
Appendix A 

Glossary of Terms 

Actions:  An approach or method for attaining objectives and resolving specific issues. Generally start with 

a verb. 

Baseline: A starting point, known measure, or position that can be used for future comparisons.  

Clustered subdivision/Cluster development: The grouping of residential properties on lots smaller than 

allowed in the underlying zone to reduce infrastructure costs and environmental impacts and to reserve 

otherwise developable land for open space or recreation. 

CodeRED program: Opt-in telephone, email, text, and social media emergency warning system (e.g. 

evacuation notices, utility outages, fire, floods), available to Canyon residents and to visitors via the 

CodeRED app.     

Dark Sky: Programs affiliated with the International Dark-Sky Association (IDA), who works to protect the 

night skies for present and future generations.  

Digital infrastructure: Digital infrastructure comprises the physical resources that are needed to enable 

the use of data, computerized devices, methods, systems, and processes.  

Economic development: Meaningful participation in economic, social, political, and cultural process and 

institutions so that people can improve their conditions; inclusive of considerations such as upward 

mobility, quality of life, diversity of businesses, and the ability for residents to meet daily employment, 

shopping, service, and financing needs.  

Ecosystem-based approach: A holistic approach to environmental planning which aims to ensure the 

protection, maintenance, and restoration of ecological health and biodiversity at a range of spatial and 

temporal scales and recognizes that human-environmental relationships are an inextricable component 

of the system. 

Firewise: A voluntary program that provides a framework to help neighbors get organized, find direction, 

and take action to increase the ignition resistance of their homes and community. 

Goals: Broad qualitative statements about what the organization hopes to achieve by following the 

General Plan.    

Growth: Any increase in a measure over time. 

Linguistic isolation: A term used by the US Census Bureau to describe limited English-speaking 

households. 

Metric: A system or standard of measurement or evaluation that can be used to assess progress toward 

meeting goals. 

National Emergency Alert System (EAS): National public warning system that requires radio and TV 

broadcasters, cable TV, wireless cable systems, satellite and wireline operators to provide the President 

with capability to address the American people within 10 minutes during a national emergency. 

Objectives: Statements regarding how improvements will take place and therefore tend to be quantitative 

in nature. Usually begin with something akin to "increase" or "decrease." 
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Policies: Statements that inform elected officials and decision-makers. Should provide a path towards 

achieving goals.    

Programs: Intentional, structured and supported efforts to progress the attainment of goals.  

Peri-urban: Qualities, or the distinctive aspects of planning associated with a relatively rural area located 

immediately adjacent to a city or urban area. 

Precautionary principle: An approach to making environmental decisions that prioritizes: taking 
preventive action in the face of uncertainty; shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity; 
exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions; and increasing public participation in 
decision making.  
 
Infrastructure: The set of fundamental structures and facilities serving a society and enabling its 
operation.  

Resilience: The ability for complex systems to change, adapt, and transform, in positive ways and within 
a reasonable timeframe, following hardships and disasters. 

Social cohesion: The extent to which a society or community works to ensure the well-being of all its 

members, fights exclusion and marginalization, creates a sense of belonging, promotes trust, and offers 

its members the opportunity of upward social mobility. 

Social infrastructure: The assets that act as a conduit to bring people together and strengthen 

relationships; includes schools, community groups, outdoor markets, coffee shops, libraries, parks, 

religious institutions, and other physical assets that contribute to a culture of neighborliness, 

acceptance, and connection. 

Sustainability: The ability to exist constantly; refers generally to the capacity for the biosphere and 

human civilization to co-exist in a balanced state. 

Sustainable development: Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs.  

Systems: Complex interconnected structures or networks; can include social and ecological 

interconnections that account for the relationships of people within a community to each other as well as 

the interactions of animals, plants, and climate with humans and communities.   

Targets: Numerically-defined thresholds that objectives are designed to meet.  

Unreinforced masonry: Structures that do not have modern safety features, such as steel-

reinforcements, roof to wall attachments, and wall to floor attachments. 

Values: Beliefs about desirable states or modes of conduct that guide behavior and prioritization of goals 

and objectives.  

Vision: A description of the “preferred future”; a statement that describes how the future will look if the 

issues that are important to the community are perfectly addressed.  
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Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI): A transitional area between open space/wildlands and human 

development. Communities in the WUI are more at risk of natural hazards such as wildfires and can be 

disruptive to sensitive ecological features.  
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Transportation Planning Principles Workshop Report 
Thursday January 30, 2020 6:30-8:30pm 

2001 South State Street, South Building, S1-120 and South Atrium 

PARTICIPANTS  
32 members of Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD) Planning Commissions, Councils, 
General Plan Steering Committees, and some members of the public who are residents of MSD areas. 

STAFF AND SPEAKERS  
MSD Staff: Lupita McClenning, Wendy Gurr, Mikala Jordan, Max Johnson, Daniel Quintanilla, Alex 
Rudowski, Travis Hair, Kate Davies 

Speakers: Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council; Jon Larsen, Director, Division 
of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

Other staff: Three Salt Lake County staff members also sat in on presentations and some of the 
discussions but did not participate in the activities.  

OBJECTIVES 
• To provide background information on transportation trends and innovations to key MSD

decision makers;
• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to guide transportation

planning across MSD; and
• To produce a suite of key transportation principles that can be used to link MSD to surrounding

areas.

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE  
At this workshop we started to develop a suite of transportation planning values and principles that can 
sit across the entire jurisdiction of the MSD, with the understanding that these are only a general set of 
guidelines and may be prioritized and implemented differently in each Metro Township or Area based on 
future local open houses, surveys, and other types of engagement with the communities of these areas.  

Definitions:  
Values are beliefs about desirable states or modes of conduct that guide behaviour and prioritization. 

Principles clarify the overarching values that are to be used and evaluated for all decisions, thus forming 
the foundation for implementing strategies that require a unified management approach.  

Values and principles will ultimately be linked to outcomes and performance indicators (see example, 
Table 1). This process will help to ensure that planning decisions are made based on the values held by 
MSD communities. 

Appendix B

4

https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/


Page 2 of 8 
 

Planning & Development Services  •  2001 South State Street, N3-600  •  Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/ 

 

Table 1: Example of possible MSD-wide transportation values, principles, outcomes and indicators 
Value Principle  Outcome  Performance Indicator  
Good health  All individuals living within 

a community, regardless 
of age or ability, should 
be able to safely access 
key destinations without 
having to drive     

Increase walkability 
measures to key 
destinations in and near 
to MSD communities 

Percent of major corridors 
that are walkable  

 
EXPERT PRESENTATIONS 
Ted Knowlton, Deputy Director, Wasatch Front Regional Council  

Ted encouraged workshop participants to think big - What are your Metro Townships’ overall issues and 
how does transportation help address them? 

He outlined some current trends in transportation planning, particularly the decline in investments in 
suburban living, and the rising interest and investment in features such as walkability and a short 
commute (often as part of a commitment to improving human and environmental health).   

He outlined how mapping out “Access to Opportunities” can help re-think transportation planning, linking 
it more specifically to housing and economic development plans. See for example: 
https://wfrc.org/wasatch-choice-map/#currentTabIndex=2&scale=144448&sideBarClosed=false&x=-
12463593&y=4961808  

Ted also outlined some of the specific features that residents are usually looking for in terms of walk- and 
bike-ability, emphasizing that small improvements can often make a big difference.  

Finally, Ted explained how these new ways of planning for and implementing transportation options are 
being supported across Utah. He pointed in particular to UDOT’s new approach to programming 
investments, which aligns with a set of core values (see Figure 1).   

 
Figure 1: Core values outlined in the most recent draft UDOT transportation vision 
https://uvision.utah.gov/  
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Jon Larsen, Director, Division of Transportation Planning, Salt Lake City 

Jon discussed some of the transportation innovations that could change the way that we move around 
future urban environments. He emphasized that change is the only certainty!  

In order to deal with change, he suggested relying on two key principles:  

1) Timeless investments are the stable foundation of the system.  
2) Flexibility provides opportunity for innovation and growth.  

He encouraged planning for “the original mode” (walking), which never goes out of style, pointing out 
that “People-First” streets age well. He encouraged everyone to consider how streets function (street 
typologies) to do much more than just move vehicles – they also move people, they can help make a 
place unique and vibrant, they can enhance the livability and sustainability of an area, and they can 
provide access to a variety of services and service providers. Transportation planning should develop 
thoughtful designs that balance those needs and match them with the surrounding context. 

He finished by describing some of the many street design options that are out there which could be 
embraced and reimagined for MSD communities (see for examples Street Design by Dover & 
Massengale).   

 
BREAKOUT SESSION 1: VALUES  
Participants counted off into five small groups and were assigned to a facilitator who would guide them 
through two short activities (Breakout Session 1: Values, and Breakout Session 2: Principles). Participants 
were given an initial list of potential transportation values to consider (Appendix A). These could be added 
to or otherwise adapted as needed with the breakout group. Participants were asked to consider which 
three to five values on the list were MOST important in terms of planning for future transportation across 
the MSD. After describing why their top three values were most important to them and listening to 
others in their group, participants could change their initial votes to come up with a final group tally of 
their top transportation values.  
 
These top transportation values were collected from all five groups and combined into a total tally for the 
whole group. The top transportation values to emerge from this process (those that received eight or 
more votes across all groups) are shown in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Top Transportation Values to Consider (received eight or more votes) 

 
BREAKOUT SESSION 2: PRINCIPLES  
Five of the top values that emerged from Breakout Session 1 were then given back to the groups (one 
value per group) to discuss some principles that might help to clarify the values and how transportation 
plans could be implemented in alignment with those values (Figure 3). Some ideas regarding principles 
that emerged from these discussions are outlined below:  
 
Group A: Clean air  

• Develop programs that support emissions reductions (e.g. increased transit and micro mobility 
options, consider a range of ways to reduce trips)    

• Provide resources for education and outreach (e.g. implement an effective campaign for 
carpooling and other clean air transportation options)    

• Develop an app for schools – support carpooling or walking as a group   
 
Group B: Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users  

• Encourage modes of travel that don’t negatively impact on air quality  
• Consider ages and stages of mode users (child-elderly)  
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• All actions and projects are prioritized to improve safety and mode choice  
• Respect the beauty and sustainability of the environment  
• Wherever possible, physically separate different traffic streams  
• All users respect the roads and trails  
• Where possible, use natural means of traffic calming  
• Sidewalk inventory  
• How our streets could incorporate movement 

 
Group C: Aligning local and regional needs  

• Be aware of existing authority (e.g. UT is a property rights state)   
• Need to educate about issues that cross boundaries  
• Need to have a strong vision - what your community should be and the ability to protect this   
• Local economies need to be connected to this vision (what do you want and why)  
• Ordinances need to reflect values, but also be flexible and provide options  
• Sidewalk infrastructure connectivity – improve economies of scale, connect people to amenities 
• Evaluation and monitoring – crucial to include this from the beginning    

 
Group D: Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making  

• Outreach needed – use multiple ways to connect with a range of audiences, conduct a baseline 
survey, try to connect with people when they are out having fun 

• Recognize and appreciate diversity – plan for ESOL, different ways and venues to connect  
• Keep it positive (overall) so that people stay engaged  
• Outcome-focused efforts needed so that people can see progress  
• Public spaces should be managed by the public – to build a sense of ownership and 

connectedness, can have services days etc.      
• Have mores MSD-wide events! The cooperative nature is awesome, helps to build a collective 

identity and sense of purpose  
 
Group E: Quality transportation choices 

• Multi-modal choices 
• Stronger and more robust Trax infrastructure 
• Incentives for clean transportation solutions  

o Electric, trails, walkable neighbourhoods  
• Safe user-friendly streets for all users – design is key  
• Choices should evoke a sense of place 
• Carefully consider how to design streets for traffic capacity e.g.   

o Widen streets and increase speeds 
o Control for street width and decrease speeds  
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Figure 3: Discussing principles in breakout groups.  

NEXT STEPS  

Transportation planning open houses are being organized for your local communities so that we can 
clarify how these values and principles could be prioritized and implemented at the local level. We will 
also use these initial values and principles to guide future Steering Committee efforts as appropriate.   

SAVE THE DATE 

Copperton – March 4th, 6:30pm, Bingham Canyons Lion Club, 8725 West Hillcrest Street 

Emigration – March 11th, 6:00pm, Emigration Canyon Fire Station, 5025 Emigration Canyon Road 

Kearns – March 16th, 6:00pm, Kearns Athletic Training and Event Center, 5658 South Cougar Lane, Second 
Floor Meeting Room 

Magna – March 19th, 6:30pm, Magna Webster Center, 8952 West Magna Main 

White City – March 24th, 6:00pm, Government Center S. Atrium, 2001 S. State Street   

Unincorporated Areas – To Be Determined  

Brighton – Welcome to the MSD! To Be Determined     

 
WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS  
Thank you to everyone who provided feedback on the workshop! Your input is extremely valuable to us 
and will be used to improve future workshops.  
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RESOURCES 
The initial list of values and principles that were given to participants for discussion and scoring (Appendix 
A) were derived from the following sources:   

Draft UDOT Statewide Rural Long-Range Transportation Plan 2019-2050 
https://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10385322369402804      

UTA Mission and Vision https://www.rideuta.com/About-UTA/Mission-and-Vision  

WFRC Wasatch Choice 2050 https://wfrc.org/vision-plans/wasatch-choice-2050/    

LEED v4.1 Cities and Communities Existing Guide https://www.usgbc.org/articles/leed-link-leed-v41-
guides     

Jean Crowther, Alta Planning + Design, “Complete Streets 2.0: Responding to the Fast Pace of Change in 
Transportation” https://blog.altaplanning.com/complete-streets-2-0-responding-to-the-fast-pace-of-
change-in-transportation-7e080b82efce     
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APPENDIX A -  Transportation Values to Consider  
Environmental   
Clean air  
Clean water 
Sustainability   
Preservation of open space 
Natural resource conservation/restoration 
Reduction of light pollution 
Resilience to climate change      
Responsible use of materials  
Good nutrient management practices   
Increase energy efficiency 
Mitigate emissions (e.g. GHG)   
Good health and clean air  
 
Social & Cultural  
Good health (of individuals and communities, mental and physical) 
Connected communities 
Safe, user friendly streets for all types of users 
Good access to key destinations/services 
Good access to open space and recreational opportunities 
Preserve/revive high priority sites (e.g. historic structures, focus on growth and redevelopment for infill)   
Quality transportation choices (e.g. moving people, not just cars) 
Manageable and reliable traffic conditions 
Point to point access for micro-mobility and shared vehicles 
Multimodal infrastructure (both the travel lanes and the on-street parking) 
Utilization of digital infrastructure   
Adaptive, flexible components 
Growth management (e.g. establish measures to control growth/sprawl)  
 
Economic  
Strong economy 
Access to economic and educational opportunities 
Affordable living expenses (including transportation costs) 
Support housing options 
Fiscally responsible communities and infrastructure 
Link economic development with transportation and housing decisions 
Low carbon economy 
 
Process  
Ongoing engagement of stakeholders in local decision making    
Commit to an outcomes-based approach to planning, design, and engineering 
Environmental justice 
Equitable, inclusive, and inviting process 
Aligning local and regional needs 

11

https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/


Planning & Development Services  •  2001 South State Street, N3-600  •  Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/ 

TRANSPORTATION & 

LAND USE SURVEY 

REPORT 
DRAFT August 2020 

Planning & Development Services 

Appendix C

12

https://msd.utah.gov/msd-home/pds/


Page 1 of 59 

 

 

Authors 
Kate Davies  
Mikala Jordan  
Kayla Mauldin  
Alex Rudowski 
Lupita McClenning  
 
Acknowledgements  
We would like to thank the many people who contributed to this study; in particular, Wendy Gurr and 
Maridene Alexander, without whom this survey would not have been possible. We would also like to 
thank the Metro Township Council members, Planning Commissioners, and General Plan Steering 
Committee members who helped to spread the word about the survey throughout their communities. 
Finally, we are grateful to the respondents who took the time to complete this survey and provide 
valuable insights into the needs and concerns of their communities.   
  

13



Page 2 of 59 

 

 

Contents 
BACKGROUND AND SCOPE ........................................................................................................................... 5 

Study objectives ........................................................................................................................................ 5 

Respondents ............................................................................................................................................. 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ACROSS ALL MSD STUDY AREAS ........................................................................... 6 

Where do you live? ................................................................................................................................... 6 

How often do you use the following modes of transportation? .............................................................. 6 

How often do you link more than one destination/mode when you travel (trip chaining)? ................... 6 

On a scale of very important, important, or not important; which of the following transportation 

problems are the most important to address? ......................................................................................... 6 

Which of the following changes would encourage you to use modes of transport other than single 

occupancy vehicles more often? .............................................................................................................. 7 

On a scale of very important, important, or not important; how important are the following items in 

terms of development in your area? ........................................................................................................ 8 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS BY MSD MEMBER COMMUNITY ........................................................................... 9 

BRIGHTON ................................................................................................................................................. 9 

Respondents ......................................................................................................................................... 9 

Transportation modes .......................................................................................................................... 9 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 10 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 12 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 12 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 14 

COPPERTON ............................................................................................................................................ 17 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 17 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 17 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 18 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 18 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 19 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 20 

EMIGRATION CANYON ............................................................................................................................ 21 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 21 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 21 

14



Page 3 of 59 

 

 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 22 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 24 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 24 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 25 

KEARNS.................................................................................................................................................... 28 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 28 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 28 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 29 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 30 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 30 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 31 

MAGNA ................................................................................................................................................... 33 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 33 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 33 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 34 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 36 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 37 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 39 

UNINCORPORATED SLCo ......................................................................................................................... 42 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 42 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 42 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 43 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 43 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 44 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 45 

WHITE CITY .............................................................................................................................................. 46 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 46 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 46 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 47 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 48 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 48 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 50 

15



Page 4 of 59 

 

 

OTHER ..................................................................................................................................................... 52 

Respondents ....................................................................................................................................... 52 

Transportation modes ........................................................................................................................ 52 

Transportation concerns ..................................................................................................................... 53 

Possible transportation adaptations ................................................................................................... 54 

Areas of importance............................................................................................................................ 54 

Growth and development concerns ................................................................................................... 55 

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................................................. 57 

 

  

16



Page 5 of 59 

 

 

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE  
This report summarizes the results of an online Transportation and Land Use survey that was sent by 

email to local leaders across the MSD member communities (e.g. Councilors, Planning Commissioners, 

General Plan Steering Committees) and posted on social media accounts and associated websites in April 

and May 2020. Between 4/9/20 and 5/14/20, 464 responses to the survey were received. For a complete 

copy of the survey questions, see Appendix A. 

 

The survey was intended for community members living in the MSD service area (e.g. Brighton, 

Copperton, Emigration Canyon, Kearns, Magna, White City, or Unincorporated Salt Lake County). It was 

expected that the survey would take approximately five to ten minutes to complete. Respondents were 

informed that the information that they submitted would be used to guide the development of general 

plans for their area. They were also informed that their responses would be confidential and could not be 

linked back to them in any way. Once their responses were submitted, they could not be changed. 

Respondents were encouraged to answer the questions as honestly as possible.  

 

Study objectives  
• To gather information on current and future transportation and land use preferences that will be 

used to guide the development of general plans for communities that are members of the MSD 

service area.  

• To support fact-based decision making that will maximize the health, safety, and economic well-

being of all people living in an MSD service area community.  

Respondents   
• Overall, respondents were relatively evenly divided between male and female, with 48% male, 

49% female, and 3% who preferred not to say.  

 

• Respondents were also relatively well divided across age ranges:  

18-35: 10%  

35-49: 33% 

50-64: 33% 

65+: 19% 

Prefer not to say: 5%  

 

•  All but four of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all but seven said 

that they own a personal vehicle.  
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ACROSS ALL MSD STUDY AREAS  

 

Where do you live?  

 
Figure 1: Responses to question 1: Where do you live?  

 

How often do you use the following modes of transportation?  
In response to question 2. How often do you use the following modes of transportation? 65% of all 

respondents said that they drive alone daily. A much smaller proportion of respondents, 17%, said that 

they use alternative modes of transportation such as carpool, bus, train or bike on a daily basis.  

 

How often do you link more than one destination/mode when you travel (trip chaining)? 
23% of respondents said that they link more than one destination and/or mode of transportation daily 

(trip chaining). 

 

On a scale of very important, important, or not important; which of the following 

transportation problems are the most important to address?  
The transportation concerns that were cited by respondents as “very important” are listed in Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Transportation concerns - very important  Count  Percentage 

Traffic congestion  298 64% 

Unsafe travel  260 56% 

Inadequate maintenance of existing infrastructure 236 51% 

Inadequate bicycle and/or pedestrian infrastructure (e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes) 220 47% 

Inadequate public transportation  192 41% 

Inability to effectively trip chain (link more than one destination/mode of travel) 92 20% 
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Which of the following changes would encourage you to use modes of transport other 

than single occupancy vehicles more often? (Check all that apply)  

 
Figure 2: Responses to question 7: Which of the following changes would encourage you to use modes of 

transport other than single occupancy vehicles more often? 
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On a scale of very important, important, or not important; how important are the 

following items in terms of development in your area? 
Table 2 shows the “very important” responses to question 10: How important are the following items in 

terms of development in your area? 

