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 9 
MINUTES OF THE CENTRAL WASATCH COMMISSION (“CWC”) STAKEHOLDERS 10 
COUNCIL MILLCREEK CANYON COMMITTEE MEETING ON MONDAY, 11 
SEPTEMBER 16, 2024, AT 1:30 P.M.  THE MEETING WAS CONDUCTED BOTH IN-12 
PERSON AND VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM.  THE ANCHOR LOCATION WAS THE CWC 13 
OFFICES LOCATED IN THE BRIGHTON BANK BUILDING, 311 SOUTH STATE 14 
STREET, SUITE 330, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH. 15 
 16 
Present:  Tom Diegel, Co-Chair  17 
  John Knoblock  18 
  Ed Marshall 19 
  Maura Hahnenberger 20 
  Sally Kaiser 21 
  Adam Lenkowski 22 
  Danny Richardson 23 
  Adam Shaw, Acting Salt Lake District Ranger 24 
     25 
Staff:  Lindsey Nielsen, Executive Director 26 
  Sam Kilpack, Director of Operations 27 
      28 
Opening 29 
 30 
1. Co-Chair Tom Diegel will Open the Public Meeting as Chair of the Millcreek Canyon 31 

Committee of the Central Wasatch Commission Stakeholders Council.   32 
 33 
In the absence of Chair Del Draper, Co-Chair Tom Diegel called the Millcreek Canyon Committee 34 
Meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. and welcomed those present.  He noted that there is a quorum.   35 
 36 
2. Review and Approval of the Minutes from the August 19, 2024, Meeting. 37 
 38 
MOTION:  Ed Marshall moved to APPROVE the Meeting Minutes from August 19, 2024.  John 39 
Knoblock seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Committee.   40 
 41 
Millcreek Canyon Shuttle and FLAP Grant Discussion with the US Forest Service. 42 
 43 
1. Acting Salt Lake District Ranger Adam Shaw will Discuss with the Committee the 44 

Ongoing FLAP Grant and a Potential Millcreek Canyon Shuttle.  45 
 46 



 
Central Wasatch Commission Millcreek Canyon Committee Meeting – 09/16/2024  
       2 
  

