 0.05 24.80 <.03 30
D-Manganese, ug/i 24 0.83 23 S 5.63 <5 20
D-Potassium, mg/1 54 0.12 49 1 1.02 <] 1.8
D-Selenium, ug/l 24 0.26 18 1 1.01 <1 1.2
D-Silver, ug/l 24 0.00 24 2 2.00 <20 <20
D-Sodium, mg/l 33 9.33 0 9.33 5 14
D-Zinc, ug/l 30 0.00 30 10 10.00 <10 <10
Bicarbonate, mg/1 60 23097 0 230.97 179 288
Carbon dioxide, mg/1 60 4.95 0 4.95 1 28
Carbonate, mg/{ 60 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Chloride, mg/1 54 11.47 0 11.47 3.5 21.5
Hydroxide, mg/l 60 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Sulfate, mg/1 54 116.54 0 116.54 41.532} 185.1
L. Phosphorus, mg/1 58 0.04 0 0.04 0.01 0.682
T.Alkalinity/CaCO3, mg/l 54 187.67 0 187.67 92 216
[T. Hardness/CaCO3, mg/l 54 295.05 0 20505 33.9 360.5
Turbidity, NTU 60 2.60 0 2.60 0.05 36
Sp.Cond. umhos/cm. 53 582.42 0 582.42 | 403 - 701
IDS@180C, mg/l 54 37441 Q 374.41 238 468
D-Alumjnum ug/L 4 0.00 4 30 30.00 <30 <30
NO2+NO3 dis 55 8.99 3 0.02 8.99 <.02 488.01
D-Mercury, ug/l 24 0.00 24 0.2 0.20 <2 <2
CO3 Solids 55 113.58 0 113.58 92 130
D-T.Phos., mg/! 56 0.02 6 0.01 0.02 <01 0.038
Temp, C 54 7.29 0 7.29 0 14.2

H 53 8.19 0 $.19 7.4 28




BIG COTTONWOOD CREEK
1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary

Assigned | Average
ANALYTE ;:;p?; Average I:::ﬁ?aixs less than | with less | Minimum Maximum
value |than values

. Sus. Solids mg/1 51 7.79 33 3 9.73 <3 148
[T.K.N. mg/l 31 0.17 13 0.1 0.21 <1 1.02
Ammonia as N, mg/i 58 0.06 3 0.03 0.06 <.05 0.67
D- Arsenic, ug/l 23 0.00 23 5 5.00 <5 0
D-Barinm, ug/] 23 44.70 0 44.70 21 75
D-Cadmium, ug/l_ 23 000 | 23 1 1.00 | <1 0
D-Calcium, ug/l 51 30.57 1 20 30.96 <20 48.2
D-Chromium, ng/l 23 0.00 23 5 5.00 <5 0
D-Copper, ug/l 23 0.00 23 12 12.00 <12 0
D-Iron, ug/l 23 13.72 17 20 28.50 <20 120
D-Lead, ug/l1 23 0.00 23 3 3.00 <3 0
D-Magnesium, mg/l 51 10.91 ] 10.91 4.6 17
D-Manganese, ug/l 23 0.00 23 5 5.00 <5 0
D-Potassivm, mg/l 51 0.13 46 1 1.03 <1 2
D-Selenium, ug/l _ 23 000 | 23 1 1.00 | <l 0
D-Silver, ug/l 23 0.00 23 2 2.00 <20 0
D-Sodinm, mg/l 51 11.21 0 11.21 3.6 24
D-Zinc, ug/l 23 0.00 23 3) 30.00 <30 0
Bicarbonate, mg/] 58 127.36 0 127.36 60 348
Carbon dioxide, mg/l 58 398 0 3.98 0 38
Carbonate, mg/1 38 0.05 0 0.05 0 3
Chloride, mg/1 51 17.72 0 17.72 4 51.5
Hydroxide, mg/l 58 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Sulfate, mg/] 51 23.95 6 10 25.13 <10 43.5
T. Phosphorus, mg/1 93 0.02 3 0.01 0.02 <0.01 0.11
T Alkalinity/CaCO3, mg/l 51 99.27 0 99.27 49 285
. Hardness/CaCQ3, mg/l 51 122.97 0 122.97 539 190.2
Turbidity, NTU 58 1.97 ] 1.97 0.03 18
Sp.Cond. umhos/cm. 51 294.95 0 294.95 145 412
ITDS@180C, mg/l 51 163.22 0 163.22 34 238