Table 2: The following items are very important in terms of development in your area Count  Percentage 

Safe homes and neighborhoods 383 83% 

Parks and open spaces 327 70% 

Clean air  325 70% 

Digital infrastructure  296 64% 

Managing light/noise pollution 275 59% 

Sustainability and energy efficiency 245 53% 

Limiting growth and development 241 52% 

Walkability  205 44% 

Access to economic and educational opportunities 188 41% 

High standards for design and aesthetics 178 38% 

Linking economic development with transportation and housing decisions 174 38% 

Historical preservation 171 37% 

Parking availability 163 35% 

Affordability of housing 157 34% 

Availability of cultural activities 126 27% 

Business mix  92 20% 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS BY MSD MEMBER COMMUNITY 
 

BRIGHTON  

 

Respondents  
There were 94 respondents from Brighton who provided the following demographic information about 

themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage 

male  58 62 

female  34 36 

prefer_not_to_say 2 2 

no response 0 0 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 26 28 

50to64 34 36 

35to49 28 30 

18to34 5 5 

prefer_not_to_say 1 1 

 

All but one of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all but one said that they 

own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  48 5 0 1 0 7 48 

weekly  46 32 6 9 0 15 13 

monthly  3 13 3 7 1 14 4 

every_few_months  3 17 12 9 9 11 3 

once_per_year 0 3 11 16 11 4 3 

never 0 30 68 59 80 48 29 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  Other concerns not included above:  

o This canyon needs an emergency egress! A dead-end canyon does not serve 2M visitors well. 

o I think a huge mistake was made not separating a bike lane up Big Cottonwood.  So 

dangerous and deaths have already occurred.  Plus a monorail could possibly join little and 

big again with the least amount of infrastructure change and above the dreaded Avy paths of 

both canyons but mostly Little.   

o Trains more so than buses.  

o noise 

o Congestion. Parking at ski resort going down the streets.  

o Because both LCC and BCC are deadend canyons with only one way to exitt, consideration of 

canyon interconnection needs to be studied 

o Need more rail systems and rails up canyon or more buses.  

o Inadequate parking. Limit number of cars! When parking areas are full, No more cars!! Use 

public transportation! Add year round public transportation. Buses with frequent stops 

throughout the canyon. Change the public’s way of thinking to make bus service an easier, 

stress free, enjoyable, less expensive, environmentally responsible mode of travel. 

o No Gondolas 

o Volume of traffic in bcc 

o Adaquate parking in the canyon 

o Need alternatives to roadway for LCC and BCC canyons 

o Suggest having toll charge for use of the canyon. on weekends and holidays 
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o We aren’t the Alps. We need good solutions to work in this small range that gets cars off the 

road summer and winter.  

o Cars should never be permitted to park along 190 up in Big Cottonwood Canyon.   Too 

dangerous 

o Stop taking out traffic lanes that impact 1000's of users for bike lanes that impact 10's of 

users 

o Bicycles either need a lane or  to not be allowed in the canyon. Cycling laws would only help if 

they were ever enforced. Riding 2 or 3 wide in the road that has commercial vehicles, 

emergency vehicles and an exorbitant amount of tourism should not be allowed., and unless 

you can show me the number of written violations for this than it is being allowed. 

o Egress From the Canyon 

o Public transport brings crime. 

o Would love Big Cottonwood canyon to be open all year to Park City and Bike and  jogging 

paths on the highway MUST be  wider. 

o Going around a blind curve and coming upon bicyclists riding or 2 or more wide & almost 

hitting them.  

o Lack of emergency egress in Big Cottonwood Canyon  

o motorcycles joy-ride up and down big cottonwood canyon and are excessively loud.  To much 

traffic in BCC in summer  

o Need year-round options so fewer individual vehicles head up the canyon, and need safe 

facilities. 

o No summer public transportation in canyons. And public service messages not enforced like 

signs saying noisy motorcycles and cars will be ticketed but the don’t 
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Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often: 

  

Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o No 

o Brighton Loop 

o The history of the canyons and mining should be preserved and used for preserving the 

environment and ecology over additional development for commercial recreation. 

o Mostly the trails and shoreline (not really a structure) 

o The natural landscape and forests within our canyons.  

o Brighton ski resort  

o Brighton has over 110 years of history with many historic structures throughout BCC. 

Consideration of relaxing certain building codes when these historic structures are renovated. 
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Which of the following changes would encourage you to use 
modes of transportation other than single occupancy vehicles 

more often? (check all that apply)

Count
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o Silverfork Lodge, Brighton store, Milli Chalet, Brighton Lodge, Wasatch Club, Brighton Church. 

There are very few public buildings in Brighton and These buildings all have historical 

significance for our community. 

o no 

o Granite , Canyon entrances No rail system up canyons 

o Mt. Olympus Trailhead...safe parking,hiking 

o Miners cabins and chapel should be preserved to remind visitors of the origins of the area. 

o The town of Brighton should not be turned into a big commercial place.  The Ski resorts are 

Oi but keep the historic Brighton with cabins and areas for people to enjoy. 

o Green space is good for all 

o No 

o The whole of Big Cottonwood Canyon, and Guardsman Pass, should be important to this 

generation and all generations to follow. 

o Town of Brighton 

o None 

o None in my immediate vicinity 

o Silver Fork, Mining community, Donut Falls 

o The current balance of business, multi use recreation, backcountry, and wilderness. This is 

what has historically made this place great, ruining it with unnecessary Infrastructure will ruin 

it.    

o If there was a dedicated neighborhood but up in Brighton, then wouldn't have to drive 1 mile 

everyday 

o no 

o None 

o Silverfork lodge, all forest land and water shed areas 

o No 

o Silver Lake ....great view - good learning area for  children...keep more fish in lake 

o Historical meaning 

o We have several historic structures in Brighton that would be great to preserve before they 

collapse. The Brighton Institute has offered tours of the existing strucures/sites and those 

that have been torn down.  
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Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above: 
o Traffic in BCC during the summer months is very high 

o Local businesses like a small grocery market that would save trips downtown would be 

helpful, but are hard to sustain with such a limited population. Services like Instacart still 

don't deliver to the canyon. Having a community center for the new town would be so 

helpful. 

o Salt Lake City Public Utilities should be required to provide potable water and restrooms 

connected to the sewer at all major trail heads.  

o I have been a cabin owner for almost 10 years and the traffic situation up Big Cottonwood is 

so much worse now.  It really seems so reactive now with very little planning.  It really is time 

for some broad strokes that only government can accomplish! 

o Please limit the number of cars allowed up the canyon during winter months based on 

parking stalls at the resorts and for other parking areas in canyon so that the canyon 

experience can be enjoyed by all minus the noise and pollution and traffic congestion that 

occurs on a daily basis in Big Cottonwood Canyon during winter months.  
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o We need a wider bicycle shoulder/lane for the increasing number of cyclist and Joggers. We  

Emergency egress is also an important.  We also need a year-round connections between 

Park City and Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. 

o It is not all about money. It is about preserving our canyons 

o Access to reliable and frequent public transportation 

o enforce noise ordinance in canyons. Some motorcycles can be heard for miles and disturbs 

the peace. 

o Let the free-market drive, no more nanny-state infringments on private property rights 

o Transportation in the Cyns. should focus not only on getting to the ski resorts but also getting 

people to the trailheads, climbing, hiking, fishing destinations.  Also important is egress from 

Cyns. in emergency's 

o Preserving the natural land use, habitat and The water and air quality in the canyon  

o I do not want public transport because it brings crime. 

o We would like to have the canyon make a stand on dogs...allowed or not allowed and enforce 

it. 

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  
o Support programs for wildfire safety and public health.  Brighton is in a watershed area that 

requires and deserves well-maintained public restrooms and constant wildfire mitigation on 

public lands (USForest Service and Salt Lake Public Utility lands). 

o The incentive will never be there unless you can get something in plain sight that is moving at 

a good clip part the gridlock of the canyons.  A third lane for “electric” buses, electric cars and 

possibly property owners (have yellow bubble lights you could put on your car to signal to 

others that you qualify for the special lane).  I think a train would be great but can’t imagine 

widening the road enough.  That’s where the monorail comes in to build just a few pylons vs 

laying track would be much easier.  Not to mention building shred’s in little cottonwood.  I 

mean it is ridiculous. 

o I would like to see an aerial transportation system in the Cottonwood Canyons. 

o Please do something to make it safer and more environmentally friendly to use our canyons. I 

am very fortunate to live up Big Cottonwood Canyon and wake up to the beauty everyday. I 

would never like to eliminate people's access to nature, but we need to improve the way that 

people are accessing it. Summer bus operations during the summer to major trailheads, on 

and off days for road biking or build a bike path (please!), reduce congestion and parking 

required for Guardsmans by offer a shuttle service from the Brighton or Solitude parking lot.  

o Please charge all car to enter canyons to cut down on traffic and I cease funds to improve.  

o Install toll system at mouth of canyon and put funds generated from toll back into the canyon 

for restrooms, trail maintenance etc.  

o Let us use the roundabout at the Brighton store 

o No rails or Gondolas up canyons. 

o We need frequent year-round public transportation in Big Cottonwood Canyon(bus) 

o This survey is puzzling....I live in Holladay but have a cabin in Brighton.  Holladay is great but 

Brighton Transportation needs help in limiting the number of cars in the canyon and making 

it safer for bikers and hikers. 
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o ENFORCE Noise Ordinance 

o Public transportation in the canyon needs to be free to all users. Park and  ride locations need 

to be expanded and there should be an ap that show number of available spaces at each 

location during ski season. Peak travel times need to be increased in frequency. I've heard 

that students at the U can not easily get to the slopes unless they have a car. 

o Consider a dedicated bus lane up and down the canyon.  If it can't be built then close the 

canyon to non-resident cars for 2 hours in the AM and 2 hours in the PM so the bus can you 

use the lane.  Bus service needs to be available in the summer 

o I am concerned if the canyon is made more available to everyone the places other than the  

roads and parking, Namely the back country will suffer because of too many visitors. Red 

Butte canyon is closed. Big Cottonwood is a water shed It needs protection not more use.  

o No parking along 190 up in Big Cottonwood Canyon!  White lines or not! 

o Bus service to all trail heads in big cottonwood canyon 

o Where is the cost analysis to these issues rather than all the opinion based surveys that the 

CWC focuses on.   

o One of the challenges to walking and biking in the city in the summer is the bloody heat.    

o Put a gondola up big cottonwood and charge a small fee....charge $50 per car to go up the 

canyon make it so it’s cheaper to ride the gondola. Put a parking garage where the gravel pit 

is....it would cost some coin but it would be the best long term transportation for the canyon 

o Dealing with how the bicyclists use this canyon!!! 

o A gondola linking the Canyons, would really solve a lot of problems. Imagine being able to 

board a tram on Wasach Dr, take it up to Brighton, then link over to Park City, or Alta from 

there. This would save the environment by substantially decreasing the number of cars.  

o Everyone who wants to come up the canyon should - we just need to provide options for 

those coming up and those who need to go downtown to do so in a more sustainable, yet 

time efficient way. If it's not convenient, people won't use it. 

o Bcc, Lcc  tolls to help limit traffic,  lower speed limit to decrease road noise throughout 

Brighton township.  maybe a third lane for bcc for emergency vehicles, buses, and residents. 

or maybe a second lane up in the mornings, switch to down in the afternoon .lane   

o Something needs to be done about the number of cars in Big Cottonwood canyon.. 
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COPPERTON  
 

Respondents  
There were 21 respondents from Copperton who provided the following demographic information about 

themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage  

male  10 48 

female  11 52 

prefer_not_to_say 0 0 

no response 0 0 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 1 5 

50to64 4 19 

35to49 13 62 

18to34 2 10 

prefer_not_to_say 1 5 

 

All of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and that they own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  71 5 0 5 5 0 33 

weekly  24 19 5 0 0 0 10 

monthly  0 5 5 0 0 14 0 

every_few_months  5 14 14 5 33 10 14 

once_per_year 0 5 10 5 33 5 0 

never 0 52 67 86 29 71 43 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  Other concerns not included above:  

o People in Copperton have no good way of getting into town. I have to drive my son to the 
track station so he can take the train to a bus stop. There used to be a bus stop in town.  

 

Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often:  
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Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o The whole old town  
o the old part of copperton 
o Old town Copperton.  To save our heritage, unique architecture  
o No 
o All of Copperton! 
o Copperton park 
o No 
o No 
o The The Church of Jesus Christ of latter-day saints building and the Catholic Church there in 

coverage 
o Our community was established in 1926. The majority of the township is historic. 

Preservation is key. Forcing rules for preservation by limiting what a homeowner or 
landowner can do with their private property is not a useful way to enforce preservation. NO 
HOA type proposals, please! 
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Which of the following changes would encourage you to use 
modes of transportation other than single occupancy vehicles 

more often? (check all that apply)

Count
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Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above: 
o safe environment for families, kids 

o Family oriented  

o Decrease in apartments 

o Nothing would make me use public transportation   

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  

• Infrastructure before development  
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EMIGRATION CANYON  

 

Respondents  
There were 97 respondents from Emigration Canyon who provided the following demographic 

information about themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage  

male  53 55 

female  38 39 

prefer_not_to_say 4 4 

no response 2 2 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 25 26 

50to64 37 38 

35to49 23 24 

18to34 5 5 

prefer_not_to_say 5 5 

 

All but two of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all but two said that they 

own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  69 4 0 1 0 12 49 

weekly  33 30 3 0 1 27 22 

monthly  1 7 7 0 2 9 2 

every_few_months  0 13 38 2 7 12 0 

once_per_year 0 2 11 4 12 2 1 

never 0 47 44 96 81 43 29 
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Transportation concerns  

 
 

• Other concerns not included above:  

o Traffic congestion here refers to periodic (but regular) interference between vehicle and foot 

/ bicycle traffic on Emigration Canyon Road. 

o Noise 

o Need to find a way to widen the canyon road in narrow areas sufficently to provide standard 

width bike lanes. Also, need to find a way to prevent landslides onto roadway. 

o so many bikers on the main Emigration canyon road is so dangerous. there is not enough 

room; vehicles cross the middle line on blind corners; it is getting worse. 

o please mark the lanes better.  and fix potholes 

o bikers up emigration canyon pose a great safety risk, to themselves and to others in the 

canyon 

o BCC and LCC are a mess.  Please build a 3rd lane in each canyon and use it exclusively for 

buses and 3+ car carpools. 

o Road lane layout to achieve workable mode sharing. 

o Increased problems with bikers and traffic- Booth at bottom of canyon should be considered 

to generate funds for canyon maintenance, clean up, safety.., 

o Keeping the safety of people biking on Emigration Canyon Road and safe traveling speeds of 

cars. Wider shoulders would probably be best. 

o Lower Emigration Canyon speed limit is fine. Upper Canyon (between the East entrance to 

Emigration oaks and the Killyons turnoff) should have a 35 mph speed limit. 

o The upper east side of Salt Lake is a multi-use recreation hot spot. It is about time the 

city/county paid serious attention to adequate bike lanes and hiking trails. 

o canyon congestion during winter skiing 

o Joy riders violating noise ordinance and traffic regulations 
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o Mostly, we need more EFFECTIVE bike lanes, perhaps actually a divider between traffic and 

bikes, like in Ketchum, ID. 

o Year-round safe on-road cycling infrastructure is my top priority 

o All are important but some of these are not relevant. We don't have public transportation 

here 

o Inadequte organized ridesharing options. 

o Bicycle traffic not following rules of road riding in packs vs. single file 

o Fast moving cars and heavy traffic can chase pedestrians and bicycles away.  We should have 

some areas that are people first, cars second or not at all. 

o POT HOLES!!! very dangerous to bikers, motorcycles and skate boarders 

o Emigration Canyon -- just isn't safe to ride a bicycle, etc. since as you go above the 

forestation, the road narrows and there are no bike lanes". In addition in the lower part 

where there are bike lanes bike riders ignore and travel in the car lane or on the fog line. 

There needs to be a separate bicycle lane up and down the canyon and bicyclists should only 

be allowed to travel those not car/truck/motorized lanes. Clear demarcation for recreation 

needs to be made." 

o Emigration canyon needs bike lanes and signage to alert cars to bikes and to ensure bikers 

stay in their lanes.  It is dangerous.   

o Emigration Canyon sorely needs an improved road with resurfacing and space for bicycles. 

o Need measures to improve bike/car sharing of road and signs that reflect actual speed of cars 

versus spped limit 

o There are several areas in the canyon where it is too narrow for cyclists to ride side by side 

and they should move down to single-file. Due to the narrow nature of the road, public 

transportation isn't an option as it would create more congestion and increase the possibility 

of accidents, etc. 

o Bicycling is very dangerous in Emigration canyon for drivers and cyclists. Inadequate  bike 

lanes That make it hazardous for drivers and cyclists. 

o Good, continuous sidewalks is important. 

o I live in Emigration where cyclists have become a hazard to themselves and others. We love 

having them in the canyon but some common sense signage and traffic enforcement would 

go a long way. Bike lanes would be idea, but just putting mechanisms in place to require 

single file riding would be sufficient. 

o Better bike lanes or force bikes to be in bike lane - too dangerous for bikes to be in the road 

with our windy roads. Public buses in the canyon to link to public transit system 

o Consider lowering the limit to 35 MPH as too many treat the road as a raceway and the bike 

traffic mixed with the cars will create a death in the next 12 months as there are hundred of 

cyclists per day and aggressive motorized racers.  A serious accident happened with a cyclist 

near Little Mountain in early May of 2020.  More is going to happen.  Need UPD to enforce 

noise ordinance, speed and UDOT to consider lower speed limits.  It's a neighborhood not a 

freeway. 

o Not sure how it ever happened but some one decided that single file regulations for bicycles 

were not needed in this narrow canyon.  It is absurd.  Vehicles are required to stay in their 

35



Page 24 of 59 

 

 

lane and when you come upon 3 or 4 cyclists riding side by side you are forced to come to a 

near stop and if you pass you are subject to finger gestures and verbal abuse. And just to 

clarify, these are 100% recreational cyclists who park their vehicle at the top or bottom of the 

canyon.  These are not people helping the environment by cycling to and from work or riding 

to the grocery store. 

o Poor urban planning and coordination 

Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often: 

  

Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  

o Historical markers, monuments and trails  
o The CCC era outhouses by the old Sun and Moon Cafe 
o Ruth's Diner  
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o Owl preserve  
o Green space/wilderness/open space 

 

Growth and development concerns  

 

•  Other concerns not included in the list above:  

o Infrastructure development to accommodate growing recreational use of canyon open 
spaces by county (not township) residents and to cushion those impacts on the local 
community and its private property owners.  

o We need more/better trail infrastructure, more trailheads, and more sanctioned trails in 
Emigration Canyon.   

o We live in an outdoor community and enjoy access to the city amenities but are here mostly 
for the outdoors, clean views, wildlife, recreation.   

o Question 6 should have a none of the above option or improved bike lane option. 
o Need more trails in emigration 
o Safety along the main canyon road should be prioritized for multiple user types.  Open spaces 

aka trails need improved parking & signage 
o Noise desperately needs to be addressed.  Motorcycles speed by our home, many altered to 

be as loud as possible, often in packs. We've been told that this is in violation of the noise 
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ordinance" and is the equivalent of a DUI but despite the signs at both entrances to the 
canyon it is never enforced. With Covid it's worse--like packs of chain saws roaring by our 
home--even at night. I see police cars in the canyon but the motorcycles are free to roar as 
loud as they please." 

o Emigration Canyon is a unique, residential area. Salt Lake City is only a 15 minute drive, 
providing plenty of access to education and culture. Residents have chosen to live here 
because of the lack of development. It's simply not possible to have more commercial or 
residential properties here, there's not enough water let alone flat building ground. For the 
last two summers, Emigraton Creek has gone dry.  

o Noise pollution from illegally modified vehicles violating our existing laws is a major problem 
on warmer summer days along Emigration Canyon Rd. Motos with illegal exhausts are often 
over 100 BD only 25 feet from road while limit is 80 DB.  UPD needs a campaign on 
enforcement of the exisiting statute.   

o Limiting growth in Emigration Canyon 
 

•  Is there something else you’d like to add?  

o Emigration Canyon is heavily used for recreation purposes by the entire Wasatch Front. 
Financial considerations should be made to provide funding for services to make the 
bike/jogging lane safe and water/toilet opportunities.  Safety on the main canyon road is of 
paramont importance.  There iare speeding, capacity and noise issues 

o It is hard to focus perspective in this survey as it encompasses very diverse situations, home, 
work, cultural, commercial activities so it was impossible to keep answers focused.   

o Preservation of clean air and increased travel in canton. Pollution 
o Survey not very relevant to retired people living in Emigration Canyon.  
o What kind of ridiculous jargon does "trip chaining" mean? You don't explain it in this survey 

so how do you expect to gather substantive feedback. 
o Put a toll for non-resident traffic! 25 cents per bike 50 cents per car. use the thousands of 

dollars a month to build a safe bike trail off of the road.  
o I wish there was a pickup option for package delivery near the mouth of the canyon, so that 

delivery traffic could be reduced. Also, I wish we could stop home garbage collection in 
Pinecrest (we have dumpsters at the bottom, which can substitute) to get the garbage trucks 
off this narrow road. I wish we could have more city streets closed off at times to be used for 
pedestrian access. Montreal, for instance, closes city streets at night and there is a vibrant 
outdoor eating scene, it's wonderful! On off hours such as weekends, could some streets be 
made walk/bike zones. 

o Public transportation Could work in Emigration Canyon if it were correctly timed and 
coordinated with working times at the U and/or U of U hospital. Probably just need a shuttle 
bus- and some early adapters. Emigration Canyon Road should be lined for 2-way bicycle use 
with vehicular traffic deferntial to bicyclists. This is done effectively in Europe, would slow 
traffic, and prioritize use of the road by those who keep the air clean.  

o Emphasize development of main canyon road as an historic byway that also provides 
exceptional and safe recreational use 

o Question 2 needs better choices. I trip-chain so I drive just once or twice a week to run my 
errands. The map questions are confusing but didn't seem relevant so I skipped them. 
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o Emig. Canyon is a somewhat unique location. We mainly need a safer main road and better 
internet capability. 

o For public safety and aesthetic reasons, development in Emigration Canyon must cease, 
there's simply not enogh natural resources to support it. As Utah's climate becomes dryer, 
fire is an ever present threat and with only two ways out of the canyon, loss of life is an 
ineveitable outcome. Additional congestion must be discouraged for the safety of visitors and 
residents. 

o One of the pressing issues in the canon is the mix of cars, runner, drylands xc skier trainers , 
cyclists and motorcycle on a spring, summer or fall day. It is like an obstacle course- very very 
dangerous. The other is no public transportation at all. No way to get down the canyon to link 
in to bus or rail.  

o The law is here and should be enforced.  It is the number one quality of life hit in the canyon 
and violators are often aggressive street racers that put cyclists lives at risk.  Two birds, one 
stone.  Enforce noise ordinance UPD! 

o This is a residential area in a narrow canyon with limited resources.  Shortage of culinary 
water and danger of forest fires are the overriding concerns in this area.  By increasing public 
access these dangers are increased. A visiting hiker can start a fire and go home and watch 
the news coverage from the comfort of his home but we will be evacuated or possibly lose 
our home or our lives. Some ares are just not suitable for increased development or mass 
transit.   
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KEARNS 

 

Respondents  
There were 54 respondents from Kearns who provided the following demographic information about 

themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage 

male  23 43 

female  30 56 

prefer_not_to_say 1 2 

no response 0 0 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 8 15 

50to64 13 24 

35to49 24 44 

18to34 8 15 

prefer_not_to_say 1 2 

 

All respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all said that they own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  70 15 2 2 2 4 35 

weekly  26 17 0 4 2 7 22 

monthly  2 4 4 2 6 9 15 

every_few_months  0 7 11 7 26 9 13 

once_per_year 0 9 13 6 17 9 2 

never 2 48 70 80 48 61 13 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  Other concerns not included above:  

o too hard to travel east to west 

o Sidewalk incentives are not enough. Kearns sidewalks are the worst in the state. Combined 

with not having well lit streets with multiple street lamps, I have almost no desire to enjoy 

transport other than my safe personally owned vehicle. 

o Cost of transportation 

o Would like to see a Trax line out to grab a amphitheater 
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Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often:  

 

Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o The Kearns cannon. We need to preserve the history of our Township. 
o No 
o Any Camp Kearns buildings or artifacts 
o businesses in the area of Stan's Market 
o Airport 2 
o None that I can think of 
o Kearns Veteran Memorial Plaza / Utah Olympic Oval/ Camp Kearns 
o The kopfc park and high school, not historic but very important 
o I am new to the area and don't know any. 
o open areas west of salt lake city should be left open so wildlife can survive 
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increased_cost_of_parking_gasoline_or_other_single_ve…

Which of the following changes would encourage you to use 
modes of transportation other than single occupancy vehicles 

more often? (check all that apply)

Count
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o every historical area is important. 
o Area around Kearns High and the Olympic Oval. Closest thing Kearns has to a history.  
o Yes. All historical sites are important 
o the old Kearns railroad station (now a daycare) 
o Anything that might still be here from the army base in kearns 

 

Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above:  
o make public transit a realistic alternative to car ownership please.  