Co-Chair Diegel reported that Acting Salt Lake District Ranger, Adam Shaw, is present at the 1 
Millcreek Canyon Committee Meeting.  He asked Mr. Shaw to share information about his 2 
background and address his familiarity with Millcreek Canyon.  Mr. Shaw explained that Bekee 3 
Hotze has moved on to the Bridger-Teton National Forest.  He is from the Regional Office in 4 
Ogden and is part of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) Planning Objection Staff 5 
as part of the Intermountain Region.  His purview is the entire Intermountain Region, which 6 
encompasses parts of Idaho, all of Utah, parts of Wyoming, and all of Nevada.  While his focus 7 
has been regional for the last several years, he is from Salt Lake and has spent a lot of time in the 8 
tri-canyons: Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon, and Millcreek Canyon.  He 9 
knows the use patterns, the need for transportation, and the pressures placed on the tri-canyon area. 10 
 11 
Co-Chair Diegel informed Mr. Shaw that the Millcreek Canyon Committee started as the Millcreek 12 
Canyon Shuttle Committee.  That Committee quickly determined that there were a number of other 13 
issues in Millcreek Canyon that required their focus.  However, the shuttle is an important part of 14 
the work that has been done and the discussions that have taken place.  He reported that the Federal 15 
Lands Access Program (“FLAP”) grant road improvement project was initiated by the County in 16 
conjunction with the U.S. Forest Service.  Part of the original purpose and need was to supply 17 
some necessary infrastructure for a shuttle.  For example, ensuring there are areas to turn around, 18 
restrooms at egress points, shuttle parking, and so on.  Co-Chair Diegel shared additional 19 
information about the FLAP grant process.  He noted that the Environmental Assessment was a 20 
two year process.  At first, it was believed it would be a Categorical Exclusion, but it was not.  The 21 
Environmental Assessment came with public comment periods and various rounds of design.   22 
 23 
Co-Chair Diegel reported that a year and a half ago, the Committee discussed encouraging the 24 
Forest Service to look into the NEPA aspects of a Millcreek Canyon shuttle.  The Millcreek 25 
Canyon Committee is aware that the shuttle needs its own NEPA analysis outside of the FLAP 26 
grant work.  The idea was to move forward with the NEPA concurrently with the FLAP grant 27 
work.  The Forest Service was receptive to that and asked the CWC to look into some details.   28 
 29 
CWC Staff put in a lot of effort to lay the groundwork for an Environmental Assessment.  Last 30 
summer, CWC Staff presented the findings of their work to the Forest Service.  Ms. Hotze and 31 
Dave Whittekiend stated that the parking solution identified was insufficient and there was not 32 
enough clarity about where the funds would come from.  Since then, the Millcreek Canyon 33 
Committee has done work to identify two potential parking locations for a shuttle.  There have 34 
been conversations with the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”), Skyline High School, 35 
and Millcreek City about locations on either side of the freeway north of Millcreek Canyon.  Co-36 
Chair Diegel pointed out that the demand in Millcreek Canyon tends to occur on off times for the 37 
high school.  Additionally, John Knoblock has identified approximately 200 potential parking 38 
spaces convenient to the mouth of Millcreek Canyon.  There have also been funding discussions. 39 
 40 
Co-Chair Diegel reiterated that the two main concerns expressed by the Forest Service related to 41 
parking and funding.  Those have since been discussed further.  The revisions have been shared 42 
with the Forest Service, but there does not seem to be any forward momentum at this point.  He 43 
expressed frustration that the Forest Service expressed enthusiasm for the shuttle previously, but 44 
had less enthusiasm after CWC Staff put in an effort to outline some of the details.  At the CWC 45 
Board Meeting in June, Mr. Whittekiend stated there is no interest in a shuttle.  He also stated that 46 
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shuttles around the country are losing favor and there was a possibility that Zion National Park 1 
would eliminate their shuttle service.  However, it was clarified that the latter is not accurate.  Zion 2 
National Park will replace their entire fleet of shuttle buses with electric buses instead.   3 
 4 
The Millcreek Canyon Committee is disappointed that there has been such a change in attitude 5 
from the Forest Service.  Co-Chair Diegel explained that there is a desire to see a shuttle in the 6 
canyon.  The winter shuttle could go to the locked gate and the summer shuttle could go all the 7 
way to the top.  In the final Record of Decision (“ROD”) on the FLAP grant, there was not a clear 8 
reference to a shuttle.  It is unclear whether the final design will include necessary infrastructure.   9 
 10 
Co-Chair Diegel explained that the Millcreek Canyon Committee represents various organizations.  11 
There are also private citizens on the Committee.  The interests of a lot of users are represented at 12 
this level and there is a clear desire to see a shuttle in Millcreek Canyon. The hope is that the Forest 13 
Service will recognize this need and take action accordingly.  He pointed out that a lot of the work 14 
has already been done.  There is a desire to continue these discussions with the Forest Service.   15 
 16 
Mr. Shaw appreciated the background information.  When it comes to the FLAP grant, the County 17 
will find out the costs for construction in mid-November.  The specifics were laid out in their 18 
proposal for bid.  As far as he has heard, there are two roundabouts or turnouts for traffic in general.  19 
He believes those roundabouts or turnouts would allow for buses of a shuttle size.  When it comes 20 
to an Environmental Assessment for a shuttle system, he confirmed that it has not been committed 21 
to at this point.  The program of work for NEPA is formulated several years out and that is not yet 22 
included on the program of work.  Mr. Shaw believes the Forest Services is looking at 23 
transportation options and solutions for all of the tri-canyons.  There is excitement about 24 
alternatives.  He would like to continue to discuss a potential shuttle system in Millcreek Canyon. 25 
 26 
Mr. Shaw explained that before an Environmental Assessment is undertaken at the Forest Service 27 
level, there is a desire to know the feasibility of the shuttle proposal.  A lot of information was 28 
presented in the previous CWC document, including ridership numbers, animals, bicycles, and 29 
frequency of service.  However, when an Environmental Assessment is done, the intention is to 30 
ensure that it will be implementable.  There is no desire to spend time and money on a proposal 31 
that is unlikely to be implemented.  Having logistical assurances for implementation is important. 32 
 33 
Co-Chair Diegel pointed out that CWC Staff put a lot of time and effort into addressing the various 34 
issues.  He mentioned the Fehr & Peers study that was conducted in 2012.  The need for a shuttle 35 
has only become more apparent since that Fehr & Peers study.  Co-Chair Diegel would love to see 36 
a scenario where all of the issues have been identified, discussed, and there is a plan to move 37 
forward.  It might be possible to have a Categorical Exclusion if the impact will not be substantial.   38 
 39 
Ed Marshall stated that he has been on the Millcreek Canyon Committee for approximately five 40 
years.  He lives in Millcreek Canyon and represents the Log Haven Restaurant.  Mr. Marshall 41 
wondered whether Mr. Shaw will serve in this role long-term or if he is simply filling in briefly.  42 
Mr. Shaw explained that the assignment that he is in now is temporary in nature.  It lasts for four 43 
months and he started at the end of August.  As for whether he is interested in the position long-44 
term, he is, but it is up to others to determine whether or not he is ultimately selected for the 45 
position.  In the meantime, he can engage in conversations and share what he has learned.   46 
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 1 
Mr. Marshall asked that Mr. Shaw keep in mind that the issues in Millcreek Canyon are different 2 
than the issues in Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon.  There is not a traffic 3 
volume problem and there are no red snakes in Millcreek Canyon.  He pointed out that there is not 4 
a safety problem either, as there are very few traffic accidents and pedestrian accidents.  After 5 
years of discussing the matter at a Committee level, it has been determined that there is a minor 6 
issue with the entry booth, as it is missing out on some of the fees that the Forest Service could be 7 
collecting, and it has backups at certain times.  The major problem in Millcreek Canyon is that the 8 
Forest Service does not have enough parking available at peak times.  He would like the focus to 9 
be on addressing parking at peak times.  As for the idea of timed entry, visitors are used to being 10 
able to enter the canyons without having to make a reservation in advance.  A timed entry system 11 
should not be necessary.  The solution is to require parking reservations and have enforcement.  12 
The ticketing system and reservation system could also increase revenue for the Forest Service.   13 
 14 
Mr. Marshall noted that there are private interests in Millcreek Canyon.  There are event spaces 15 
and dining options available, so visitors cannot be expected to produce reservations simply because 16 
the Forest Service has parking issues.  If the Forest Service tries to shift the burden of its parking 17 
problem to the private entities in the canyons, it will likely become a contentious matter in the 18 
future.  Mr. Shaw noted that since the road is a County road, that provides some challenges, but 19 
also some opportunities.  When it comes to the timed entry discussions, it is not certain that the 20 
Forest Service will pursue timed entry.  However, the idea is that it would only be in place during 21 
construction.  There is no discussion about timed entry being a permanent feature or a permanent 22 
solution.  The Forest Service has previously discussed how to accommodate users in the canyon 23 
entering for dining or an event, where parking is provided by the entity that is sponsoring the use.   24 
 25 
Mr. Marshall explained that it is a concern that timed entry is being discussed at all.  He does not 26 
believe it should be in the discussion phase given that the obvious solution is to require parking 27 
passes and to ticket violators.  Mr. Marshall pointed out that even temporary timed entry would 28 
impact the businesses in the canyon.  He explained that canyon businesses are important 29 
contributors to the economy.  Co-Chair Diegel added that at the CWC Board Meeting in June, 30 
there was no indication that timed entry would be used only during the FLAP grant construction.   31 
 32 
Co-Chair Diegel explained that Committee Members have had some frustrations about the FLAP 33 
grant process so far.  Millcreek Canyon is a unique canyon that represents a wide array of interests.  34 
It seems the Forest Service has a tougher time with unique situations, but Millcreek Canyon 35 
requires creative and unusual management.  Mr. Shaw explained that a lot of that comes down to 36 
the regulatory system.  Several of the concerns expressed have to do with working within the 37 
regulations that the Forest Service must work within.  Co-Chair Diegel asked about next steps.   38 
 39 
Mr. Shaw explained that once Salt Lake County receives the costs for the upper canyon work, 40 
there will be more specific information known about the construction.  That will provide 41 
information about what is needed moving forward.  That information will be known in mid-42 
November.  In the meantime, he can continue to talk about the shuttle proposal with others at the 43 
Forest Service and report back to the Millcreek Canyon Committee.  Even if there is not a lot 44 
happening, he is willing to provide those updates to Committee Members.  He commits to sharing 45 
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information as often as possible.  Co-Chair Diegel suggested that the Committee check back in 1 
with Mr. Shaw in a month or so to see whether there is anything new to share with them. 2 
 3 
Mr. Marshall thanked Mr. Shaw for attending the Millcreek Canyon Committee Meeting and for 4 
listening to the concerns from Committee Members.  Everyone on the Committee is appreciative 5 
that he is open to hearing what they have to say and is also open to sharing more in the future.   6 
 7 
Potential Committee Collaboration 8 
 9 
1. The Committee will Discuss Possible Collaboration with the Stakeholders Council 10 