-Aluminum ug/L 7 34.14 4 30 51.29 <30 o8
NO2+NO3 dis 92 0.17 0 0.17 0 0.642
D-Mereury, ug/l 25 1.48 24 0.2 1.67 <2 37
CO3 Solids 58 56.71 0 56.71 ] 171
D-T.Phos., mg/l 58 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.121
Temp, C 27 6.33 ] 6.33 2.6 10.8
nH 49 8.14 0 2.14 7.6 8.7

et



LITTLE COTTONWOOD CREEK
1987 thru 1996 Chemistry Data Summary

Assigned| Average
ANALYTE oo o | average | NOOF lieqsthan| with less | Minimum Maximun
amples less thans
value | than values

T. Sus. Solids mg/1 50 5.36 44 4 8.88 <4 215
T.X.N. mg/l 32 0.13 8 0.1 0.16 <1 0.84
Ammonia as N, mg/l 50 0.05 37 0.05 0.08 <.05 1.201]
D- Arsenic, ug/l 24 0.00 26 0.05 (.05 <05 <.05
D-Barium, ug/l 21 53.05 0 53.05 24 i3]
D-Cadmium, ug/l 22 0.05 21 1 1.00 <] 1
D-Calcium, ug/l 48 23.58 0 23.58 10 36
D-Chromium, ng/l 23 0.00 27 5 5.87 <5 0
D-Copper, ug/l 23 1.87 21 12 12.83 | <12 26
D-Iron, ug/l 23 10.50 19 20 27.02 <20 111
ID-Lead, ug/l 23 0.13 22 3 3.00 <3 3.1

-Magnesium, mg/l 49 5.36 0 5.36 2.7 8.26
D-Manganese, ug/l 23 2.26 13 5 6.17 <5 33.6
D-Potassium, mg/] 50 0.78 17 1 1.12 <1 1.8
ID-Selenium, ug/l 23 0.04 22 1 1.00 <1 1
D-Silver, ug/l 22 0.00 22 2 2.00 <2 <2
D-Sodium, mg/l 50 13.20 0 13.20 34 27.7
ID-Zinc, ug/] 26 50.92 0 50,92 0 20
Bicatrbonate, mg/1 49 69.36 0 69.86 41 204
Carbon dioxide, mg/l 50 4.18 0 4.18 1 44
Carbonate, mg/1 50 0.00 1] 0.00 0 0
Chloride, mg/1 49 22.49 0 22.49 3.5 - 62.8
Hydroxide, mg/ 50 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Sulfate, mg/] 49 23.35 3 10 23.96 | <10 43.9

. Phosphorus, mg/1 48 0.01 39 0.01 0.02 <.01 0.191
T.Alkalinity/CaC03, mg/l 50 57.38 0 57.38 33 241
T. Hardness/CaCO3, mg/l 50 81.29 0 81.29 365 | 1194
Turbidity, NTU 50 1.19 0 1.19 0.03 ¢ 27
Sp.Cond, umhos/cm. 49 234.92 ] 234.92 105 407
TDS@180C, mg/l 50 131.40 0 131.40 60 216

02+4NO3 dis 48 021 0 0.21 0.11 0.636
D-Mercury, ug/l 24 0.00 24 0.2 0.20 <2 0
CO3 Solids 49 34.47 0 34.47 20 145
D-T.Phos., mg/l 43 0.01 34 4 2.84 <01 0.095
Temp, C 50 5.49 0 5.49 0.5 13.2
bH 50 8.07 0 8.07 7.3 92