 

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  
o Please do something with Kearns. We are to low income to be held to Salt Lake City's 

ordinances. Taylorsville has become a wonderful place, West valley has become wonderful, 
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and Kearns has been left ignored and looked down upon by the rest of the state. Hire more 
law enforcement, incentivise local business with tax rebates or cuts on new local 
construction. Incentivise more city street and sidewalk infrastructure. Incentivise 
entertainment / travel industries to open here. Anything that shows we are more than a 
forgotten malignant cyst on the valley. 

o Thank you for allowing the residents an opportunity to provide input.  
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MAGNA  
 

Respondents  
There were 122 respondents from Magna Metro Township who provided the following demographic 

characteristics about themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage 

male  34 28% 

female  84 69% 

prefer_not_to_say 4 3% 

no response 0 0% 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 11 9% 

50to64 44 36% 

35to49 45 37% 

18to34 18 15% 

prefer_not_to_say 3 2% 

 

All but four of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all but six said that they 

own a personal vehicle.   

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  75% 7% 1% 6% 4% 2% 32% 

weekly  18% 15% 2% 2% 1% 8% 26% 

monthly  2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 4% 7% 

every_few_months  2% 10% 11% 7% 12% 5% 11% 

once_per_year 0% 5% 11% 8% 17% 6% 1% 

never 3% 60% 75% 75% 62% 75% 24% 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  Other concerns not included above:  

o From Magna there are no efficient transit solutions to downtown SLC where I work. I can 

drive in 30 min or less, but the bus/train trip takes 2 hours one way. Magna needs a 

commuter bus to downtown that uses SR 201.  

o Should address traffic and road infrastructure before allowing hundreds of houses to be built 

on these already over crowded roads 

o Poor quality of planning and road repairs. Quality should be utmost importance to relieve tax 

payers of unnecessary repairs . 

o lack of shelters at a lot of bus stops 

o Public transportation is way over priced and takes too long to make it affordable for a daily 

commute. 

o Keeping traffic flowing is huge for me. I commute from Magna to Lehi and there are several 

others I work with that have longer commutes. People blocking lanes make vast differences 

when comparing our early morning commute with our 5:00 p.m. commute 

o Would love an east west trax  line following 201 

o CONSTANT CONSTRUCTION  

o Stop piece mealing every development. Make a plan that developers have to follow and stick 

to it. Please. Having necessities within close proximity to communities decreases traffic. 

o We don't have room to add more roads and more homes are coming in. It is unsafe down 

8400 in Magna already and they are adding the Cyprus HS on there. People will lose property 

for the roads and that is not cool nor fair  

o The bus system changes their times sometimes. 

o 3500 s and 5600 needs. Median so that people aren't blocking traffic to get to McDonald's 

o Having at least one main road cleared of ice and snow during a bad storm would be ideal.  

o Wasting tax money on bus service! 

o Hours 
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How important are the following transportation concerns? 
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o I want trax to go from magna to fast trax train 

o I don't ride the bus because it was takes too long.  The express bus makes too many stops.  It 

drives me nuts that it loops way out of it's way to go by the UTA headquarters. 

o Too many road construction going on at same time 

o Too much bus service with many buses very few riders. 

o The map is very hard to understand without roads listed. 5600 West is too busy between 

4100 s and 3100 s. Hopefully mountain view completion will help relieve traffic.  Many areas 

in Magna are not set up to walk safely. Dangerous crossing Bachus and 3500 south. Especially 

for the school children.    

o it takes way too freaking long  

o Keep trax open until after the bars and restaurants close 

o This is a cart before the horse survey and question.  If there were locations locally to take 

public transportation You may get answers that are worthwhile. But until the local 

community takes control and stops subsidizing others to our own detriment those 

improvements won’t be made.  

o Mass transit is too expensive to make it a viable option for me.  

o Wish there were more bus routes on 3100s in Magna 

o To many heavy trucks on 111 coming into/ out of  Magna 

o Time spent, not just congestion but a public transportation system that costs as much to 

drive an car and doesn't get you anywhere in a timely fashion.  

o The only realistic way for someone like me to get from place to place is in my own vehicle.  I 

can't walk very far or stand very long. 

o I would like to emphasize that active transportation is neglected in Magna township even 

though a high perfect of the population would greatly benefit from it v 
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Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often:  
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Which of the following changes would encourage you to use 
modes of transportation other than single occupancy vehicles 

more often? (check all that apply)

Count
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Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o Magna Main Street Commercial District 

o Main Street and the high school 

o Magna Main street, should incentivize property owners to renovate buildings to be used 

again 

o All have been torn down against wishes of residents. 

o magna main st 

o Magna Main sreet 

o Magna Main Street  

o All of Magna Main Street should be preserved and taken care of. There are too many vacant, 

crumbling buildings that are not being taken care of. 

o Downtown historic magna 

o Empress theater 

o Main Street, High School 

o Magna main st 

o Magna Main downtown 

o Most business on Main Street  

o Empress Theatre because it's a very friendly environment and a great place to be 

o Magna Main Street.  

o Magna Main street has good food options and a good small community theater. 

o It is history that will be lost if torn down. 

o Downtown area and Magna downtown.  History.  

o No I used to love the horse pastures but, I got used to change. 

o All Main Street  

o Magna main street 

o We need farmland. Too many apartments cause congestion that is unwanted. Older buildings 

may need upgrades but are apart of meaningful history 

o Magna main. I would love to see the buildings repaired and occupied  

o Pleasant Green Cemetery is a cool old small town cemetery and needs to be saved and 

improved. 

o Yes. All the buildings on Magna Main street 

o Magna Main  

o All of them  

o Temples, museums 

o Yes magna main street dor it history 

o Main Street, the cemetery, Cyprus High 

o Magna Main Street 

o Magna main Street 

o born and raised in magna, its my home 

o Magna main st 

o Empress theatre, magna history and community  
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o Downtown Magma. 

o Magna main.   

o Magna Main Street - Cyprus HS 

o Main Street 

o Our main street was a viable space, that needs to return, with the existing buildings we have. 

The historic value is irreplaceable.   

o Magna Main Street 

o Magna Main St.  

o Magna main should be restored and preserved. There is so much history and it is the soul of 

magna. 

o Magna main street. The character on Magna main is beautiful. A lot of magna residents want 

it kept up on / more motivation for businesses to grow there.  

o Magna main street 

o Magna main street 

o Downtown Magna, needs some revitalization other than bars, and churches. Movie theaters, 

restraunts , bowling, shops, and stores.  

o Magna Main St. It has historical buildings that should be preserved. 

o Main Street magna. It's historical 

o Down town Magna. It is part of our history 

o Historical Magna Main 

o downtown magna 

o Magna downtown  

o Magna main  

o I would love to have our historic area preserved. But what do we do in the area that has 

value? 

o Main Street in Magna. It's one of the last remaining main streets in the Salt Lake Valley. 

o My house is over 120 years old and sturdy as day 1 

o Magna Main Street is a historic part of town 

o Magna Main Street, empress theater, colossimo’s, Cyprus high school 

o Magna Main Street has transformed in recent years, growing in in Magna in the 90s the main 

street was in bad shape a lot of people donated many hours to bring more interest back to it. 

Transportation is decent but it needs pedestrian access from the neighborhoods which have 

no modern or safe sidewalsidewalks 

o Magna Main Street because it is, and should be a center of Magna's roots, has a unique 

character, and preserves interest in our community. 

o Daughters of Utah pioneer monument on 4100 S 8400 W it’s important to me because my 

great grandparents helped settle Magna.  Also like the war veterans memorial. 

o The entire downtown needs to be preserved and protected, especially from newer 

development that does not fit. Has the form based code not been implemented? 
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Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above:  
o Ball parks for Magna which were taken away years ago forcing young players to travel outside 

their community. 

o The Magna area is often overlooked for any kind of improvement. There is almost no 

communication regarding public meetings and events. If someone doesn’t tell me about 

things, I don’t hear about them. I don’t like using social media yet that seems to be the only 

way things are announced. 

o Keep Magna Safe and take Pride in our little Town 

o Turn arrows are desperately needed at all intersections in Magna!!  

o Put tax money into street lighting and sidewalks instead of too much bus service! 

o Magna has too much affordable housing, we don't need more of that.  We need housing 

where people can grow families and stay in Magna to be contributing members.  We dont 

need any more apartment complexes,  we don't have school space, roadways, or businesses 
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to support this.   The county needs to view Magna as the treasure ut is and stop dumping 

poor development here. We need Kennecott to step up and support arts, cultural, and other 

activities as they have done in other parts of the valley.  

o When bringing up affordable housing and economic development. It doesn’t mean the same 

thing in magna that it means to the subsidized East side communities. In magna it means how 

many people that can’t afford to live in our community are you going to artificially place here.  

We need to stop add8ng low income people and help the ones we have become better 

educated. We need to add housing that is not considered affordable. 

o Safe and green building standards for longevity of the structure. We need to start building for 

the future most homes here are big and empty of long term value.  

o Would love to see more “next step up from a starter home” developments, lots of Cyprus 

grads return to Magna and want to raise their families here, problem we have and see often 

is once the starter home gets too small there are very few options to “move up” and stay in 

Magna. 

o Lots more bike trails 

o In general Magna needs an infrastructure renaissance, what we have is not being maintained 

at a sustainable level. New infrastructure is not focused on active transportation. Why have 

the new frontage roads not been constructed to provide safe travel opportunities for 

pedestrians and people on bikes? 

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  

o I feel the best way to improve transportation in Magna is to have express commuter 

buses or other flexible and time efficient transit. Improved sidewalks and bike lanes 

that can't be used for parking would also help with local non-car trips. 

o Current parks and recreation need better leadership who will not steal from the 

public. 

o Feeling like every piece of land is being bought up and more housing squeezed in! 

o Use your planners. Give them more authority than developers over changes. Require 

money for infrastructure from developers. This works in other states. 

o Why is this survey not being mailed out to residents?  

o Stop building apartments and packing people in.  

o 3100 S in the AM is a joke when Cyprus is in session! Make the light running a 

East/West longer!! 

o MSD seems to forget about Magna. I see it as an inefficient system due to poorly 

functioning elected representatives  

o Sidewalks and street lighting is poor in older Magna! A bus every 15 minutes is a 

waste of Tax money. 

o Let's do right and bring in decent businesses so our community can be more 

walkable,  truly make Magna's main street a thriving business district, remove the 

bars, surround main street with housing that can support a business district like we 

used to have. 
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o I have loved living on the west side of the valley despite the reputation it gets. This 

area will be growing quickly. I understand apartments and affordable housing is 

necessary. However, I would like to also see more areas/neighborhoods for growing 

families like mine with higher incomes to be able to grow into. Encourage higher 

income families to move / stay in the area and not leave because there are 5 million 

new apartments in the neighborhood without the traffic and infrastructure to 

support them.   

o nope 

o Limit high density housing. We have too much, we don’t need more. 

o No more housing. Need entertainment venues to keep kids engaged and off the 

streets 

o Mass transit options in Salt Lake are expensive and don't get you where you need to 

go and they take too long to get there. 

o We need crossing lights on 3500s in Magna people don't stop when you are crossing 

o I know a lot of people hate dense housing and mix use but when it is placed properly 

and when transportation issues are handled before the build it helps ease the publics 

conserns. We need to build up and dense near transportation hubs, preserve open 

spaces and better regulate developers a d development.  

o Lots of attention is given to those who are physically fit and can ride bikes or walk 

distances.  Attention is also given to those who are wheelchair bound.  However, little 

or no attention is given to those who are in the middle, like me, who can't walk or 

bike any distance at all.  We need good roads for our personal vehicles, lots of easy 

access parking, and at museums, aquariums, and streets near major venues, we need 

places to sit that are not too low so they are easy to get up from. 

o I think my comment above got cut off, the short of it is buses are a joke. My husbands 

commute to downtown are drive alone in 20 mins, bike in 90, or take bus in 2 HOURS 

if the transfers all play nice. If you want most Magnaites to use public transportation 

make it timely and efficient or add another lane down 201 to make it quicker :) or 

bring back the commuter bus! 

o Magna would like to be the first in implementing innovation and being a well 

maintained place with a high quality of life. As it is we are often time the last ones or 

replacement of infrastructure lags decades behind level on the eastern side of the 

valley 
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UNINCORPORATED SLCo 

Respondents  
There were only 6 respondents from Unincorporated Salt Lake County, but the data that they provided 

has been included for completeness. Respondents provided the following demographic characteristics 

about themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage 

male  2 33% 

female  4 67% 

prefer_not_to_say 0 0% 

no response 0 0% 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 0 0% 

50to64 3 50% 

35to49 1 17% 

18to34 2 33% 

prefer_not_to_say 0 0% 

 

All of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license and that they own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  67 0 0 0 0 17 33 

weekly  17 33 0 0 0 0 17 

monthly  17 17 0 0 0 0 33 

every_few_months  0 17 0 0 0 33 0 

once_per_year 0 0 33 0 33 0 0 

never 0 33 67 100 67 50 17 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  No other concerns were listed.   

Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often: 
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Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o Paulsen House near Dimple dell Park.  Pioneer history.  Could be nature Center. 

o Old White Church (3100 E. 9800 S) 
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more often? (check all that apply)
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Growth and development concerns  

 

• No other concerns were listed.  

• Nothing else was added.  
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WHITE CITY  

 

Respondents  
There were 38 respondents from White City who provided the following demographic information about 

themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage  

male  19 50 

female  16 42 

prefer_not_to_say 3 8 

no response 0 0 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 9 24 

50to64 6 16 

35to49 11 29 

18to34 4 11 

prefer_not_to_say 8 21 

 

All of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all said that they own a personal 

vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  61 8 0 0 3 0 34 

weekly  37 29 3 3 3 5 42 

monthly  0 11 5 0 3 5 0 

every_few_months  0 5 11 3 21 21 11 

once_per_year 3 8 13 16 45 5 0 

never 0 39 68 79 26 63 13 
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Transportation concerns  

 
•  Other concerns not included above:  

o Public transit should be a service, not a for profit business. I think that many of our mass 

transit transportation options are severely hindered because of a desire for profitability over 

usability. Compounded by that are frequently changing schedules because of profitability" 

that result in a distrust in the system for routine travel. " 

o Increase covered bicycle parking at trax stations 

o UTA BUS IS TERRIBLE-NO GOOD FOR TRAVEL CAN'T GET THERE FROM HERE 

o why can't we fix or create a route or highway without having to fix or redo it within 5 years? 

o Travel in the salt lake valley is impossible to travel from east to west and back on public 

transportation. Travel between Sandy and South Jordan should be easy, but no bus line exists 

to go east-west.   

o Too few Front Runner Times. 1/2 hour between pickups makes Front Runner useless in the 

AM and PM drive times. 
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Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often:  

 

Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o White City has no historically significant areas. Culturally the White Towers Pool has some 

significance.  

o My naborhood. 

o White City Neighborhoods are unique and historical.  They should be preserved 

o Open space in Dry Creek/ Dimple Dell 

o Leave existing single family dwellings alone. All high density housing is just going to cause 

greater street, school, shopping congestion.  We have enough in our already land-locked built 

up areas. 

o This is History Sandy which I think should be preserved 

16

16

11

11

10

9

8

6

6

3

3

2

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

better_location_of_bus_and_rail_stops

safer_sidewalks

more_frequent_rail_and_bus_service
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increased_ease_of_trip_chaining

express_bus_and_rail_service

proximity_of_destinations_to_one_another

park_and_ride_options

increased_cost_of_parking_gasoline_or_other_single_vehicle
_related_fees

improved_carpool_vanpool_shuttle_rideshare_options

Which of the following changes would encourage you to use modes of 
transportation other than single occupancy vehicles more often? (check 

all that apply)

Count
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o Schools are often the learning center of the community. While our children attended school 

in my area and has had a strong impact in my home, I never thought that it was a place of 

such significance its edifice should be preserved.  It was recently razed to  provide space for a 

new school. It is a beautiful building and will provide several generations of community 

service.  And when it is time it needs to be replaced I hope they replace it.  We do not have 

any historic buildings.  

o Dimple Dell. It is an outdoor community resource that defines our neighborhood.  We are just 

another suburb without it. 

o PRESERVE EXISTING HOMES-THEY DON'T MAKE AFFORDABLE HOUSING LIKE THIS ANYMORE 

o I'm not aware of any 

o Our community is small, but White Towers Swimming Pool has been an important community 

gathering space since the subdivision was built. Dimple Dell gully is also an important area in 

the community. 

o No historic areas. 

o in white city, south of 10600 S. we have an area zoned as A2, this is important to preserve, 

there is a cluster of horse properties and we just don't see that anymore. many white city 

residents get to enjoy these spaces and remember Utah's' history, right here in Salt Lake 

County. 
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Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above:  
o On the subject of light pollution, controlling the brightness of signs like schools and local 

business are putting up would be fantastic. The excessively bright signs are really frustrating 

and an eyesore.  

o Na. 

o Leave White City as it is.   

o White City was established as a residential community, where businesses within the 

community, or even a tax base was not considered.  There were businesses within the area to 

meet their needs.  Most came here for affordable housing.  However, change or progress 

may be acceptable as the community at large sees the necessity. Many do not want an HOA 

but the freedom to live as they choose with no regard of their neighbors. I believe in the 

concept of raising the median level of affordable housing, enforcing a level of property 

management. I strongly disagree with replacing homes with businesses. 
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o LEAVE WHITE CITY ALONE, DON'T MESS WITH IT, PEOPLE LIVE HERE BECAUSE THEY LIKE 

HOW IT IS 

o Make it easy to get to a business.  These divider medians that limit your opportunity to access 

a business is an idiot idea, like 1300 e  and 10600 s 

o limited government and its involvement in my life.   

o Enforcing building standards and bringing neighborhoods up to new standards is important. 

Our community looks very run down, infrastructure and homes. 

o Keep White City an intimate little city, with smaller homes, bigger lot sizes. let's not over 

develop it bringing in more and more people for the sake of growth, let's preserve what we 

have, and just improve on it. not growth for the sake of growth. Quality over Quantity. 

 

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  
o I have observed while there is a dialog on the surface, I feel there are some of our leaders, 

who have their own personal agenda that take precedence over the desires or needs of the 

majority.  I want to believe they have the best interest of WC at heart.  My greatest concern 

is  we may destroy why we came here in the first place. 

o There is no need to add commercial pieces to our suburb.  There are plenty of commercial 

destinations around White city.  Apartments and townhome should be forbidden. 

o Don't build stupid intersections!!!!  Like 12300 s and the frontage road in Draper, that has to 

be one of the dumbest ideas brought to Utah. 

o The board of UTA needs to stop pouring money into light rail and forcing all bus lines to feed 

the light rail, while ignoring needs in the southern end of the valley. Look into making east 

west bus lines that go further than the closest Trax stop. 

o preserve my constitutional rights.   

o Consider changing church property zoning into school zoning and have a charter school come 

into the area. Or change rundown commercial property into multi-family housing and parks, 

or community centers. 

o Remove speed bumps in White City 
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OTHER  
 

Respondents  
There were 32 respondents from other areas (not part of an MSD member community) who provided 

with the following demographic characteristics about themselves:   

 

Gender  Count  Percentage 

male  23 72 

female  8 25 

prefer_not_to_say 1 3 

no response 0 0 

Age  Count  Percentage  

65plus 9 28 

50to64 13 41 

35to49 6 19 

18to34 2 6 

prefer_not_to_say 2 6 

 

All but one of the respondents said that they hold a valid driver’s license, and all but one said that they 

own a personal vehicle.  

 

Transportation modes  

How often do you use 

the following modes of 

transportation?  

Drive 

Alone 

% 

Carpool 

% 

Rideshare 

% 

Bus 

% 

Rai l  

% 

Bike % Walk % 

dai ly  66 6 0 3 3 6 63 

weekly  31 22 0 3 3 44 16 

monthly  0 22 16 13 9 6 6 

every_few_months  3 19 19 6 34 9 3 

once_per_year 0 0 6 25 22 3 3 

never 0 31 59 50 28 31 9 
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Transportation concerns  

 

•  Other concerns not included above:  

o Inadequate hubs & parking for direct travel to Big & Little Cottonwood Canyons from East 

Millcreek 

o Our county had one of the original light rail systems that was removed for automobile travel 

in the 1950s, 60s, we need more parkways dedicated to human powered travel like bike, 

walk, run, a good example is the Jordan River Parkway, with tunnels and bridges to avoid 

large vehicle traffic. While another freeway like Bangerter would be nice along a1300 East 

north and south corridor, there would be no room for parking, the only drawback to a 

parkway or narrow human power trail in its place would be the need for us  to plan ahead, 

easier to build than freeways. right of ways on private property. 

o There is poor parking at base of big cottonwood to use the bus system. Bus system does not 

run often enough 

o Education to change people's behavior typically takes a generation to see significant 

results.Let's start now! 

o need active transportation trails 

o Pollution and safety are number one. 

o Public Transportation in the Canyons is virtually non-existent 

o Public transportation (at least, other than for skiing) should be inexpensive 

o Not adequate parking for canyon traffic. Not enough free shuttles to ski resorts during ski 

season. 
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Possible transportation adaptations 

•  Changes that would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single occupancy 

vehicles more often:  

 

Areas of importance  

• Historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved:  
o Parking lots are necessary, for travelers into the canyons to get out of their cars & utilize  

mass transit 

o No, tear them down they are not safe, non-reinforced masonary, new structures are safer 

and energy effecientafer  

o Alta and Brighton both need to be preserved. The canyons are the Jewel of the Wasatch. 