Transportation System Committee and/or the CWC Transportation Committee.    11 
 12 
Co-Chair Diegel reported that Danny Richardson is Chair of the Transportation Systems 13 
Committee.  The Transportation Systems Committee has expressed some interest in the Millcreek 14 
Canyon shuttle.  There is a desire to provide whatever support is needed, as it is possible for the 15 
two subcommittees to collaborate.  Co-Chair Diegel pointed out that there is a lot of overlap 16 
between the different subcommittees and the different focus areas of the CWC.  He wonders 17 
whether there is opportunity for collaboration and if this is something that should be pursued.   18 
 19 
Mr. Richardson believed it would be worthwhile to share thoughts and ideas.  He reported that the 20 
Transportation Committee, which is a committee at the CWC Board level, met for the first time in 21 
a year.  He believes that the Millcreek Canyon shuttle could be the push towards action in Big 22 
Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon as well.  The Millcreek Canyon shuttle could 23 
open a lot of doors and create some momentum.  He is supportive of some level of collaboration.  24 
 25 
Director of Operations, Sam Kilpack, explained that the Transportation Committee wanted to bring 26 
the Millcreek Canyon shuttle forward to the CWC Board as a discussion topic.  It will likely be 27 
discussed at the next CWC Board Meeting.  She suggested that those interested attend the meeting.  28 
Ms. Kilpack reminded those present that there is a Transportation Committee at the CWC Board 29 
level, but there is also the Transportation Systems Committee at the Stakeholders Council level.   30 
 31 
Co-Chair Diegel offered to provide a summary of the Millcreek Canyon shuttle discussions at the 32 
next Stakeholders Council Meeting.  Mr. Marshall stated that as long as the shuttle system is 33 
voluntary, it is something that he continues to support.  There were a lot of good recommendations 34 
made at the last meeting.  It was pointed out at that time that someone needs to be the champion 35 
for the shuttle.  That means identifying the problems and solutions, and then being able to knock 36 
down the hurdles one at a time.  Co-Chair Diegel noted that he can provide a link to the Fehr & 37 
Peers study.  It is still a relevant document and it addresses a lot of the outstanding questions.  That 38 
study could be sent to both the Millcreek Canyon Committee and Transportation Systems 39 
Committee.  Mr. Marshall pointed out that the study looked at more than a Millcreek Canyon 40 
shuttle, but at a number of other transportation solutions, such as forms of communication.   41 
 42 
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Other Updates 1 
 2 
1. The Committee May Hear Updates on Other Matters Impacting Millcreek Canyon, 3 

Including Roadside Fire Mitigation and the Land Parcel for Sale Near the Mouth of 4 
the Canyon. 5 

 6 
Mr. Marshall reported that a thinning and stacking has been done on the south side of Millcreek 7 
Road.  The plan is to burn those stacks after the first snowfall.  The road was not cleaned to the 8 
extent that he hoped and expected based on some of the previous discussions he had.  Mr. Marshall 9 
noted that a lot of debris that fell on the south side of the road on the Log Haven property has been 10 
cleared.  Log Haven has tried to create a defensive fire break.  The road serves that purpose.   11 
 12 
Discussions were had about the land parcel for sale near the mouth of the canyon.  Co-Chair Diegel 13 
offered to ask Mr. Knoblock for an update about that property, so details can be shared in future.   14 
 15 
Closing 16 
 17 
1. Co-Chair Diegel will Call for a Motion to Adjourn the Millcreek Canyon Committee 18 

Meeting.   19 
 20 
MOTION:   Ed Marshall moved to ADJOURN.  Sally Kaiser seconded the motion.  The motion 21 
passed with the unanimous consent of the Committee.   22 
 23 
The Millcreek Canyon Committee Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:27 p.m.   24 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the 1 
Stakeholders Council Millcreek Canyon Committee Meeting held Monday, September 16, 2024. 2 
 3 

Teri Forbes 4 

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