Unfortunately people that don't ;ive or work there think they knowwhat the canyons need. 

That is not always the case!  

o Wheeler Historic Farm and surroundings- walking, farmers market 

o Our entire community of Granite is an historic area. 

o Pioneer heritage monuments and buildings that provide a sense of history. 
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o alta ski resort. 

Growth and development concerns  

 

• Other concerns not included in the list above:  
o With 2 large ski areas just 8 & 10 miles east of our Granite community, we experience several 

adverse problems: grafitti; excessive numbers of individual cars using SR-209 & SR-210; 
inadequate mountain/canyon transit system; inadequate provisions for bicyclists & 
pedestrians in the community traffic mix; no Dark Sky considerations;  
 

• Is there something else you’d like to add?  
o We need a gondola mass transit system similar to the Telluride Mountain Village gondola or 

the one in Andorra linking Sandy, Alta, Brighton, and Park City 
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o We need more parking in any and all potential bus terminal location that are considered for 

mass transit into Big and Little Cottonwood 

o We have been discussing the transportation issue since the 1970's and nothing effective has 

been done. I really don't think it's that hard 

o Actually, public transportation in Murray is pretty good. PT in the canyons is not. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Planning for Transportation and Land Use   
 
Instructions: This is a transportation and land use planning survey designed for community members living in 
the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD). Completing the survey will take approximately five to 
ten minutes. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on current and future transportation and land 
use options in your community! Your views will contribute to the development of a general plan for your 
area. For more information please contact KaDavies@msd.utah.gov 
 
1. Where do you live? 

• Brighton 

• Copperton 

• Emigration 

• Kearns 

• Magna 

• White City 

• Unincorporated 

• Other  
 
2.    How often do you use the following modes of transportation? 

• Drive Alone 

• Carpool 

• Rideshare 

• Bus 

• Rail 

• Bike 

• Walk 
o daily 
o weekly 
o monthly 
o every_few_months 
o once_per_year 
o never 

 
3. How often do you link more than one destination/mode when you travel (trip chaining)? 

• daily 

• weekly 

• monthly 

• every_few_months 

• once_per_year 

• never 
 
4. Think about a place where transportation works well in your community. Click on the map below to drop 

a pin on that location. Experiment with the tools to zoom in or out and to scroll around to different 
locations. [Where transportation works well] 
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5. Think about a place where transportation doesn't work well in your community. Click on the map below 

to drop a pin on that location. Experiment with the tools to zoom in or out and to scroll around to 
different locations. [Where transportation doesn't work well] 

 

6. On a scale of very important, important, or not important; which of the following transportation 
problems are the most important to address?  

• Traffic congestion 

• Inadequate public transportation 

• Unsafe travel  

• Inadequate bicycle and/or pedestrian infrastructure (e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes) 

• Inadequate maintenance of existing infrastructure 

• Inability to effectively trip chain (link more than one destination/mode of travel) 
o very_important 
o important 
o not_imprtant 

 
6a. Please specify any other transportation concerns that are not included in the list above 
 
7. Which of the following changes would encourage you to use modes of transportation other than single 

occupancy vehicles more often? (check all that apply) 

• Safer sidewalks 

• More frequent rail and bus service 

• Express bus and rail service 

• Better location of bus and rail stops 

• Cleaner bus and rail options 

• Increased ease of trip chaining 

• Increased cost of parking, gasoline, or other single vehicle-related fees 

• Continued or increased poor air quality 

• Proximity of destinations to one another 

• Improved carpool vanpool shuttle rideshare options 

• Improved telecommuting options 

• Employer incentives program 

• Park and ride options 
 
8. Click on the map below to drop a pin on a building or area in your community (other than your home) 

that is important to you. Experiment with the tools to zoom in or out and to scroll around to different 
locations. 

 
8a. Why is this building or area important to you? 
 
9. Are there any historic areas in your community that you think should be preserved? Why is this 

structure/area important to you? 
 

10. On a scale of very important, important, or not important; how important are the following items in 
terms of development in your area? 

• Affordability of housing 
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• High standards for design and aesthetics 

• Linking economic development with transportation and housing decisions 

• Availability of cultural activities 

• Limiting growth and development 

• Managing light/noise pollution 

• Parking availability 

• Sustainability and energy efficiency 

• Walkability 

• Digital infrastructure 

• Safe homes and neighborhoods 

• Historical preservation 

• Parks and open spaces 

• Business mix 

• Clean air 

• Access to economic and educational opportunities 

• Other 
 
11. Is there something else you'd like to add? 
 
12. Are you? 

• Male 

• Female 

• Prefer not to say 
 
13. Age Group 

• Under 18 

• 18 - 34 

• 35 - 49 

• 50 - 64 

• 65+ 

• Prefer not to say 
 
14. Do you hold a valid driver's license? 

• Yes 

• No 
 

15. Do you own a personal vehicle? 

• Yes 

• No 
 
Thanks for helping your community plan for its future! 
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1.0 Executive Summary 
1.1 Population 

In 2018, the population of Emigration Canyon was estimated at 1,828. The population of the Canyon has 

been increasing since 2000 at a rate over twice that of Salt Lake County. The Township represents an older 

population, with a median age of 48.1. The population is expected to continue ageing, with 24.2 percent 

of residents expected to be over the age of 65 by the year 2024. During that same time period, the 

population of children under the age of 18 is expected to increase to 22.3 percent. Emigration Canyon 

Metro Township is a highly educated and wealthy population. Over 92 percent of adults age 25 and over 

have had at least some college training, while 45.2 percent of those adults hold a graduate or professional 

degree. The median household income for the Canyon is $134,821, nearly twice the median income of 

Salt Lake County. Household size has been decreasing in the Township, with the average household size 

estimated at 2.68 in the year 2018. The population of Emigration Canyon is predominantly White, Non-

Hispanic. In upcoming years, the percentage of residents reporting that they belong to a minority race or 

ethnicity is expected to increase, but not at the rate of increase expected in Salt Lake County at large. 

 

1.2 Economy 

There were 962 employed civilians residing in Emigration Canyon as of 2018, for a labor force participation 

rate of 66.9 percent. Unemployment increased in the Canyon between 2010 and 2018, despite decreases 

at the County, State, and National levels. The 2018 unemployment rate was approximately 4.2 percent. 

The poverty rate of the Township was 13.1 percent in 2018 – lower than Salt Lake City’s rate but higher 

than the County’s. ‘Arts, entertainment, & recreation, accommodation & food services’ is the largest 

industry by employment, employing 38 percent of the Canyon’s civilian labor force. Most workers 

commute out of the Canyon, with 95.1 percent employed somewhere in Salt Lake County. Salt Lake City 

and Millcreek employ the largest number of residents from Emigration Canyon. 76.3 percent of the civilian 

employed population drives alone to work, although the percentage of the population walking and biking 

to work or working from home has increased in recent years. 

 

1.3 Housing 

Between 2010 and 2018, the housing unit vacancy rate in Emigration Canyon fell drastically from 20 

percent to 9 percent. Increases in occupancy occurred primarily for owner-occupied units, with renter-

occupied units comprising only 9 percent of the total housing stock in 2018. The vast majority (99 percent) 

of Emigration Canyon’s housing units are described as single-family-detached, and 41.6 percent of 

households are comprised of three or more persons. The condition of housing units in the Canyon is good 

overall, with no units reporting lack of plumbing, kitchen facilities, or telephone service. However, the 

housing stock is old and expected to continue aging. The percentage of housing units built prior to 1980 

increased from 37.8 percent to 51.4 percent between 2010 and 2018. The median rent in 2018 was $1,224 

(an increase from 2010), while the median monthly cost for owners was $2,488 in 2018, a decrease from 

the 2010 cost. Given the expense of housing, many Emigration Canyon households are cost-burdened. 

Every household making less than $35,000 in the Canyon spends over 30 percent of its income on housing 

costs. Even among the highest income bracket ($75,000+), 2.8 percent of households are cost-burdened 

and 15.7 percent are at risk of becoming cost-burdened. These numbers will continue to worsen as 
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housing costs rise faster than incomes. Residents of Emigration Canyon are quite rooted in their 

community, with 70.6 percent of households reporting having lived in their home for over ten years. 

 

Rising housing costs and growth pressures from Salt Lake Valley will continue to challenge Emigration 

Canyon into the next decade and beyond. Informed, data-driven decision-making will help the community 

prepare for upcoming changes and preserve the aspects of Canyon life that they hold dear. 

 

2.0 Introduction 

2.1 Using this Document 

This technical assessment provides an overview of sociodemographic trends and external conditions 

influencing Emigration Canyon Metro Township (ECMT). The assessment is intended to provide planners, 

residents and other stakeholders with the data and context needed to make informed decisions regarding 

planning, policy, and community development for ECMT. The data provided also sets the groundwork for 

a general plan which will influence the development of the canyon for years to come. This document 

includes an introduction to the setting and history of Emigration Canyon, an overview of population trends 

and demographics, an analysis of economic conditions in the Township, data on ECMT’s housing stock, 

and a summary of existing public infrastructure and facilities. This document presents robust data for 

consideration, but how the data is used will ultimately be the decision of the community of Emigration 

Canyon Metro Township. 

 

2.2 Methodology 

The Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD), the organization responsible for providing 

planning services to ECMT, is committed to providing its member communities with quality data. Data for 

this report was primarily gathered from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (“ACS”) 

Reports and Esri Business Analyst’s detailed community profiles. The most recent data available was for 

the year 2018, except for some projections used throughout the document. Where projections are shown, 

the source of the data and/or methodology used to make the projection are provided along with the 

numbers. While Census data does not always perfectly capture the true population statistics for smaller 

areas such as ECMT, it is the most complete and accurate dataset available. The Census data in this report 

comes from ACS 5-Year Estimates (or decennial census numbers where available), which aggregate data 

over a five-year period to provide the best estimate of current conditions.  

 

The Emigration Canyon Census-Designated Place (“CDP”) is the geographic entity for which numbers were 

gathered. Data for Emigration Canyon Metro Township is compared to that for Salt Lake County to give 

the reader a better understanding of the greater context of the area’s sociodemographic trends. 

Comparisons are also made to Salt Lake City since it is the municipality immediately adjacent to ECMT and 

the one most likely to influence growth and development of the area. 
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2.3 Emigration Canyon Metro Township 

Emigration Canyon Metro Township comprises approximately nineteen square miles of land in Utah’s 

Wasatch Mountain Range. The Township shares a border with Salt Lake City to the west. Emigration 

Canyon Road is the only arterial road in the township. It runs approximately 7.8 miles from Salt Lake City’s 

Hogle Zoo to UT-65, which also connects to US-80 (See Figure 1). Emigration Canyon is home to 

approximately 1,828 residents (ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2018) and serves as an important recreational 

destination for bikers, hikers, and wildlife viewers from neighboring municipalities in the Salt Lake Valley. 

 

Figure 1: Emigration Canyon Boundaries and Points of Interest 

 
Source: Prepared by Greater Salt Lake MSD GIS 
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2.4 History of the Canyon 

The rich history of Emigration Canyon has strongly influenced the present community. Even before 

Mormon pioneers trekked through Emigration Canyon on their way to settle the Salt Lake Valley, native 

peoples were relying on the Canyon’s water supply and abundant wildlife for sustenance. Although there 

is little evidence that these early populations lived in Emigration Canyon, it is believed by researchers that 

both Ute and Shoshone tribes hunted the Canyon’s forest and fished the Emigration Creek, once heavily 

populated with trout (Carlstrom & Furse, 2019). Residents have even discovered arrowheads buried on 

their properties (ibid).  

 

Although first discovered and cultivated by early native tribes, Emigration Canyon derives its name from 

the many pioneers who passed through it as they ‘emigrated’ to the Salt Lake Valley and beyond. The 

Donner-Reed party was one of the first and most notable early groups of emigrants, traveling the canyon 

in 1846, as a part of their ill-fated journey on the Hasting’s Cutoff (Carlstrom & Furse, 2019). And in July 

of 1847, Mormon refugees from the east made their final camp in Emigration Canyon before descending 

into the Salt Lake Valley, the place that they would ultimately stay and make their home (ibid). As they 

established their new civilization in the valley, the Canyon became a path for future travelers, mail, and 

freight, as well as the source of timber and stone for building. 

 

Over time, several businesses established themselves in Emigration Canyon, including the Wagener 

Brewery (1864-1914), Pinecrest Inn (1913-1949), and the famous Ruth’s Diner (1949-Present). These 

businesses took advantage of Salt Lake residents craving an escape into the cooler temperatures of the 

Canyon, as well as the more lenient laws that came because of their location outside of City boundaries 

(Carlstrom & Furse, 2019). From 1907 to 1917, the Emigration Canyon Railroad operated between Salt 

Lake City and quarries at the top of the Canyon. Although the original purpose of the rail line was to carry 

heavy stone from the mountain quarries down into the City for building, the advent of Portland Cement 

soon made the stone industry obsolete, and the railroad began to primarily serve passengers (ibid). 

Residents of Salt Lake Valley could take the train from the City up into the alpine territories of the Canyon 

to enjoy fishing, hiking, and picnicking. Eventually, the presence of the train led to further development 

of the Canyon. Streetcar suburbs popped up near train stops, and the Pinecrest Inn (see Figure 2) was 

built near the end of the line to accommodate guests with overnight lodging, food, and entertainment 

(ibid). Although the Emigration Canyon Railroad was financially unsustainable and dismantled after just 

ten years, the Canyon continued to thrive. The land that had been cleared for the railroad tracks provided 

automobile access, and residents from the surrounding valleys continued to establish summer cabins 

throughout the Canyon’s wilderness. 

 

Autonomy has long been a core value of the Emigration Canyon community. In 1950, the Emigration 

Canyon Planning District formed to represent the many interests of residents, namely water quality, litter 

pick-up, wilderness preservation, and maintenance of the Canyon’s low cost of living (Carlstrom & Furse, 

2019). Very early on, the Planning District decided to implement a zoning structure which significantly 

limited opportunities for commercial development in the Canyon - an attempt to preserve the quiet and 

natural environment that had drawn residents to settle in the area. Attempts to expand development in 

the canyon have consistently met with resistance from canyon residents over the years (see Carlstrom & 
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Furse, 2019 for several examples). Since then, the Canyon has continued to show ownership over its own 

planning and decision-making, and several community interest groups (e.g. Emigration Canyon 

Community Council, Emigration Canyon Sustainability Aliiance) have formed over the years to address 

issues facing life in the Canyon (e.g. littering, water pollution, fire danger, vandalism, and growth 

pressures). In 2017, Emigration Canyon was incorporated as a Metro Township and continues to be served 

by a Metro Township Council and Planning Commission. 

 

Today, Emigration Canyon is beloved both by residents and visitors. It is frequented by hikers and bikers, 

looking for refuge in the vast wilderness surrounding the Salt Lake Valley. Although the environment has 

been altered by humans, it is still possible to see coyote, mule deer, elk, rattlesnakes, fox, porcupine, 

cougars, bobcats, moose, and several species of bird (Carlstrom & Furse, 2019). Formal and informal 

recreational opportunities abound, including Camp Kostopulos, which has existed in Emigration Canyon 

since 1971 and provides recreational, educational, and personal development opportunities for persons 

of all abilities (Kostopulos Dream Foundation, 2019). Since 1961, Emigration Canyon has also been 

recognized as a National Historic Landmark, symbolizing the uniqueness of this Canyon and its importance 

to the surrounding Salt Lake Valley. 

 

Figure 2: Old Postcard of Pinecrest Inn and the Emigration Canyon Railroad. 

 
Source: Utah Historical Society. 
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3.0 Population 

3.1 Total Population 

Emigration Canyon Metro Township occupies nineteen (19) square miles of land along Emigration Canyon 

Road, east of Salt Lake City. In 2018, the population of Emigration Canyon was estimated at 1,828 (ACS 5-

Year Estimates, 2018). Table 1 compares population trends between Emigration Canyon, Salt Lake City, 

the Salt Lake County and the State, from 2000 to 2018. Like the rest of the county and state, the population 

of Emigration Canyon has grown significantly over the last two decades (Table 1). 

 

Table 1: Total Population Comparison 

 
Source: *Estimate of Total Population for Emigration Canyon in 2000 comes from Esri Business Analyst. All other 

population estimates are derived from U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates & 2000 Decennial Census (S0101). 

 

Table 2 shows population projections for ECMT and Salt Lake County for the years 2020, 2030, 2040, and 

2050. Projections for Salt Lake County come from the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute’s County Projections. 

Data for Emigration Canyon was calculated based on historic ratios of growth rates as detailed in the table 

notes. Emigration Canyon is expected to grow at a faster pace than Salt Lake County as a whole, consistent 

with trends from 2000 to 2018. The growth rate will likely slow down as 2050 draws nearer, but by then 

the population may have increased to over 3,000 residents. 

 

While these numbers are useful for informing future decision-making, it should be noted that they are 

not absolute. Projections are modeled from current trends and cannot account for future planning and 

policy decisions, economic changes, or environmental events that may alter the pace of growth. 

 

Table 2: Population Projections 2010-2050 

  
Source and Notes: Estimates and Projections for Salt Lake County come from the Kem C. Gardener Policy 

Institute’s Population Projections for Utah Counties. From these projections, anticipated percent change per 

decade was calculated. These percentages were applied to Emigration Canyon based on the relationship between 

the County and Township’s growth rates between from 2000 to 2018. Thus, *Percent Change is the factor of Salt 

Lake County’s projected percent change per decade multiplied by 2.1 (the ratio of Emigration Canyon’s growth 

rate to Salt Lake County’s growth rate for years where census data is available). 
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3.2 Esri Tapestries 

Esri Business Analyst produces tapestry segment analyses for various geographies across the United 

States. These tapestry segments divide the population into groups based on sociodemographic status, 

shopping patterns, and place of residence. Residents of Emigration Canyon are classified as ‘Top Tier’ by 

Esri’s tapestry system.  

 

The Top Tier tapestry segment is notable for its affluence (three times the U.S. median household income), 

high educational attainment, and preference for socially responsible products (Esri Business Analyst 

Tapestry Segmentation, 2020). The median age of the tapestry segment is 47.3 and management is the 

most common occupation; 90.2 percent own their home (ibid). Households in the Top Tier tapestry 

segment tend to spend lavishly on their homes, health, and wellbeing (including high-end spas and fitness 

centers), and on vacations. But spending on education may be even more notable, with members of the 

Top Tier tapestry segment spending 281 percent more than the national average on education (ibid). 

 

Top Tier is the dominant tapestry segment in Emigration Canyon, but that does not mean that every 

resident of the Canyon will fit the characteristics of the group. Tapestry segments are most useful for 

determining the preferences of a group of people, especially when it comes to market spending and 

lifestyle habits. 

 

3.3 Age Characteristics 

Table 3 shows the median age for Emigration Canyon Metro Township increased from 42.8 to 48.1 

between 2010 and 2018. But the median age projected for 2024 is expected to decrease slightly. While 

Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County, and the State of Utah represent young populations expected to age slowly 

over the next few years, Emigration Canyon represents an older population which may experience an 

influx of slightly younger residents in the future. 

 

Table 3: Median Age Comparisons 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S0101). *2024 Projections derived from Esri 

Business Analyst. 

 

Figures 3 and 4 show population pyramids for Emigration Canyon for the years 2010 and 2020. In 2010, 

there were zero residents in the age groups of ‘Under 5 years’, ’75 to 79 years’, and ’85 years and over’. 

The bulk of the population was aged 5-19 and 40-69, representing mature families and recent empty 

nesters. 

 

81



Emigration Canyon Metro Township: Technical Assessment 
 

Prepared by Long Range Planning, Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District 2020 |  11 
 

Figure 3: 2010 Population Pyramid, Emigration Canyon 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 (S0101). 

 

Figure 4 shows a clear aging of the population, as some residents move into the ‘85 years and over’ 

category, and the youth population declines. Twenty percent of the female population of the Canyon is 

aged 50-54, while the highest percentage of males is aged 60-64. The 2018 pyramid suggests a growing 

population of seniors over the next two decades. 
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Figure 4: 2018 Population Pyramid, Emigration Canyon 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S0101). 

 

Table 4 echoes the trends visible in the population pyramids. In 2024, it is projected that the percentage 

of children (0-9) and seniors (65+) will increase, while the proportion of residents in middle-age brackets 

will slightly decrease. Looking forward, the community will need to respond to the needs of diverse age 

groups, accommodating both an ageing population and an increased population of youth. 
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Table 4: Detailed Age Groups for Emigration Canyon 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S0101). *2024 Projections derived from Esri 

Business Analyst. 

 

Table 5: Youth and Senior Populations in Emigration Canyon 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S0101). *2024 Projections derived from Esri 

Business Analyst. 

 

In 2018, residents under the age of 18 comprised 21.3 percent of the population, while residents over the 

age of 65 comprised only 9.5 percent (Table 5). By the year 2024, it is projected that the population of 

youth will increase slightly, whereas the percentage of residents qualifying as seniors will nearly triple. 
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3.4 Household Characteristics 

The average household size for Emigration Canyon, Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County, and the State of Utah 

is shown in Table 6 for the years 2000, 2010, 2018, and *2024. Between 2000 and 2018, Emigration 

Canyon saw a slight decrease in the average household size. This is consistent with trends in Salt Lake City, 

although Salt Lake County and the State of Utah showed little change from 2000 to 2018. As shown in 

Table 6, the average household size for Emigration Canyon Metro Township is not expected to change 

between 2018 and 2024. Average household size for the Canyon is lower than that of the County and 

State, but slightly higher than that of neighboring Salt Lake City. 

 

Table 6: Average Household Size Comparisons 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S1101). Esri Business Analyst Community Profiles 2000 

and *2024 Projected. 

 

Table 7 shows the total number of households for Emigration Canyon, Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County, 

and the State of Utah for the years 2000, 2010, 2018, and *2024. During the 2000-2018 time period, all 

geographies experienced growth in the number of households. New household formation accompanies 

population growth but may also signal a need for additional housing units. Emigration Canyon experienced 

a faster growth rate between 2000 and 2018 than referent geographies. The 2018 estimate shows a 56 

percent increase from the number of households present in 2000. The total number of households for all 

jurisdictions shown are expected to continue increasing into 2024 (Table 7).  

 

Table 7: Total Household Comparisons 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S1101). Esri Business Analyst Community Profiles 2000 

and *2024 Projected. 
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3.5 Racial Distribution 

Emigration Canyon has traditionally had a very homogenous racial and ethnic profile. Between 2010 and 

2018, there was very little change in the percentage of the population identifying as White Only (Table 8). 

In 2024, there is expected to be a very modest increase in the percentage of minority racial and ethnic 

populations, but that increase will be seen mostly among those identifying as Asian. The percentage of 

persons identifying as Black/African American or ‘Some other Race’ is expected to decrease. Similarly, a 

decrease in both the count and percentage of people identifying as Hispanic and/or Latino/a is expected 

to occur for Emigration Canyon between 2018 and 2024. 

 

Table 8: Emigration Canyon Racial and Ethnic Distribution 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates for 2010 and 2018. *2024 Projections derived from Esri Business 

Analyst. 

 

3.6 Educational Attainment 

Residents of Emigration Canyon Metro Township are highly educated. In 2018, nearly half (45.2 percent) 

of residents aged 25 and over held a Graduate or Professional Degree, compared to just 12.6 percent for 

Salt Lake County (Table 9). Less than 1 percent of Emigration Canyon’s population has not received a High 

School Diploma. Between 2010 and 2018, educational attainment decreased slightly, with the percentage 

of people with no college education increasing from 4.6 percent to 7.9 percent (Table 9). Even if this trend 

continues, Emigration Canyon is expected to maintain a population with higher educational attainment 

than Salt Lake County as a whole. 
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Table 9: Educational Attainment of Population 25 and Over. 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates for 2010 and 2018. 

 

3.7 Income and Earnings 

Table 10 shows changes in median household income between 2010 and 2018 for Emigration Canyon, 

Salt Lake City, the County, and the State. While the reference geographies saw over 20 percent increases 

in median household income, Emigration Canyon saw a 2 percent decline. Nonetheless, the median 

household income for the Canyon far exceeds that of Salt Lake City, the County, and the State. The 

Township’s 2018 median household income of $134,821 is nearly twice that of the State of Utah’s 

($68,374). 

 

Table 10: Median Household Income Comparison 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018. 

 

Figure 5 shows the 2010 and 2018 household income distributions for Emigration Canyon Metro 

Township. In 2010, 48 percent of households had an income of $150,000 or greater (Figure 5). Nineteen 

percent of households made less than $50,000, and no household had an income less than $10,000. From 

2010 to 2018, there was some growth in middle income brackets. The percentage of households with an 

income of $150,000 or greater dropped to 41 percent, and the percentage of households with an income 

less than $50,000 increased to 20 percent. However, the largest increase was on the lowest end of the 

spectrum, with households making less than $10,000 increasing from zero to ten percent. This is opposite 

from the county trend which showed a decrease in the lowest income brackets and an increase in the 

highest. 
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Figure 5: 2010 (top) and 2018 (bottom) Household Income Distributions 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S1901). 
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Per capita income for Emigration Canyon is also high, showing the relative wealth of the Township in 

comparison to Salt Lake City, the County, and the State. Table 11 shows the 2019 estimate and 2024 

projection of per capita income for the geographies as provided by Esri Business Analyst. Per capita 

income is not expected to increase as greatly for Emigration Canyon as for surrounding jurisdictions, but 

at $93,869, the 2024 per capita income will remain well above that of Salt Lake City, the County, and the 

State (Table 11). 

 

Table 11: Per Capita Income Comparisons 

 
Source: 2019 data and *2024 Projections from Esri Business Analyst Community Profiles. 

 

The U.S. Census Bureau includes earnings, social security, retirement income, and supplemental security 

income as a part of household income. Supplemental security income is a federal program which provides 

stipends for low income individuals who are either 1) aged 65 and above, or 2) legally blind or disabled 

(Benefits.gov, 2020). Table 12 compares sources of income between Emigration Canyon and Salt Lake 

County for the years 2010 and 2018. 

 

Table 12: Mean Household Income by Source 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (DP03). 
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In both 2010 and 2018, the mean household income of Emigration Canyon was greater than twice that of 

Salt Lake County. In both the Township and County, the percentage of households with earnings dropped 

slightly between 2010 and 2018. As the percentage of households with traditional earnings decreased, 

there was a subsequent increase in the percentage of households with retirement income – evidence of 

an ageing population. The percentage of households receiving Social Security or other supplemental 

security rose for Salt Lake County, while the same sources of income saw decreases in Emigration Canyon 

(Table 12). In 2018, less than ten percent of Emigration Canyon households received Social Security 

benefits. For those households that did receive Social Security, the mean amount was slightly higher than 

the mean amount received by Salt Lake County households during the same year. 

 

Median earnings by gender for 2010 to 2018 are described in Table 13. Emigration Canyon shows 

interesting trends in earnings per gender during this time frame. While the earnings of full-time women 

workers increased by thirty percent between 2010 and 2018, the earnings of full-time male workers 

decreased over ten percent (Table 13). Women’s earnings during this time grew faster than in any other 

referenced geography, but men’s earnings fell in Emigration Canyon (whereas they rose in every other 

geography). The exact reason for this pattern is unknown. However, the population pyramid presented in 

Figure 2 showed that the bulk of the male population in the Canyon was aged 60-64, as opposed to the 

female population which was aged 50-54 (almost a decade younger). It is possible that between 2010 and 

2018, a large group of the male population of the Township retired (removing their high earnings from 

the aggregate data), while the slightly younger population of women continued working in senior 

positions. Regardless, few municipalities can boast such high earnings for female employees. Emigration 

Canyon represents one of the few places where a wage gap is not apparent between male and female 

earners. 

 

Table 13: Median Earnings by Gender 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2001) 
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4.0 Economic Conditions 

4.1 Labor Force 

Table 14 shows civilian labor force classes for workers in Emigration Canyon, Salt Lake City, the County, 

and the State in 2018. Emigration Canyon has 962 employed civilians, for a labor force participation rate 

of 66.9 percent (ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018). Most of the employed population of Emigration Canyon is 

comprised of private, for-profit wage and salary workers, but over 15 percent of employed civilians work 

for non-profits and over 15 percent are state government workers (Table 14). The percentage of non-

profit and state government workers exceeds percentages for the same period in referent geographies. 

In 2018, the percentage of the population that was self-employed was largely consistent with county and 

state trends.  

 

Table 14: Civilian Labor Force Classes in 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S2408). 

 

4.2 Unemployment and Poverty 

Contrary to local, state, and national trends, the unemployment rate in Emigration Canyon rose between 

2010 and 2018 (Table 15). The 2018 unemployment rate for the Township (4.2 percent) was slightly higher 

than the rate for Salt Lake City during the same year (4.1 percent). Both municipalities experienced an 

unemployment rate lower than the nation but above that of Salt Lake County and the State of Utah. 

 

Table 15: Unemployment Rates 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2301). 

 

Table 16 shows poverty rates from 2010 to 2018 for Salt Lake City, the County, the State, and the Nation. 

Poverty data for Emigration Canyon was not available in 2010. In 2018, the U.S. Census Bureau reported 

that 13.1 percent of the Canyon’s population was living below the poverty line (Table 16). The poverty 

rate in Emigration Canyon was less than in neighboring Salt Lake City, but it was higher than the County 
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and State. Between 2010 and 2018, poverty rates fell for referenced geographies. It is unclear whether 

the same pattern was followed in Emigration Canyon.  

 

It is important to note that the U.S. Census Bureau measures poverty by comparing income to a poverty 

threshold (or the minimum income a person would need to pay for basic needs). Reported poverty rates 

in Emigration Canyon may be an overestimate if individuals are independently wealthy. These residents 

would have little or no reported income, potentially leading to misleading Census measurements. 

 

Table 16: Poverty Rates 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018, ACS 1-Year Estimates 2010 (S1701). Poverty rate data was 

not available for Emigration Canyon in 2010. 

 

4.3 Industry and Occupation 

Table 17 provides a summary of employment by NAICS Industry Sectors for the years 2010 and 2018. In 

2018, the industry sector employing the most Emigration Canyon residents was ‘Arts, entertainment, & 

recreation, accommodation & food services.’ This sector employed 368 residents, or approximately 38 

percent of Emigration Canyon’s civilian labor force (Table 17). This same industry sector comprises only 

21 percent of Salt Lake County’s employment. 

 

Between 2010 and 2018, the greatest increases in employment for Emigration Canyon were seen in the 

‘Transportation & warehousing, utilities’, ‘Retail Trade’, and ‘Other services, except public administration’ 

sectors (Table 17). During the same period, Salt Lake County also experienced large increases in 

Arts/Entertainment and Other Services, but employment in ‘Retail Trade’ decreased. The greatest 

decreases in Emigration Canyon employment by percentage were experienced for the ‘Public 

administration’ and ‘Professional, scientific, & management, administrative & waste management 

services’ industry sectors. 
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Table 17: Employment by Industry 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2403). 

 

Table 18 shows employment by occupation for Emigration Canyon Metro Township and reference 

geographies during 2018. Nearly three quarters (73.5 percent) of the Canyon’s civilian employed 

population claimed ‘Management, business, science, and arts’ as their occupation (Table 18). This 

occupation type is also the most common for Salt Lake City, the County, the State, and the Nation, but the 

percentage of the population employed in the sectors is far lower than in the Canyon. Whereas over 20 

percent of the civilian employed population was employed in ‘Sales and Office’ in the referent geographies 

in 2018, only 7.2 percent of Emigration Canyon’s civilian labor force was employed in this occupation. 
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Table 18: Summary of Occupations 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S2401) 

 

While ‘Management, business, science, and arts’ is clearly the largest occupation in Emigration Canyon, 

Figure 6 shows that the percentage of the civilian employed population in this occupation decreased 

between 2010 and 2018. The percentage of residents in ‘Service’ and ‘Sales and Office’ also decreased 

during this period, while the percent employed in Natural Resources and Production and Transportation 

increased. ‘Production, transportation, and material moving’ saw the largest increase (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6: Distribution of Occupations of Emigration Canyon Residents 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2401). 
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4.4 Commuting Patterns 

Over 95 percent of Emigration Canyon’s working population were employed in Salt Lake County in 2018 

(Table 19). Only 4.1 percent were employed in Utah in a county other than Salt Lake County, and only 

eight people (0.8 percent) worked in a state other than Utah. This is largely consistent with county-wide 

trends, which show 92.5 percent of the county’s population employed in Salt Lake County in 2018 (Table 

19). 

 

Table 19: Location of Employment for Emigration Canyon and Salt Lake County in 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S0801) *The census provides estimates of the percentage 

of workers in each category. The counts for each category are calculated by multiplying the census percentage 

estimate by the total working population. In the case of Salt Lake County, the count for each subsection does not 

add up to 569,309. Nonetheless, it provides a solid estimate of the distribution of the workforce. 

 

Figures 7a and 7b show the direction and number of people commuting into and out of Emigration Canyon 

in 2017. The largest influx and outflux of employees were from the southwest, presumably from Salt Lake 

City and its southern suburbs. Most people traveled between 0 and 24 miles to work (whether they were 

commuting into Emigration Canyon or out of it). In 2017, there were a few canyon residents who 

commuted between 25 and 50 miles to the south for employment (Figure 7a). 
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Figure 7a: Commuting out of Emigration Canyon         Figure 7b: Commuting into Emigration 

Canyon  

                                

 
Source: On the Map, 2017 

 

Figure 8 shows the municipalities Emigration Canyon residents were employed in during the year 2017. 

Thirty-five percent (35 percent) of the Canyon’s civilian workforce were employed in Salt Lake City, with 

the second single largest employment location being Millcreek City (Figure 8). Only nineteen people (3.7 

percent) lived and worked in Emigration Canyon (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8: Share of Emigration Canyon Residents Employed, by Location 

 

 
Source: OntheMap Data, 2017 

 

Table 20: Commuting Modes 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S0801) 

 

Figure 8 makes it clear that most of the employed population of the Township commutes to jobs outside 

of the canyon. Table 20 shows how these residents arrive to their place of work. In 2018, 76.3 percent of 

residents drove alone to their job (Table 20). This was an increase from the percentage of people driving 
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alone in 2010. Emigration Canyon residents commuted by personal vehicle more than residents of Salt 

Lake City and Salt Lake County, but the percentage of people that drove alone was consistent with state 

trends. The percentage of people carpooling decreased between 2010 and 2018 (Table 20). However, 

moderate increases in the percentage of people walking, biking, and working from home occurred. As the 

population of Emigration Canyon continues to grow, a shift away from driving alone will be needed to 

reduce pressures on Emigration Canyon Road, especially during popular commute times.  

 

Table 21: Jobs and Housing Balance 2010 to 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (DP04)(S2401). Total Employees data is derived 

from recent estimates by Esri Business Analyst. 

 

Table 21 shows the employment-to-population ratio and employee-to-housing-unit ratio for Emigration 

Canyon and Salt Lake County for the years 2010 and 2018. The employment-to-population ratio is 

calculated by dividing the number of employed civilians residing in a geography by the working-age 

population of that same geography. Between 2010 and 2018, this ratio fell for Emigration Canyon, while 

it remained steady for Salt Lake County (Table 21). The decrease in the ratio tells us that between 2010 

and 2018, the percentage of the working-age population participating in the civilian labor force fell. 

 

The employee-to-housing-unit ratio is calculated by dividing the number of employees working in an area 

by the number of occupied housing units in that same area. In the best scenarios, this ratio would fall 

somewhere between 0.75 and 1.5, indicating a relative match between employees and housing units 

(EnviroAtlas, 2014). The ratio for Emigration Canyon was 0.2 in 2018, indicating that there are fewer jobs 

in the Canyon then there are housing units (2018). The ratio indicates that there are not enough jobs 

available in the Metro Township to support all the households that live there – Emigration Canyon 

residents must commute elsewhere for work. Salt Lake County had an employee-to-housing-unit ratio of 

1.6 in 2018, slightly outside of the desired range (Table 21). This number reveals that there are more 

people employed in Salt Lake County than there are occupied housing units. In other words, people are 

commuting to jobs in Salt Lake County from their residences outside of the county. This ratio has 

implications for air quality, commuting patterns and road infrastructure, and housing demand. 
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5.0 Housing 

5.1 Housing Tenure 

Table 22 reveals the count of owner-occupied, renter-occupied, and vacant housing units for the years 

2010 and 2018. Between 2010 and 2018, Emigration Canyon gained 120 housing units (Table 22). A large 

increase in owner-occupied homes was experienced, while renter-occupied and vacant units decreased. 

This is opposite from the trend that occurred in Salt Lake County; between 2010 and 2018, Salt Lake 

County experienced a greater increase in renter-occupied housing units than it did in owner-occupied 

units. Sixty-seven units were vacant in Emigration Canyon in 2018, for a vacancy rate of 8.96 percent, 

higher than the County and Salt Lake City but lower than the State. 

 

Table 22: Housing Tenure Comparisons, Count 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2501). 

 

Figures 9 and 10 reveal trends in housing tenure as a percentage. In 2010, the proportion of housing units 

in Emigration Canyon that were owner-occupied was consistent with the percentage of owner-occupied 

units in the County and State (Figure 9). However, renter-occupied units were still few by comparison and 

the vacancy rate was twice that of the State and Salt Lake City. By 2018, the percentage of owner-occupied 

units had greatly increased in the Canyon. The percentage of renter-occupied housing units was only a 

third of the statewide percentage and was far smaller than the percentage in Salt Lake City and County 

(Figure 10). 
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Figure 9: 2010 Housing Tenure, Percent 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 (S2501). 

 

Figure 10: 2018 Housing Tenure, Percent 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S2501). 
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Figure 11 shows the percentage of total occupied units that are renter-occupied versus owner-occupied 

for the years 2010, 2018, and *2024. The figure reveals that owner-occupied units in the Canyon have far 

exceeded renter-occupied units for the last decade. In 2024, there is expected to be a slight increase in 

the percentage of occupied housing units that are renter-occupied, but owner-occupied units remain 

dominant. 

 

Figure 11: Renter- vs Owner-Occupied Units for Emigration Canyon: 2010, 2018, and 2024* 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018. *2024 Projections from Esri Business Analyst. 
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5.2 Characteristics of the Housing Stock 

The vast majority, 99 percent, of housing units in Emigration Canyon were classified as single-detached 

units in both 2010 and 2018 (Table 23). In 2010, all other housing units were classified as single-attached 

units, such as duplexes and townhomes located on a single parcel. By 2018, those units had been lost or 

re-classified as ‘2 apartment’ multifamily structures, distinguished from single-attached units by shared 

meters, lack of roof to ground floor wall separation, stacking of units, or lack of separate heating facilities 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). 

 

Table 23: Emigration Canyon’s Housing Types 2010 and 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (DP04) 

 

Table 24 shows the size of households in Emigration Canyon in 2018. Most households, 39.8 percent, were 

comprised of two people (Table 24). There was also a large portion of households that contained four or 

more people (25.6 percent). The median household size for the Canyon in 2018 was 2.68, higher than Salt 

Lake City but lower than the County and State (ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018). 

 

Table 24: Household Sizes for Emigration Canyon, 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Cenus Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (S2501) 

 

Table 25 describes the condition of housing units for various geographies in 2010 and 2018. In 2018, none 

of Emigration Canyon’s housing units lacked plumbing facilities, kitchen facilities, or telephone service. In 

general, the percentage of housing units lacking any of these qualities was low in Salt Lake City, the 

County, and the State, with lack of telephone service being the most frequently cited adverse condition 

(Table 25).  
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Most households (98.1 percent) do have access to internet at home; however, the rugged terrain of the 

Canyon can make reliable connection a challenge, and much of the service is at low intensity (Esri Business 

Analyst – Electronics & Internet, 2020). 

Another indication of housing condition is the age of the structure. Homes built before 1980 may not 

adhere to current building and seismic codes and may not be energy-efficient, lacking adequate insulation 

and energy saving devices (Wiebe, 2016). Between 2010 and 2018, there was a large increase in the 

percentage of homes built before 1980 in Emigration Canyon. In other geographies, the percentage of 

older homes decreased between 2010 and 2018, likely due to demolition or destructive events (Table 25). 

While the percentage of homes built before 1980 in Emigration Canyon is lower than in nearby Salt Lake 

City, it is higher than in both the County and State. The median year built of Emigration Canyon housing 

units was 1978 in 2018, compared to 1958 for Salt Lake City, 1981 for Salt Lake County, and 1987 for Utah 

(ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018, B253035). 

 

Table 25: Conditions of Occupied Housing Units 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (DP04) 

 

Table 26 shows a comparison of heating fuel sources for housing units in 2018. All of Emigration Canyon’s 

housing units were heated by utility gas, bottled, tank or LP gas, or electricity during this time period (with 

the exception of eight that use some other fuel not listed)(Table 26). Burning wood or coal to heat a home 

can have significant impacts on indoor air quality as well as ambient outdoor air quality (Longrange 

Transboundary Air Pollution Convention Task Force, 2015). While no homes in the Canyon use this fuel 

source, there are homes in nearby Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County that do. In 2018, no homes in 

Emigration Canyon were relying on solar energy for heat. 

 

Table 26: Comparison of Heating Fuel for Housing Units, 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (B25040) 
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5.3 Housing Costs and Affordability 

Housing costs in Emigration Canyon are higher than in any other of the referenced geographies. In 2018, 

the median monthly gross rent for Emigration Canyon residents was $1,224, while the median monthly 

owner costs were $2,488 (Table 27). Monthly owner costs in the Canyon are almost $1,000 more than in 

Salt Lake County. However, owner-costs are trending downward in the Township. Between 2010 and 

2018, the monthly owner cost for households with mortgages dropped 31.1 percent (Table 27). Over that 

same period, there was very little change in the median home value. Salt Lake County and the State of 

Utah saw rises of approximately four percent in monthly owner costs, and both the County and State saw 

an increase in median home value of over 15 percent. With a median home value of $696,600 in 2018, 

Emigration Canyon is far more affluent than its neighboring geographies, but trends between 2010 and 

2018 could reveal that the Canyon is drawing a more socioeconomically diverse residency. 

 

Table 27: Median Rental and House Cost Comparison 2010-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2010 and 2018 (S2506) (B25064) 

 

Table 28 compares housing costs and household incomes to determine the percentage of households that 

are cost burdened in Emigration Canyon. If a household spends less than twenty percent of its income on 

housing, it is classified as ‘Not cost-burdened’. Households spending 20-29 percent of their income on 

housing costs are shown to be at ‘Cost-burden risk’. Finally, ‘Cost-burdened’ households are those that 

spend more than thirty percent of their income on housing. Cost-burdened households may be at extreme 

risk of losing their housing. When more than thirty percent of a household’s income is spent on housing, 

it can be difficult to pay for other daily needs such as food and transportation. More so, households may 
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fall behind on rent or mortgages if an unanticipated medical expense arises, costs incur to memorialize a 

family member who has passed away, or a working member of the household suddenly loses a job. High 

percentages of cost-burdened households reveal a lack of affordable housing in a market. 

 

Table 28: Emigration Canyon Cost-Burdened Households by Income Range, 2017. 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2017 (S2503); percentages may not sum to 100 percent with 

rounding. 

 

Table 28 reveals that there are households at every income level in Emigration Canyon that are cost-

burdened. In the lowest income ranges (household income below $35,000), 100 percent of households 

are cost burdened (Table 28). In other words, sixty of the Canyon’s households are at extreme risk of 

losing access to housing. But even at the highest income bracket ($75,000 or more), 2.8 percent of 

households are cost-burdened. The percentage of households who are not cost-burdened is very low – 

less than fifty percent for all income brackets except for those making $75,000 or more (Table 28). Salt 

Lake County and Utah also have cost-burdened households at every income level, but the percentage of 

households who are cost-burdened does not exceed sixteen percent at any income level in Utah or the 

County (ACS 5-Year Estimates 2017). Unaffordable housing may force households that have established 

their home in the Canyon to have to move elsewhere. 

 

Table 29: Year Household Moved into Home, 2018 Data 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates 2018 (DP04) 

 

As further evidence of the affordable housing challenges associated with Emigration Canyon, Table 29 is 

included to show the length of time that residents have lived in their home in Emigration County and 

referenced geographies. In 2018, only 7.6 percent of households had moved into their home less than 

four years prior (Table 29). The vast majority, 70.6 percent, of households had moved into their home 
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more than ten years ago (2009 and prior). Significantly, 12.9 percent of households had been living in their 

current homes for 30 years or more (Table 29). This is higher than in any other referenced geography. 

 

6.0 Public Infrastructure and Facilities 

6.1 Sanitary System 

Waste and recycling are picked up by Wasatch Front Waste and Recycling on Fridays, at a cost of $204 per 

year per household including one garbage can and one recycling bin (Wasatch Front Waste & Recycling 

District, 2020). Vouchers for fee waivers for residents who haul their trash to the landfill themselves can 

be obtained from Emigration Canyon’s Community Council Representative. Wasatch Front Waste & 

Recycling District allows additional cans, for a $204 annual fee, or a Green Waste composting can for a 

$114 fee (ibid). Waste and recycling are taken to the Trans-Jordan landfill located off Bacchus Highway in 

South Jordan City. 

 

6.2 Water System 

Water services are provided to some of the Canyon’s residents by the Emigration Improvement District 

(“District”). The District’s system includes two reservoir tanks, with a total of 1.3 million gallons capacity, 

along with four deep wells located in the Emigration Oaks development (Emigration Canyon Improvement 

District, 2020). The District, along with Salt Lake City, has also provided several fire hydrants in the lower 

part of the Canyon to aid in fire suppression. The monthly base fee for residents’ water usage is $15; an 

additional disproportionate fee is added based on usage (ibid). Two impact fees are also charged to 

residents on a monthly basis and are determined by a household’s location within the Canyon. 

 

The District reports serving approximately 300 canyon residents (Emigration Canyon Improvement 

District, 2020). The remaining residents rely on private wells and septic systems for their drinking water 

and wastewater management. This has significant implications for the health of residents as well as the 

Canyon ecosystem. Water quality tests in the Canyon have estimated that as many as 40 percent of private 

wells could have coliform counts that exceed thresholds established for safe drinking water (ibid). Septic 

systems sometimes malfunction and can leak into the groundwater without owners knowing; the 

Emigration Canyon Township page offers several resources for Canyon residents to help promote safe and 

functioning wastewater treatment systems (Emigration Township,2020) 

 

6.3 Public Safety 

Emigration Canyon receives service from the Unified Police Department and Unified Fire Authority of 

Greater Salt Lake. Emigration Canyon is served by the Canyon Patrol Unit, which covers all aspects of law 

enforcement and community-oriented policing duties (Unified Police Department of Greater Salt Lake, 

2019). This unit receives special training to address the unique conditions of the Canyon. Crime statistics 

from the Unified Police Department are provided in Table 30.  
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Table 30: Index Crime Comparisons: 2010, 2014, and 2018 

 
Source: Utah Department of Public Safety, Crime in Utah Reports 2010, 2014, & 2018.13 

 

Crime rates in jurisdictions served by the Unified Police of Greater Salt Lake, as well as crime rates for Salt 

Lake County in total, have dropped from 2010 to 2018. In 2018, the index crime rate per 1,000 people was 

31 for areas served by the Unified Police of Greater Salt Lake (Table 30). This includes other townships 

and unincorporated areas outside of Emigration Canyon; however, individual crime rates are not 

available. It is generally believed that Emigration Canyon follows similar trends as the larger area served 

by the Unified Police. The number of murders/homicides per year has remained steady for the Unified 

Police of Greater Salt Lake, while reports of rape increased from 2010 to 2018 (Table 30).   

 

Unified Fire Authority Station #119 is located at 5025 Emigration Canyon Road (Unified Fire Authority of 

Greater Salt Lake, 2020). In addition to fire suppression, the Authority helps with emergency response, 

fire safety inspections, security at community events, and educational school programs and certification 

courses. 
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7.0 Land Use and Zoning 

Emigration Canyon Metro Township includes approximately 12,000 acres in total land area. Land in 

Emigration Canyon is primarily devoted to open space/natural resources and residential uses (Figures 12 

and 13).  

 

Figure 12: Emigration Canyon Zoning Map 

 
Source: Prepared by Greater Salt Lake MSD GIS. 
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Table 31: Emigration Canyon Zoning Districts 

 
Source: Emigration Canyon Municipal Code, Title 19 Zoning. 

 

Table 31 shows the zoning designations currently in use in Emigration Canyon. Nearly all the land is zoned 

for Forestry and Recreation (FR) of various lot sizes (Table 31). Over 10,000 acres (88.5 percent) of the 

Township’s land is zoned for FR-20. This zone allows forestry, recreational, and single-family residential 

development, but only if such development will not damage natural and scenic resources in the Canyon. 

Minimum lot size is 20 acres in the FR-20 zone. Minimal land is zoned for commercial or high-density 

residential use. With limited commercial amenities, residents must travel outside of the canyon to reach 

most of their daily needs, including food, employment, and education. 
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Figure 13: Emigration Canyon Land Uses  

 
Source: Wasatch Front Regional Council land use data.  

There are 14 entities classified as businesses in the Canyon, the most well-known being Ruth’s Diner and 

Emigration Brewing Company (Esri Business Analyst – Business Locator, 2020); these two businesses 

occupy two of the three commercial properties available in the canyon. The third commercially zoned 

property in the Canyon has been placed under an easement so it is not developable. The only civic use is 

the Fire Station located on Emigration Canyon Road. Two informal preserves exist in the Canyon: Perkins 

Flat Preserve and Owl’s Meadow Preserve.  
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Table 32. Emigration Canyon Land Use Stats 

Land Use  Emigration Canyon Statistics  
Commercial 3 parcels 
 1.48 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 0.53 acres 
 Median market value: $774,400 
 Total square feet of buildings: 16,085 

Multi-Family Residential 16 parcels 
 5.72 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 0.225 acres 
 Median market value: $347,550 

Government and Institutional 10 parcels 
 164.72 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 1.275 acres 
 Median market value: $15,650 

Agricultural 33 parcels 
 642.08 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 2.96 acres 
 Median market value: $19,300 

Single Family Residential 576 parcels 
 866.91 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 0.86 acres 
 Median market value: $572,600 

Vacant Properties 226 parcels 
 1,269.21 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 0.575 acres 
 Median market value: $8,400 
 Total market value of all vacant properties: 

$25,346,200 
 Total square feet of buildings: 1,400 

Preserves, Recreational Facilities, and Open Spaces 175 parcels 
 8,163.84 total acres 
 Median parcel size: 2.52 acres 
 Median market value: $27,400 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Emigration Canyon, located 10 minutes from the Salt Lake City downtown 

metro center, is a unique environment with a mild grade, beautiful 

surroundings, a residential and commercial community, and accessibility to 

downtown. This unique context attracts various users—cyclists of differing 

skill levels; commuting motorists who are familiar with the corridor; school 

buses; visitors who are unfamiliar with the corridor; and pedestrians, runners, 

and in-line skaters. This variety of motorists and active transportation users 

results in myriad opinions on how the corridor should be used, what 

problems or needs exist, and how best to address such issues. 

In February 2014, Salt Lake County formed the Emigration Canyon Roadway 

Improvement Committee (ECRIC), a group whose fundamental purpose was 

to assess bicyclist- and motorist-related concerns in Emigration Canyon 

through a facilitated collaborative process. Safety within a mixed-use corridor 

was the overarching consideration. The result of this committee was the 

development of recommendations for immediate action, and 79 specific 

roadway improvements. 

Salt Lake County provided funding to evaluate engineering deficiencies 

throughout the canyon, develop costs for solutions recommended by the 

ECRIC, and additional engineering analysis. 

This report provides a summary of these findings.  
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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Existing conditions of Emigration Canyon were identified in a collaborative 

effort with input from the ECRIC, engineers, and the public. Nearly 200 

comments were identified, as shown in Appendix A (separated by ECRIC, 

engineering, and public). The comments received were similar in nature, and 

were summarized into the following categories:  

• Geometric deficiencies 

• Traffic issues 

• Environmental concerns 

 

Based on input from the ECRIC and the public, the need to address 

geometric concerns had the highest rating of 60 percent, traffic concerns 

rated at 30 percent, and environmental concerns rated at 10 percent. The 

canyon was divided into 12 segments relative to geometric needs (narrow 

shoulders or lane widths); a “hazard index” was then identified where higher 

concentrations of needs were present on the corridor. See Appendix B.  

Based on the needs identified, the project team identified solutions 

throughout the canyon. Cost estimates were developed for solutions along 

each of the 12 identified segments. The cost estimates were based on single 

project solutions that coincided with the identified existing condition 

deficiencies from the 200+ comments received. These segment estimates 

identified $15 million in improvements throughout the canyon (see Figure 1). 

Current Salt Lake County funding only allows for $1 million of potential 

improvements to be completed during the 2016 construction season. These 

solutions are summarized on Figure 2. Potential improvements for the $1 

million projects have been progressed to 30% design plans (see Appendix C). 

These improvements will be constructed by Salt Lake County over the 2016 

construction season. 

The County will continue to identify additional funding to construct future 

improvements. 
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Figure 1: $15 Million Improvements from Comments 
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Figure 2: $1 Million Improvements 

 

119



Emigration Canyon Transportation Study  | 6 

III. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

In February 2014, Salt Lake County formed the Emigration Canyon Roadway 

Improvement Committee (ECRIC), a group whose fundamental purpose was 

to assess bicyclist- and motorist-related concerns in Emigration Canyon 

through a facilitated collaborative process. The committee was composed of 

residents, special-interest users, and a professional facilitator. The group 

evaluated engineering, infrastructure, ecology, parking, enforcement, and 

sanitation needs and concerns.  

Crash Locations & Roadway Deficiencies 

The project team collaborated with the ECRIC’s core group, provided 

preliminary analyses, and conducted field reviews to confirm the ECRIC’s 

findings and identify additional needs. Safety within a mixed-use corridor was 

the overarching consideration. Traffic and safety analyses identified various 

hot spots for crash locations (see Figure 3).  

Extensive field reviews were completed to identify deficient roadway 

conditions. These deficiencies include: limited sight distance, poor pavement, 

slope instability, inadequate drainage, roadside hazards, tight turns, and 

narrow shoulders. Over use of advance warning signs may be causing a lack 

of respect for the advanced warning of bus stop and bicycles on the roadway. 

In addition to the drainage concerns, instability of the side slopes, especially 

after storm events, delivers rock debris on the shoulders. The debris forces 

active transportation users to leave the shoulder and ride in the through 

traffic lanes of Emigration Canyon. See Appendix D for a summary of the 

identified roadway deficiencies.  
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Figure 3: Canyon Crash Locations
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Comments Received 

A public open house was held on March 25, 2015, at the fire station. 

Approximately 100 people attended, 76 of which live in the canyon. 

Comments were received via hard copy comment form and electronically. 

The public comments received are summarized in Figure 4. A full report can 

be found in Appendix E. All of the ECRIC, engineering, and public comments 

were compiled and summarized, as shown in Figure 5.   

Figure 4: Public Open House Comment Summary 

Common Comments Number of 
Comments 

Enforce road laws for bikers/cars/motorcyclists 

Example: Rules applying to bicycle use should be better enforced 
14 

Reduce the speed limit 

Example: I would want more police, slower speeds & better road management. 
9 

Put up "Single File Only" signs for bikers 

Example: Also posting "Single File Riding Only" signs, there are several that say "Share the 

Road" but not many "Single File". 

9 

Think about residents, not bikers 

Example: Remember the first priority of the roadway must be motor vehicles since they have 

homes in the canyon and are not just out for a joyride. 

8 

Sweep road/bike lanes regularly 

Example: Sweep the bike path often & remove debris/rocks to keep bikers in that lane. 
8 

Don't widen the road 

Example: As a resident, I cannot see the value of widening the roads. Wider Roads will bring 

more traffic, more pollution and will not make the canyon safer. 

8 

Make bikers stay in the bike lane 

Example: I am a biker and I ride AND live in Emigration Canyon and it is unnerving to come 

up on riders in the middle of the street instead of in the bike lane. 

7 

Increase signage 

Example: We need more signage. 
7 

Fix rock fall hazards 

Example: Significant rock fall areas must be stabilized. 
6 

Repair/repave roadway 

Example: Pave road as soon as possible with adequate bike lanes. 
5 

Motorcycles are noisy 

Example: My main issue with the road is lack of noise ordinance enforcement. This mostly 

applies to motorcycles which are a major nuisance, particularly on weekends. 

5 

Widen the road 

Example: Going down is a little sketchy. Widen please. 
3 

Blind corners are scary for runners 

Example: Blind corners, especially at mouth of canyon & by Ruth's should be corrected. 

Super scary as a runner, going around those curves. 

3 

Limit number of bikes in canyon 

Example: If we could limit the number of bikes per day or even per hour this would help. 
2 
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Figure 5: Compiled Comments from ECRIC, Public & Engineering Team 
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IV. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

Hazard Index & Prioritized Improvements 

The ECRIC and the public were asked to prioritize the geometric needs, traffic 

concerns, and environmental needs on the corridor. Based on their input, 

geometric concerns were identified as the top priority with the highest rating 

of 60 percent, traffic concerns rated at 30 percent, and environmental 

concerns rated at 10 percent. The canyon was divided into 12 segments 

relative to the geometric needs (narrow shoulders or lanes widths). These 

segments were then rated on these geometric concerns and summarized in a 

“hazard index” (see Figure 6). Refer to Appendix B for more results.  

The hazard index identified where higher concentration of needs were 

present on the corridor. Based on the needs identified, the project team 

identified solutions throughout the canyon. This list of solutions was then 

prioritized using the hazard index. The hazard index was developed through 

collaboration with both the ECRIC and the community at public meetings. 

Based on the comments received, individual projects were identified to either 

solve or mitigate the identified problems. Concept cost estimates were then 

developed for each project and combined into their coinciding hazard index 

segment. Figure 7 illustrates the estimated cost for each segment with 2015 

labor and material prices. The compiled comments identified a total of $15 

million in improvements throughout the canyon.  
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Figure 6: Hazard Index by Segment  

 
 

 

 

  

125



Emigration Canyon Transportation Study  | 12 

Figure 7: $15 Million Improvements Identified from Comments 
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Current funding only allows for $1 million of potential improvements to be 

completed during the 2016 construction season (Figure 8).  

Priority was to address safety concerns in the highest hazard areas with 

improved signing and striping for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. As 

inadequate funding is available to widen the narrow shoulder from 

Margarethe to Pinecrest, the implementation of sharrows and addition of a 

double yellow stripe should increase vehicle and bicycle awareness in this 

high-ranking hazard area. Projects at Ruth’s to improve safer pedestrian 

crossing across the roadway was also included. Other pedestrian projects 

include improved bus stop signing and striping.  

Another priority was to provide a mix of short-term and permanent solutions 

for slope stability issues in the canyon. A portion of the $1 million funds will 

be to stabilize unstable slopes at an adequate offset from the roadway to 

allow for the future compatibility of a full travel lane and bike lane when 

funding to pave this additional shoulder width becomes available. Temporary 

solutions include adding removable precast barrier to the roadside (where 

adequate shoulder width allows) in several problematic slope areas that are 

too costly to retain at this time. 

Potential improvements for the $1 million projects have been progressed to 

30% design plans. These plans are shown in Appendix C. These 

improvements will be constructed by Salt Lake County over the 2016 

construction season. The County will continue to seek funding to meet the 

additional corridor needs. As funds become available, the County will identify 

the appropriate projects where these funds can be utilized using the hazard 

index and cost estimates provided in Appendix G. 
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Figure 8: $1 Million Improvements 
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Signing, Striping & Unstable Slope Improvements 

Striping, signing, and unstable slope improvements have been graphically 

displayed below. These options provide specific and corridor-wide 

improvements to address the identified needs. The following sections 

describe the potential improvements and locations where they are 

recommended or will be constructed as a part of the $1 million or $15 million 

improvements. 

Bike Advisory Zones 

Bike advisory zones are a combination of signing and striping that will be 

constructed at the beginning and end of the corridor. The purpose of this 

signing is to provide better visual context to inform motorists and bicyclists 

of the state law requiring at least a 3-foot buffer between the vehicle and the 

bicyclist (Figure 9). These advisory zones will be constructed in 2016.  

Figure 9: Bike Advisory Zone Rendering 
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Future Roadway Typical Section  

Once adequate funding is available to widen the roadway shoulders and 

provide new striping, the recommended typical section includes 11-foot 

travel lanes with a 1-foot buffer and a 4-foot bike lane (Figure 10). This 

buffer, while not recommended by the National Association of City 

Transportation Officials (NACTO), is preferred to provide a greater shy 

distance between motorists and active transportation users, while still 

utilizing a narrow footprint to maintain the context of the canyon. This buffer 

encourages a wider variety of bicyclist skill levels by contributing to the 

perception that the buffer is safer than a standard single stripe bike lane.  

Figure 10: Future Roadway Typical Section 
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Shared Travel/Bike Lanes 

The narrow corridor from Margarethe to Pinecrest brings many challenges 

with encroaching structures, unstable slopes, and mixing of pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and motorists into the traffic lane. To help alleviate this mix of 

modes in the traffic lane, sharrows will be implemented in the 30% plans 

(Figure 11). These sharrows will be placed every 100 feet and 4 feet from the 

fog line to notify motorists laterally of where they may encounter cyclists. The 

sharrows will also encourage cyclists of the proper bicycle positioning for safe 

travel and to reduce bicyclists from impeding motor vehicle traffic. It is 

recommended that the corridor speed limit be reduced to 30 mph on this 

stretch as highly advised with typical sharrow applications.  

Figure 11: Shared Travel/Bike Lane 

 
 

Sharrow treatments are advised on roadways with traffic volumes below 

3,000 vehicles per day. Traffic counts of 2,610 vehicles per day (weekend) and 

2,224 vehicles per day (weekday) were recorded for the middle of the canyon 

(see Appendix H). While the vehicle counts are acceptable for this sharrow 

application now, as the canyon inevitably gains popularity for scenic drives or 

as a bypass from Park City to the University of Utah this may not be 

acceptable as a long-term solution. Sharrows will also be added to the less 

traveled stretch of roadway from the Little Mountain Summit to SR-65. The 
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lack of shoulder, low hazard index rating, and high cost of widening the 

roadway benefits a sharrow treatment in this location over other alternatives.   

Two Abreast Striping Messages 

The two abreast treatment is intended to inform cyclists that, if desired, side-

by-side riding is acceptable for areas with wide uphill shoulders like the 

stretch of roadway from Pinecrest to the Little Mountain Summit. This 

treatment was not included in the 30% plans because the striping messages 

were deemed not to provide significant value to the active transportation 

users (Figure 12). The two abreast messaging may also unintentionally 

endorse pack riding by cyclists. 

Figure 12: Two Abreast Striping Messages 
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Choke-Point Signing & Striping 

While separating motor vehicles and cyclists on the roadway is ideal for safe 

travel, engineering challenges including encroaching steep slopes, existing 

cast-in-place barrier/guardrail, and residential features do not allow for 

acceptable bike lane widths with the current funding available in some 

locations. To mitigate the safety concerns in these locations, signing and 

striping will be implemented in the 30% plan set, as detailed below in Figures 

13 and 14.  

Custom signage notifying motorists of their responsibility to pass with care 

will be installed before approaching the most dangerous choke-point areas. 

Choke-point areas will utilize green paint treatments similar to other recent 

Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County projects to maintain bicyclist expectancy. 

Dots placed every 100 feet in extended choke-point areas will inform cyclists 

to maintain single-file riding as the shoulder width is not adequate (i.e., either 

a minimum 4 feet, or 4 feet plus a 2-foot shy with barriers per the American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials [AASHTO]). Striping 

messages, as shown in Figure 14, warn cyclists when they are entering and 

exiting these choke-point locations. Striping messages were preferred over 

signing as cyclists tend to be more aware of the upcoming pavement in front 

of their wheel than tall mounted roadside signs intended for cars and trucks.  

Figure 13: Choke-Point Rendering 
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Figure 14: Choke-Point Detail 
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School Bus Stop Signing & Striping 

Safety for children at school bus stops was an important concern to the 

design team. Discussions with Granite School District, Unified Police, and the 

ECRIC on bus stop locations and pedestrian crossing ideas took place 

throughout the study. The major problem has been downhill cyclists 

disregarding flashing school bus lights when loading and unloading school 

children. Signs or gates mounted to the rear of buses were suggested and 

may be installed in some form with a separate school district project. The 

abundance of advanced warning signs for bus stops throughout the canyon 

indicates that the signs are not respected or cyclists are traveling too fast 

downhill to adequately react to a stopped school bus. Included in the 30% 

plans are striping improvements at the most prominent school bus stops with 

the intention that the presence of this messaging for bicyclists will perpetuate 

awareness throughout corridor. See Figure 15. 

Figure 15: School Bus Stop Signing and Striping
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Smoothness Improvements 

The wide shoulders from Little Mountain Summit to Pinecrest are 

underutilized by westbound cyclists because of the poor pavement condition 

pushing riders into the travel lane with vehicles. Rotomilling this shoulder and 

repaving the shoulder is recommended (Figure 16), but was not included in 

the 30% plans because slope stability projects were valued above this 

pavement project. Appendix I includes Salt Lake County’s 2015 Pavement 

Inspection Ratings for Emigration Canyon. The use of chip seal for pavement 

maintenance, similar to the area from Rotary Park to Maryfield, should be 

discouraged. Chip seal and open graded surface course provides a rough 

surface for cyclists. Slurry seal maybe an option in the traffic lanes where an 

adequate bike shoulder is present to discourage cyclist from hugging the 

solid white stripe. 

Figure 16: Smoothness Improvements 
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Unstable Slope Improvements 

Several unstable slopes that encroach onto the roadway shoulder deposit 

debris, particularly during storm events. The debris forces bicyclists into the 

traffic lane with vehicles. While recent maintenance sweeping has helped the 

situation, temporary infrastructure improvements like precast barrier can 

catch the debris before it reaches the roadway (see Figure 17). The precast 

barrier can be reused in other places of the canyon as these slopes are cut 

and stabilized with shotcrete to the full buildout location as funding becomes 

available. This solution can only be used in locations with a 6-foot minimum 

shoulder and will still need occasional maintenance to remove the collected 

debris behind the barrier.   

Figure 17: Unstable Slope Improvements 
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V. FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Emigration Canyon has the untapped potential to be a blue-ribbon facility for 

all users. This canyon is the most heavily-used canyon in Utah by cyclists and 

pedestrians with more than 1,300 bike trips daily. The allure of sweeping 

views, mild canyon grades, and proximity to downtown Salt Lake City has 

attracted a growing number of cyclists and runners recently. These assets 

have also brought conflict, however, between active users, motorists, and 

residents. Infrastructure hazards including unstable slopes, encroaching 

residential structures, tight shoulders, and canyon curves bring design 

challenges that urban bike design guides like NACTO and AASHTO do not 

address. Roadway infrastructure improvements including slope stability and 

pilot striping concepts will be implemented to promote respect among all 

canyon users and hopefully lessen the severity of these obstacles.  

The severity of canyon segments were rated with data collected and 

summarized with a hazard index. The stretch of roadway from Margarethe to 

Pinecrest (segment 9) was rated the highest on the hazard index. This 6,700-

foot length of roadway has narrow shoulders, unstable slopes, tight curves, 

and a high accident history. The tight curves, reduced stopping sight 

distance, and presence of sharrows all strongly suggest the speed limit be 

reduced to 30 mph in this upper canyon stretch of roadway.  To command 

more respect this area of reduced speed could implement solar VMS speed 

playback signage, flashing beacons, or high visibility flags over the reduced 

speed signage if desired. 

Improvements related to the ECRIC, engineering study, and public comments 

are estimated to cost $15 million. These improvements can be divided into 

drainage, unstable slope, safety, and roadway geometric solutions. Securing 

additional funding sources, such as the following, may help bridge this 

financial gap:  

• Surface Transportation Program (STP)  

• Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) 

• Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 

grants 

• Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)  

• Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) 

• Zoo, Arts, & Parks (ZAP) 
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Cost sharing with third-party utilities and public-private partnerships can also 

provide funding for projects.  Adding a bicycle counter to the lower canyon 

can provide valuable data that can help when applying for many of these 

funds. 

The $1 million funding that is available will be concentrated on safety 

projects that provide the most value to the canyon. While some of these 

improvements are temporary (e.g., precast barrier and choke-point striping), 

the majority of the available funding will go to lifetime projects including 

upgraded drainage, slope stability, and roadway signage. The 30% plans and 

cost estimate detail of these projects are shown in Appendix C. 
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EMIGRATION CANYON

SEGMENT PRIORITY SCORING

Updated Aug 24, 2015

RT/LT Segment Environmental Geometry Traffic Segment

From To Length Widening Length % Widening % Widening 10% 60% 30% % Widening

1 RT 100+00 140+00 4000 0% 0% 15 14 16 14.7 Rotary Pk 1 0%

1 LT 100+00 140+00 4000 0% 15 14 16 14.7 Rotary Pk 2 0%

2 RT 140+00 180+00 4000 0% 15 20 19 19.2 Sunnydale 3 8%

2 LT 140+00 180+00 4000 0% 10 30 19 24.7 Sunnydale 4 39%

3 RT 180+00 227+00 4700 542 12% 8% 10 31 27 27.7 Ruths/Camp K 5 22%

3 LT 180+00 227+00 4700 220 5% 15 21 24 21.3 Ruths/Camp K 6 15%

4 RT 227+00 251+00 4300 460 11% 39% 15 11 7 10.2 7 61%

4 LT 227+00 251+00 4300 2875 67% 15 22 7 16.8 8 17%

4 RT 251+00 270+00 15 23 14 19.5 Trails End 9 96%

4 LT 251+00 270+00 15 11 14 12.3 Trails End 10 0%

5 RT 270+00 286+00 1600 250 16% 22% 15 26 18 22.5 Firestation 11 88%

5 LT 270+00 286+00 1600 450 28% 15 38 23 31.2 Firestation 12 67%

6 RT 286+00 296+00 2400 0% 15% 5 17 12 14.3

6 LT 286+00 296+00 2400 740 31% 18 21 13 18.3

6 RT 296+00 310+00 15 25 7 18.6

6 LT 296+00 310+00 15 16 7 13.2

7 RT 310+00 332+00 2200 1600 73% 61% 8 57 9 37.7 Pioneer Ridge

7 LT 310+00 332+00 2200 1065 48% 15 33 11 24.6 Pioneer Ridge

8 RT 332+00 343+00 1100 365 33% 17% 15 14 17 15

8 LT 332+00 343+00 1100 0% 10 18 17 16.9

9 RT 343+00 370+00 6700 6420 96% 96% 15 35 31 31.8 Sun & Moon

9 LT 343+00 370+00 6700 6420 96% 15 32 31 30 Sun & Moon

9 RT 370+00 410+00 15 44 30 36.9 Quarter Mile

9 LT 370+00 410+00 15 46 29 37.8 Quarter Mile

10 RT 410+00 449+00 9000 0% 0% 15 32 12 24.3 Pinecrest Up

10 LT 410+00 449+00 9000 0% 15 31 12 23.7 Pinecrest Up

10 RT 449+00 500+00 15 31 12 23.7 Summit Down

10 LT 449+00 500+00 15 33 12 24.9 Summit Down

11 RT 500+00 545+00 4500 4000 89% 88% 15 28 7 20.4

11 LT 500+00 545+00 4500 3880 86% 15 30 7 21.6

12 RT 545+00 579+86 3486 2265 65% 67% 15 22 8 17.1 Deadmans

12 LT 545+00 579+86 3486 2410 69% 15 32 8 23.1 Deadmans

10+

15+

20+

22+

24+

26+

28+

30+

SegmentSegment Offset

Station

Total Notes
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Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
Remove Existing Pipe Culvert 182 ft $15.00 $2,730.00
Remove Existing Catch Basin 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch New Jersey Shape 3,400 ft $48.00 $163,200.00
Concrete Driveway 65 sq ft $5.00 $325.00
Asphalt Pavement 5,693 sq ft $9.00 $51,237.00 Includes Pavement Section and Excavation
Curb and Gutter No. 1 45 ft $20.00 $900.00
Curb and Gutter No. 4 62 ft $20.00 $1,240.00

Roadway Subtotal $220,132

Drainage
Unplug Existing Culvert 196 ft $22.00 $4,312.00
Loose Riprap 311 cu yd $50.00 $15,550.00
Riprap Outlet Pad 4 Each $500.00 $2,000.00
Small Ditch Excavation 1,913 ft $10.00 $19,130.00
Culvert End Section 4 Each $500.00 $2,000.00
Geotextiles - Erosion Control 467 sq yd $3.00 $1,401.00
Underdrain Pipe 40 ft $50.00 $2,000.00
18" RCP 316 ft $50.00 $15,800.00 Includes Trench Backfill
30" RCP 140 ft $70.00 $9,800.00 Includes Trench Backfill
Catch Basin 6 Each $2,600.00 $15,600.00

Drainage Subtotal $87,593

Traffic
Remove Existing Striping 4,431 ft $0.80 $3,544.80
Pavement Marking Paint (SWL) 40 Gal $25.00 $1,000.79 assume 95 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (DWL) 8 Gal $25.00 $188.16 assume 380 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (DGL) 5 Gal $25.00 $131.58 assume 380 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (SL) 1 Gal $25.00 $28.13 assume 32 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (SYL) 0 Gal $25.00 $6.84 assume 95 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (S&BYL) 2 Gal $25.00 $44.08 assume 76 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (DYL) 52 Gal $25.00 $1,289.06 assume 48 ft/gal for double application
Pavement Marking Paint (Green Bike Lane) 229 Gal $35.00 $8,019.38 assume 32 sf/gal for double application
Pavement Message Paint (In Bike Lane) 778 Each $10.00 $7,780.00 assume each letter/syb/dim message
Pavement Message Paint (In Roadway) 821 Each $30.00 $24,630.00 ie Sharrows = 3 Ea, Crosswalk, Yield Lines
Sign R2-1 (24" x 30") 5 Each $400.00 $2,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign S1-3 (36" x 36") 4 Each $720.00 $2,880.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-1 (30" x 30") 1 Each $500.00 $500.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-1a (36" x 36") 6 Each $720.00 $4,320.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-2 (30" x 30") 10 Each $500.00 $5,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-3 (30" x 30") 1 Each $500.00 $500.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-4 (30" x 30") 2 Each $500.00 $1,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-5 (30" x 30") 2 Each $500.00 $1,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-6 (48" x 24") 2 Each $640.00 $1,280.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-8R (30" x 30") 10 Each $500.00 $5,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-8L (30" x 30") 9 Each $500.00 $4,500.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W1-11 (30" x 30") 1 Each $500.00 $500.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W11-2 (30" x 30") 4 Each $500.00 $2,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W13-1P (18" x 18") 10 Each $180.00 $1,800.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W16-2aP (24" x 12") 2 Each $160.00 $320.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign W16-7P (24" x 12") 2 Each $160.00 $320.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign OM3-R (18" x 24") 13 Each $240.00 $3,120.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign OM3-L (18" x 24") 15 Each $240.00 $3,600.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign Custom Advisory Zone (36" x 30") 2 Each $600.00 $1,200.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign Custom 3ft State Law (36" x 30") 10 Each $600.00 $6,000.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Sign Custom Stop Here (18" x 18") 4 Each $180.00 $720.00 assumed $80/sf (Includes post & slipbase)
Flip Sign Direction 1 Each $50.00 $50.00
Light Assembly at Cross Walk 2 Each $6,000.00 $12,000.00 Includes power hookup and light assembly
Relocate Sign 1 Each $400.00 $400.00
Remove Sign 87 Each $100.00 $8,700.00

Roadway Subtotal $115,373

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $423,098

Mobilization 1 Lump $27,000.00 $27,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
Traffic Control 1 Lump $12,000.00 $12,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $3,800.00 $3,800.00 Usually 1% of construction
Items Not Quantified 1 Lump $115,000.00 $115,000.00 Usually 30% of construction

TOTAL $580,900

Back to MAIN

$580,900

Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Rotomill Pinecrest to Summit
1" Rotomill $90,000.00
2" HMA $279,000.00
Striping $10,000.00

Total $379,000.00

Thermoplastic Messages
Make all pavement messages thermoplastic Additional $180,000.00

Sawcut & Widen Shoulder Margarthe to Pinecrest
Sawcut 12,650 ft $0.50 $6,325.00
Asphalt Pavement 63,250 sf $9.00 $569,250.00
Pavement Marking Paint (SWL) 278 Gal $25.00 $6,950.00 assume 95 ft/gal for double application

Subtotal $582,525.00
Items Not Quantified 1 Lump $174,757.50 $174,757.50 Usually 30% of construction

Total $757,282.50

Emigration Cost Estimate
30% PLANS

Emigration Cost Estimate
Contigency
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Salt Lake County Office of Township Services 
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Emigration Canyon Transportation Study 
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Open House Details: 

Date: Wednesday, March 25 2015 

Time: 5:00pm - 7:00pm 

Location: Emigration Canyon Fire Station 

Number of Attendees: 93 

Comment Forms Received: 36 

 

Sign-In Information: 

Number of attendees who live in the canyon: 76 
Number of attendees who don't live in the canyon: 12 
No address given: 5  
 

 

Respondents could choose more than one of the above options. 
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How did you hear about the open house? 
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Comment Form Information: 

 

Common Themes: 

Common Comments 
Number of 
Comments 

Enforce road laws for bikers/cars/motorcyclists 

Example: Rules applying to bicycle use should be better enforced 
14 

Reduce the speed limit 

Example: I would want more police, slower speeds & better road 
management. 

9 

Put up "Single File Only" signs for bikers 

Example: Also posting "Single File Riding Only" signs, there are several that 
say "Share the Road" but not many "Single File". 

9 

Think about residents, not bikers 

Example: Remember the first priority of the roadway must be motor vehicles 
8 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Live in the canyon Don't live in the
canyon

No address given Total

6 

2 

1 

9 

Attendees who left a comment about speed  
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since they have homes in the canyon and are not just out for a joyride. 

Sweep road/bike lanes regularly 

Example: Sweep the bike path often & remove debris/rocks to keep bikers in 
that lane. 

8 

Don't widen the road 

Example: As a resident, I cannot see the value of widening the roads. Wider 
Roads will bring more traffic, more pollution and will not make the canyon 
safer. 

8 

Make bikers stay in the bike lane 

Example: I am a biker and I ride AND live in Emigration Canyon and it is 
unnerving to come up on riders in the middle of the street instead of in the 
bike lane. 

7 

Increase signage 

Example: We need more signage. 
7 

Fix rock fall hazards 

Example: Significant rock fall areas must be stabilized. 
6 

Repair/repave roadway 

Example: Pave road as soon as possible with adequate bike lanes. 
5 

Motorcycles are noisy 

Example: My main issue with the road is lack of noise ordinance enforcement. 
This mostly applies to motorcycles which are a major nuisance, particularly on 
weekends. 

5 

Widen the road 

Example: Going down is a little sketchy. Widen please. 
3 

Blind corners are scary for runners 

Example: Blind corners, especially at mouth of canyon & by Ruth's should be 
corrected. Super scary as a runner, going around those curves. 

3 

Limit number of bikes in canyon 

Example: If we could limit the number of bikes per day or even per hour this 
would help. 

2 
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Online Comment Map Results: 
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Comment Type 
Count of 
Comments 

Add your own idea 50 
High speed travel here 11 
Make it easier to cross the street here 12 
Make it safer to bike here 50 
Make it safer to walk here 9 
Poor visibility (sight distance) here 16 
Roadway maintenance needed here 26 
Grand Total 174 

 

All Comments Received: 

Method 
Received 

Please tell us about your concerns, issues or ideas for 
solutions on Emigration Canyon Road. 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Why not put in speed bumps & slow the traffic to improve safety in all of these 
plans what will you do for the residents in the Canyon? When did this become 
a permanent plan? I would want more police, slower speeds & better road 
management. Pushing for all of the needs of the cyclists is ridiculous they don't 
respect the canyon or residents.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

New guard rails are dangerous! CA used this style until it was voted out by 
public opinion. 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Appendix A of the assessment states Canyon is the "Crown Jewel" of the 
community. To urbanize the roads will affect the rural feel of the canyon. As a 
resident I feel this is mostly a reaction to a special interest group, recreational 
cyclists. While I respect them they often do not respect us as residents. Float a 
bond for the proposed work, that will really tell you how the people of SL Co 
feel just like other rec facilities cyclists should pay their share for improvements 
needed for their rec activities. I do like that people are recreating, it’s important 
to be outdoors & cycling promotes a healthy lifestyle. As a resident I want to 
share the beauty of the canyon, I don't think you can install the infrastructure 
improvements outlined in the motorist & bicyclists safety assessment without 
marginalizing our "Crown Jewel" 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

My concern is that this WILL NOT MAKE THE CANYON SAFER. For anyone. 
Bike lanes will draw MORE bikers, they will go faster. Not to mention: They do 
not use the wide lane when it's available!!! At the top where it is wide, the 
bikers are on the road OR IN THE ROAD!!! So what good will it do to spend 
millions putting in these wider lanes?!!? 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

~5700 East- Clay & H2O seepage & rock fall- don't think a stucco wall would 
hold. I visually see deer coming over top & creating some of the rock/clay fall. 
Loose, unstable. Push back upper 1/2? Put barrier @ road level to capture 
rocks. More widening if $ allows? 

Open House 
Comment 

Problem with water coming down from Emigration Oaks and running across the 
road in front of our house 5110 Emigration Canyon. It is flooding our front yard.  
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Form 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

My concern is with people who WILL NOT ride single file- I am a biker and I 
ride AND live in Emigration Canyon and it is unnerving to come up on riders in 
the middle of the street instead of in the bike lane. I don't mind slowing down 
either. There are only 2 lanes- many of which have blind curves. I think if 
tickets were given to those that don't follow that would curb it significantly- 
especially packs of riders who flip you off if you just let them know you're there 
on the road with them.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Remember the first priority of the roadway must be motor vehicles since they 
have homes in the canyon and are not just out for a joyride. Secondly, the rules 
applying to bicycle use should be better enforced. I.e. single file riding. Signage 
should also be increased. A rule insisting a single file use only should be 
incorporated on this "skinny" canyon road. I don't endorse nor ever want 
extending the bike lanes.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

As a canyon resident I commute every day by bicycle to work and back (year 
round!) First and foremost, cyclists should ride single file and cars should slow 
down! I've reviewed the study's plan and am excited about the many 
improvements being recommended... safety education and improvements, etc. 
are all going to help! Most impressive is the level of detail contained in the 
study... perhaps the greatest contribution to safety and mutual respect will be 
the sum of many small details (e.g. Joe Smolka's 79-point plan!) I have great 
respect for the canyon resident drivers who have consistently given me a wide 
berth during my rides/and shown great courtesy over the last 7 years. Now it's 
only going to be (get) safer and better for everyone! 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

The most important sign on the road is "share the road". But share the road 
may mean different things to different people. Maybe we should define the 10 
common sense elements of share the road & write them down on a sign at the 
mouth of the canyon & on a wallet card that could be handed to residents and 
bikers. 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

The idea of "road 10 tags" for road bikes is not related to safety and should not 
be part of this initiative. I think if the shoulder is kept free of debris and the 
pavement is good 90% of the cyclists will stay in the bike lane (uphill direction) 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Cycling = -wider roads so cyclists can ride 2 wide on shoulder  
-regular sweeping  
-regular pot hole repair  
-signage for cyclists reminding to stay inside lines 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

I don't believe that road expansion will lead to any real decrease in the 
problems and issues mentioned in the report. I want assurance that the 
consultants used prior to drafting the report are actually qualified, and that 
none of them are currently under investigation. I would further like to know that 
any and all construction firms under litigation or investigation will be excluded 
from the bidding process. Every road expansion project in the past has been 
done improperly, leading to increased hazard for residents, as well as 
recreational visitors.  
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Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Our 2nd comment form: After everyone else rides off into the sunset- we- who 
live here are left with the mess to clean up- with our ears deaf from the 
motorcycles (no noise ordinances?) we wish to share- but we all have a stake 
in this Canyon- it should not all be just for bikers (we are bikers!) - we stand to 
loose a lot in these changes- I don't think most people who use the Canyon 
would welcome it if they were not considered as well where they live.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Bikes going really fast downhill from bottom of little mt. Pincrest area- knocking 
you off your feet when you go to get mail- bikers riding 3 abreast, to make you 
go in the middle of the road- into head on traffic. Speed of 40 mph in residential 
area- motor cycles 20 in & now speeding in the canyon on weekends.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

1. Pave road as soon as possible with adequate bike lanes. NO CHIP SEAL.  
2. Fix red cliff on south side of road at about 5670 East.  
3. Install signs to ask motorists to be considerate of bicyclists and bicyclists to 
be considerate of motorists.  
4. Follow the Emigration Study Recommendation that the bike lanes be swept 
weekly. (at least when the rocks are falling) 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Change the stop sign at the west end of Sunnydale Ln to yield. And enforce it! 
Put "no stopping" signs at the same end, people and deer hunters stop or park 
down there and it is difficult to see up canyon traffic. Better snow removal so 
cars can pass each other on the lane.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

IDEAS= sweep the bike path often &debris/rocks to keep bikers in that lane. 
We need rules for biking along Emigration. Bikers don't respect cars and its 
hard for cars to safely drive the canyon to & from the house when bikers are all 
over the road (2 & 3 across) riding in the car lane; then when you are trying to 
go around several bikers safely, you have an oncoming car doing the same 
thing almost causing a head on collision.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form Slope instability & rocks on the road 
Open House 
Comment 
Form 

We think the speed limit should be decreased to 30mph. This would benefit all 
users (bikes, walkers- weather walking your dog or child or just yourself) a bike 
lane extension would further compress us all together- decreased speed would 
give everyone more time to react. The existing bike lane is most often 
dangerous for bikers since it is full of debris- even the day after the street 
sweeper. The increased transit time from rotary park to our house is 3 
additional minutes- depending upon traffic. This new speed limit would have to 
be enforced- the 40 mph is not- especially on weekends the speeding is a big 
issue. But since the residents of the Canyon pay extra for police enforcement 
already- this should not be a problem! 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Looking at your work study I see nothing that addresses the safety of the 
residents. I'm not really sure why the people that live in the canyon are not 
considered when talking about improvements. The most dangerous thing is 
speed and widening the ROAD will only MAKE the CANYON RD a better 
choice for people to make it a "main” road from PC to Down Town. Put 
something in place to slow people down 
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Open House 
Comment 
Form 

My main issue with the road is lack of noise ordinance enforcement. This 
mostly applies to motorcycles which are a major nuisance, particularly on 
weekends. These often violate existing but not enforced laws, and sometimes 
speed limits. Postage and enforcement of noise ordinance laws would greatly 
improve canyon living.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Widening the road, digging out uphill side, removed preexisting grass that held 
up the hillside. You also removed the red sandstone out crop just below the fire 
station. Removing the aesthetic nature of the canyon. "Stupid" 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

There are way too many times cyclists must go out of bike lane & drivers cross 
double yellow line. The amount of users has increased (^ cyclists ^ runners) 
bike lane must exceed legal minimum by a lot to accommodate amount of 
users, which is sure to increase as the years go by. Significant rock fall areas 
must be stabilized. Weekly sweeping just does not do the job. Just 1 rock will 
cause a cyclist to move out of lane. Rocks fall constantly. Blind corners, 
especially at mouth of canyon & by Ruth's should be corrected. Super scary as 
a runner, going around those curves. An idea would be to paint the bike lane 
stripe a double yellow where both drivers & bike lane users should not cross 
over due to blind spots.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

My main concern is the very loud motorcycles. We are right off the main 
canyon road and our weekends and sunny evenings are marred by the muffler-
less packs of motorcycles roaring by. It's a public nuisance and I hope law 
enforcement resources can be assigned to reign them in. Even signs warning 
of fines might help.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Noise levels from vehicles (namely motorcycles) equipped with loud exhaust 
systems (and mufflers in particular).  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

If you continue to widen the road it will only cause drivers to drive faster. We 
need a toilet built at the midpoint. Or at the fire station for bike & runner traffic.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

I believe widening the bike lane as much as possible and enforcing the traffic 
laws both for cars coming over the double yellow line and for bikes riding two 
abreast are necessary. Also posting "Single File Riding Only" signs, there are 
several that say "Share the Road" but not many "Single File". Lowering the 
speed limit should not be a consideration. The other improvements to the 
Canyon Road that have been identified by the working group will help also.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

I live on Killyons Canyon Road. The upper section of this road (~1/2 mile) is 
unpaved and always in poor condition after winter. It should be paved, and 6/9 
residents of the upper section are in favor, 2 opposed, and 1 neutral. Also, 
parking at the end of the road for bikers/snow shoers using the trail to Utah 
Open Lands needs to be provided.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

As a biker and resident of the canyon, I think bikes need to be registered & 
ticketed for violating the law (riding in middle of road is my pet peeve.) More 
law enforcement- especially on weekends- would be helpful. 
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Open House 
Comment 
Form 

My biggest issue in driving the canyon is the one-out-of-ten motorists or 
bicyclists who is in a hurry. These people (motorists) tend to tailgate, pass 0 in 
hazardous spots, cut corners, etc. & the generally create a hazard. Bicyclists 
who are racing (the clock) do the same. I don't know what more we can do to 
encourage/enforce more sane road use, but I'd be happy to participate in a 
focus group.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Driveways & roads that empty onto Emigration Canyon road at very steep 
grades- in slippery conditions, these pose a hazard. People driving out of 
Ruth's often fail to check for oncoming- they seem to think Emigration Canyon 
Road is Ruth's driveway.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

Stop the speeders and drunk drivers!!! As a resident, I cannot see the value of 
widening the roads. Wider Roads will bring more traffic, more pollution and will 
not make the canyon safer!! Many accidents are caused by distracted drivers. 
How do you plan to resolve this problem? If you widen the roads how do you 
plan to ensure that the bicyclists stay in their bike lane? Right now they ride 
side by or more. Plus, they use my yard as a urinal! I live in the canyon & 
expect a safe environment. One last item, has a survey been done on where 
the accidents occur and what caused them? 

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

1. While you are debating what to do Please repair the roads/bike lane and 
stabilize the hills. Sweep Bike lane. DON'T WAIT A YEAR TO DO 
SOMETHING.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

If we could limit the number of bikes per day or even per hour this would help. 
TAKE a page from the National park play book, require a permit to ride in the 
canyon with a lottery and limit the number of bikes per day. The cyclists could 
carry a Transponder. Put a sign at the mouth of the canyon explaining the 
rules. UPP could enforce this like the car pool lane. I am not in favor of 
widening the road. First fix the slide areas, retain the rocks and clean the road 
on a regular basis Sweep. We would like to preserve the canyon feel and 
livability of the road.  

Open House 
Comment 
Form 

I am a resident of the canyon & a cyclist.  
1. I have had only 2-3 rude car drivers, maybe that is because I try and stay in 
the bike lane.  
2. I will ride two abreast when the bike lane allows,  
3. We need more signage & "open year round RR"  
4. We need to improve the areas where there is no bike lane- especially in 
uphill direction.  
5. Hill side stabilization a must.  
6. Crack and asphalt repair by professionals not the crew that recently (last 
year). 

Emailed 
Comment 

I attended the fire station meeting last week which was to gather input from 
residents and users of the Emigration Canyon transportation system (bikes and 
autos).  I have heard from several sources that the County has set aside 
considerable funds (? 1 million $) to address problems with transportation in 
Emigration Canyon.  This is excellent, but I was surprised to see that there was 
little to no indication on the maps presented of any problems in Killyons. Given 
our extensive discussions with the County regarding issues with our road 
(resurfacing needs, trailhead parking problems, increased traffic due to Utah 
Open Lands, etc), I think this omission was inappropriate.  Doesn't the County 
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consider Killyons and Pinecrest roads as belonging in the "Emigration Canyon 
Transportation System"?  Is the focus of this effort mainly to improve bike 
safety? Is the County considering using any of these funds for improvements in 
Killyons? 

Emailed 
Comment 

I cannot attend the meeting on 3/25 in Emigration Canyon, but I would like to 
comment. I have lived in the canyon for 31 years continuously and for 5 years 
previously. I have written numerous times about the bicycle issue in the 
canyon.  This is an unmitigated disaster.  There is not room for bikes, runners 
and cars, especially since the bike riders (I ride a bike too, so this is not coming 
from an unsympathetic source) insist on riding 2, 3, 4 abreast and sometimes 
in groups that exceed 4. This simply cannot continue.  Riders, runners and 
motorists are going to be injured or killed.  All it will take is a very minor “move” 
at the wrong moment. I dread the coming of spring and the obstacle course 
that the canyon becomes morning, noon and night and especially on 
weekends. There must be definitive action taken.  Half way measures won’t 
suffice. 

Emailed 
Comment 

Thanks for taking on this evaluation and for the progress to date. I am a 
resident of the canyon (Emigration Oaks), and regular bike commuter, former 
chair of the SLC Mayor's Bicycle Advisory Committee, former President of 
Rocky Mountain Cycling Club, a certified Effective Cycling instructor, member 
of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail Executive, and former member of the Board of 
the Emigration Oaks Homeowners Association.  I have ridden Emigration 
Canyon for the past 25 years for one purpose or another and this is, by far, my 
most regular riding area. Based on this experience and riding on roads and 
bicycle facilities all around the world (I travel with a folding bike), I think the 
solution to most of the challenges in the Canyon is actually quite simple.  We 
need a proper, highway standard bike lane in BOTH directions along the entire 
length of the Canyon.  This will give all users suitable space and resolve almost 
all the tensions and dangers of riding the canyon.  The difference in the riding 
and driving experience in the Canyon is dramatic between the areas that have 
wide bike lanes from those that do not. It is also crucial to consider 
improvements in hillside stabilization as the effective width of bike lanes (and 
the roadway) is highly dependent on the amount of debris that slips from the 
hills onto the road surface.  This winter (2014/15) has been the worst in this 
regard, while it has also been the best in my memory for cycling.  It is only a 
matter of time before falling rocks cause accidents (for cyclists or motorists) on 
the Canyon road.  A useful adjunct will, of course, be education of all users of 
the Canyon Road; education through careful signage, Township Newsletters, 
and the press.   But if there is space for all to sensibly share the road, the 
education effort will also be simplified.  We are so lucky to have this road and 
the cycling facilities that are in place.  We who live here value many facets of 
the nature, the recreation opportunities, and the friendly neighborhoods.  I hope 
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that the County can find its way to support the modest improvements that my 
experience suggests will be all we need to make the most of these 
opportunities and enjoy the Canyon, as residents and visitors, forever. Many 
thanks. 

Emailed 
Comment 

Hello, I am writing because I understand you are seeking input on the multi use 
perspective of Emigration Canyon road. I drive and bicycle on the road fairly 
regularly. I believe any solution to conflict between users must include a 
continuation of easy and safe bicycle usage. No matter what is done to the 
road, cyclists will use it, so keeping everyone's safety in mind while designing a 
road for better overall flow is a logical path. Wider shoulders would give both 
motorists and cyclists a better experience. Speed bumps would slow traffic 
(excessive speed in the canyon is a problem for all users as it creates 
hazards). Using blacktop the road instead of pitch and seal would certainly 
make cycling more pleasant. I notice I need at least one gear easier after a 
fresh resurface. That is with 2 skinny tires. The extra fuel used by four fat tires 
on a car going over pitch and seal as opposed to blacktop winds up costing the 
motorist and polluting the canyon. Good luck with the planning 

Emailed 
Comment 

Thank you for your efforts regarding transportation and recreation use in 
Emigration Canyon.  As a cyclists that lives at the mouth of the Canyon, I use 
the Canyon quite frequently.  I've had both good and bad experiences with 
cars, runners and other cyclists.  Your task is a difficult one and I don't know 
the solution. I do know though that attitudes towards cyclists need to change 
and that begins with cyclists themselves.  Just yesterday a young cyclists was 
riding down 1300 S blowing through stop signs and red lights and it ticked me 
off big time.   I'm certain other drivers were just as mad as I was.  THAT is why 
people hate us and is the root of our perception problem.  I don't know how to 
resolve that type of behavior as there are motorists that behave that way too.  
All segments of society have idiots that feels rules and good behavior don't 
pertain to them.  Maybe our elementary schools can address the younger 
generation and somehow make obeying stop signs and red lights "cool". :) In 
the Canyon it seems riding two abreast angers drivers.  That needs to be 
addressed.  My feeling is 2 abreast should be legal and that would calm drivers 
down somewhat.  Riding and running is social and side-by-side will not stop.  
Just make it legal and everyone will eventually come to a level of acceptance 
and tempers will die down.  Walking/running against traffic is a bigger concern 
to me needs to be addressed.  Riding/walking/running against traffic is very 
dangerous and should be illegal.  Period.  It's just not safe for cyclists or 
motorists.  On more than one occasion I have pulled out to the left of the white 
line to pass runners/walkers coming down canyon against traffic only to be 
buzzed my a motorist who refuses to cross the yellow center line.  And almost 
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always there is no motor traffic coming down canyon preventing the motorist 
from moving further to the left.  I've often wanted to ask an aggressive motorist 
what they would do in the same situation if a 6 or 7 year old were riding their 
bike to the left of the white line.  Would they buzz them too to "show them" and 
teach them a lesson?  I have children and grandchildren that would be just as 
devastated if I were to be senselessly run down as would the parents of a child 
that was needlessly run down.  A life is a life whether it is in Lycra or Hello Kitty 
garb.  My solution to running/walking against traffic is get a dorky mirror for 
your glasses so you can see traffic behind you if that is why you go against 
traffic.  That practice is as dangerous in the Canyon as it is on city streets and 
sidewalks.  It makes absolutely no sense and it should be stopped 
immediately.  Tradition & "safety" is not an good reason to continue this 
dangerous practice. The double yellow line also needs to be addressed too.  
Motorists seems to treat the yellow line as a fence, even when the downhill 
lane is empty for as far as the eye can see.  I do believe the law has been 
changed to allow motorists to legally cross a double yellow, but I don't believe 
most motorists are aware of it.  And please correct me if I am wrong.  If I'm 
correct, the Canyon residents need to be educated that it IS legal and prudent 
action to take for the safety of all.  Maybe signs in the canyon would work.  
Maybe a sign that the informs motorists that double yellow passing is okay if it 
is safe, and, a sign that says riding/walking/running against traffic is illegal.  
And another that says 2 abreast is legal but 3+ is not.  And have the Canyon 
police enforce the rules.  After a few tickets all users would understand and get 
on board.  That seems like a simple and inexpensive solution to at least a few 
issues facing Emigration Canyon. As for road width and bike/running lanes, 
that's a tough one with no simple inexpensive solution. Good luck on that one :) 
I hope my input is constructive and helps in some way.  And I am in no way 
defending bad behavior by anyone as acceptable.  We are all in this together 
so let's find a solution and learn to get along. Just a final thought.  How about a 
BBQ this summer at the mouth of the Canyon for 
bikers/runners/walker/residents to rub shoulders and get to know each other.  I 
bet we can gather without throwing down :) 

Emailed 
Comment 

Hi: I didn't find a way to give general input on the emigrationstudy.com website, 
but the site did mention submitting comments to you; are you the right contact 
person? If not could you forward these on? I use Emigration Canyon as an 
occasional motorist, but much commonly as a road cyclist. As a cyclist I find it 
to be a very enjoyable canyon to ride as the traffic isn't usually too heavy, and 
auto speeds are moderate. The quality of the road surface on the shoulders, 
and the often inadequate shoulders (in terms of width) are the 2 biggest 
problems I find. I don't witness a lot of conflict between cyclists and motorists, 
as I try to ride as far to the ride as possible, and to not impede traffic while 
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biking with others. As a cyclist, I find Emigration to be very motorist-centric (as 
are all of our other roads), and would suggest that motorists would benefit from 
being reminded that we have a 3 foot law, and that it is the responsibility of the 
passing vehicle to maintain that; perhaps that message could replace the nice 
but overly general "share the road" signs. I believe that motorists are legally 
able to cross the yellow line when passing slower vehicles line farm 
implements and cyclists, and perhaps motorists need to be reminded of that, 
as I find that many motorists simply do not want to change lane position while 
passing. As a motorist I am sometimes frustrated with cyclists who don't seem 
to be very considerate of faster-moving traffic by keeping to the right as much 
as possible. I try to remind myself, in those situations, that cyclists are humans 
and, even when they are being irresponsible, that I have to respect their safety 
(I remind myself of that when I'm driving around irresponsible pedestrians and 
motorists, too). Thank you. 

Emailed 
Comment 

Just wanted to voice my support for promoting safe, accessible, continued and 
expanded pedestrian and cyclist access along the Emigration Canyon 
roadway. A defined bike lane up the canyon will continue to enable safe access 
for drivers and cyclists’ and runners alike. I have signed up to receive updates, 
etc. Thanks 

Emailed 
Comment 

Thanks for your work to make Emigration Canyon safer for all that use it.  I use 
the canyon to cycle as well as to run.  I am writing to support efforts to continue 
accessibility to riders and runners as well as to promote safety.  As a cyclist, 
especially, safety is a foremost concern.  I know of too many accidents and 
deaths related mostly to collisions with automobiles.  Aside from education, I 
support a safe, clean (not covered with debris) and smooth(not full of potholes 
and bumps) shoulder of sufficient width to make it safe even if cars decide to 
park there.  I support signs advising motorists to use caution because of the 
large number of cyclists that use the canyon.  Of popular rides in the SLC area, 
Emigration is great, because of its generally smooth surface, motorist 
awareness and reasonable shoulder.  Recently Utah was identified as a top 
bike friendly state.  I am not sure I agree with this but I do agree that many 
cyclists live and visit here and it could be a top destination.  Thanks again for 
your continued support of persons who are interested in pursuing an active, 
healthy lifestyle in safe environment. 

Emailed 
Comment 

Dear Sirs, 

We live at 6720 Emigration Canyon Road. Our safety issues are these: 

1) The numerous bicyclists who race down (higher than the speed limit) 
Emigration Canyon riding the double yellow line (yes, in the middle of the road) 
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and refuse to move to the side for safer two-way vehicle traffic. 

2) The motorcyclists and small vehicles who street race at very high speeds 
(using both lanes) up the canyon in our area around dusk during the 
spring/summer months. 

We've reported these issues to the police numerous times, but nothing has 
been done to date.   

We ride bicycles ourselves, but numerous bicyclists ride irresponsibly and 
disrespectfully...without fear of legal consequences for breaking the law (which 
vehicle drivers are expected to obey) or injury.  

Respectfully, 

The Fourts 

Emailed 
Comment 

I am a cyclist that uses Emigration Canyon, typically 4 to 6 times per month. 
Mostly on weekends with the occasional weekday evening ride. I have been 
using the Canyon as a cycling route for 20 years. While I do not know ALL of 
the concerns residents of the Canyon have, I have herd through the grapevine 
some of their concerns. 

Knock on wood, but I can only think of couple instances where I have had 
someone honk at me. There was one very weird instance where I had a motor 
cyclist yell at me, which was weird one, because I happened to be on or to the 
right of the white line, and two, this was a motor cyclist, so passing me was not 
a burden. While my adverse interactions with motorists in the canyon have 
been limited, I have seen quite a few instances. 

A few thoughts are on my mind, that would help improve auto cyclist and auto 
runner interaction and safety. 

1) Motorists need to slow down and drive the speed limit. Most conflicts I have 
seen are because a motorist is in hurry and has no patience for the other 
canyon users. The instances when I feel the most unsafe are when motorists 
go flying by above the speed limit. Emigration Canyon is not I-80. It is a scenic 
road and does not need to be traveled at high speeds. People need to slow 
down and enjoy the scenery! 

2) EVERYONE; motorists, joggers, cyclists, all need to be better educated on 
common courtesy and proper use of the PUBLIC road. Requiring cyclists to 
ride single file is not always safe. Banning cyclists is not going to fly either. 
Motorists can be more courteous but so can cyclists. Joggers could help by 
filing into single file when running against traffic and they encounter cyclists. 
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This would help us so we don't have to move so far out into the road to pass 
the joggers. Cyclists, if riding two abreast, could file into single file if they hear a 
motorist. This is courtesy, but should not be required. 

3) A road etiquette sign could be placed at the mouth of the canyon, Little 
Mountain Summit, the Fire Station, and the intersection of SR65 and 
Emigration Canyon Road (East Canyon / Parley's). This road etiquette sign 
could be similar to the trail signs we see that recommend, hikers yield to bikers, 
bikers yield to horses, etc. This would be much less expensive than widening 
the road to create dedicated bike lanes. 

4) Something that should be on the road etiquette sign, or even another sign... 
ALL CYCLISTS and RUNNERS MUST REMOVE AT LEAST the road side ear 
bud. I do NOT ride with any ear buds listening to music. I cannot tell you how 
many times I have yelled on you left or even said hi to a cyclists or runner as I 
passed them and gotten no response because they could not hear me due to 
their ear buds and music. You cannot hear the traffic around you if your ears 
are plugged with music. 

5) Drivers need to understand when we are descending from Big Mountain and 
Little Mountain and traveling at speeds of 25 - 40 miles per hour, cyclists need 
more than a 2 foot narrow swath of road. There is often debris on the right 
hand side of the road that if hit at high speed can cause crashes. We also need 
room to maneuver around animals. One day descending the steepest part of 
the Canyon, there was a fox in the middle of the road that cause a number of 
us cyclists to swerve way out into the road. Motorists need to recognize we 
need some space. 

6) All of the utility digs, patches are repairs are dangerous on the descent and 
cause cyclists to be further out in the traffic lane. There are a number of utility 
digs and patches in the asphalt that make the asphalt very uneven and bounce 
us around way to much on descent. While cost is an issue, a milling and re-
asphalting of the canyon would go a long way in improving safety. A smooth 
road is safer for cyclists than a super rough road. The condition of the asphalt 
has deteriorated greatly over the last couple of years. 

7) Riding two abreast is safer for cyclists... Please review this link to an article 
on cycling. It explains very thoroughly why riding two abreast is safe for 
cyclists. http://www.bikewalknc.org/2015/04/why-cyclists-ride-two-abreast/ 

The above are some thoughts I have. PLEASE forward these to the committee 
for review. Please feel free to email or call me if you need be to elaborate on 
any of the points I have tried to make. 
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Emailed 
Comment 

Dear Ms. Adams, 

I was so excited to see that I would have a chance to provide input on what it 
was like to be a canyon resident who traveled on Emigration Canyon road on a 
daily basis. I was very disappointed in the survey format.  It is true that the road 
needs many improvements, but for most of us it is difficult to pinpoint an area 
of the map where a specific hazard is present.  I was also disappointed that 
there was no interest group identified as residents who would simply like to 
walk on the road either with their families or their dogs.  For these reasons I 
would like to provide my comments in this email and hope that this input is 
included in the overall survey results: 

Those who use the canyon road for recreation in general have little regard for 
the traffic needs of canyon residents.  Here are some examples: 

Bikers ride 3 or 4 abreast and only grudgingly move out of the way. Skate-
skiers who skate up the canyon push their skis into the traffic lanes so that 
motorists must slow down. When cars are travelling in both directions on the 
road while bicyclists, joggers, or skate skiers are present it is taken for granted 
that the motorist will adjust their driving, not the other users of the road. 
Skateboarders board down the canyon with a companion car following behind 
to prevent other motorists from running into the skateboarder. 

For our family, walking a dog or pushing a stroller was so hazardous that we 
eventually stopped all-together. We have moved away from Emigration Canyon 
road.  What should have been a peaceful place to live was made hazardous by 
those who only visit it occasionally. If Emigration Canyon road is to be 
designated for recreational use for the entire county, then either the road will 
need to be greatly modified OR there needs to be more frequent monitoring 
and citations issued to those recreational users who create hazardous 
conditions. Thank you for taking the time to review my input. 

Emailed 
Comment 

I wash to make comments about Emigration Canyon pedestrian safety. I walk 
my dog twice a day in the canyon on leash and although I am very careful, I am 
in great danger and fear for my life because the bikes are riding irresponsibly.  I 
am 69 years old and it is very dangerous because about 40% of the bikes use 
the north side of the main road as a race course.  They are going so fast (30+ 
mph) that it is unsafe to be anywhere near them. Many do not give me the 
right-of-way as the law requires.  If they would slow down to 20 mph this would 
be a much safer neighborhood as it was 20 years ago.  I have been hit by 
speeding bikes 3 times in the last several years.  I have seen a loose dog hit by 
a bike who was going so fast he could not stop for the dog emergency. This is 
NOT A RACE COURSE, IT IS A NEIGHBORHOOD THOROUGHFARE, THE 
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BIKES MUST BE REQUIRED TO RIDE SAFELY AND RESPONSIBLY.  A 
posted speed of 20 mph for bikes and adequate enforcement would make a 
huge safety improvement. 

 -- 

 Also going up and down canyon almost all problems and unsafe conditions are 
caused by bikes riding tandem and out of the bike lane. The tandem bikers yell 
back and forth to talk and it is very unpleasant to listen to them yell. The 
canyon was so much nicer and safer before the yelling, out of control racing 
bikers overran it.  Bike riding should be SINGLE FILE ONLY and should be 
posted and enforced by the sheriff strictly! 

   -- 

 If money is needed for enforcement or bike lane improvements, a toll booth 
could be set up at the bottom of the canyon and charge the bikes $1 to enter 
the canyon. Also verification of bikes driver licenses should be done at the toll 
booth so they can be held accountable for their actions in the canyon just as 
any vehicle is held accountable.  Strict enforcement is required because so 
many bikers (and motorcycles) are very careless and ignore the traffic and bike 
laws.  Use toll booth money to pay for enforcement and make them comply. 
Thanks 

Emailed 
Comment 

I tried to use the “map” for comments, but couldn’t figure out how to drop a pin. 
so here are a few comments: 

 I live in Park City, but often come down to SLC where it’s a little warmer 
to ride my road and mountain bike. Immigration is often my destination 
for a quick training ride. 

 The new restroom facility at Rotory Park is great, especially having the 
sink outside the enclosed toilet so you don’t have to wait while 
someone washes their hands. Also, on my first ride after it was 
installed, my bike seat was loose and fell down a 100 yrs up the 
canyon. I had no tools and remembering the tool/stand I returned and 
fixed my bike and finished the ride … otherwise it would have been a 
wasted trip from PC. 

 Also, for years, I have ridden the every other week Emigration TT from 
Rotory Park to the top of Little Mt. This is a great road bike training 
event. 

 I believe there is also a bike tool/stand at the fire station.  
 Bathroom facilities at the fire station and top of Little Mt would be ideal. 

Often when riding a bike you have to relieve yourself shortly aft starting 
your ride. The Fire Station would be a perfect location for that. Once 
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riding hard, your kidneys shut down and a nature break usually is’t 
needed for hours. 

 A wider bike lane, better pavement and rock erosion control is definitely 
needed. 

 My personal 1st priority would be a connection from Emigration to the 
top of Summit Park. This would provide a  a road bike connection from 
Park City to SLC without getting on I80. 

Emailed 
Comment 

The interactive map does not seem to be accepting any pins or further 
comments. I am concerned that the bicyclists do not follow the rules of the road 
and have a disregard specifically for the rules as they apply to school bus 
stops. On several occasions bicyclists failure to stop has caused close calls 
with the students entering and exiting the bus. I am appalled at the bicyclists 
who want to just pick and chose which rules they will follow. 

Online Map I would like to make a "comparison recommendation". Many years ago, in 
Colorado, this same problem came up in Glenwood Canyon, on I-70. 
Residents were up in arms. "Don't ruin our beautiful canyon!" The state called 
in consultants and engineers, and came 

Online Map There should be a drinking fountain right here. It would be nice for ducks, deer, 
even people who wander off the main road. 

Online Map Separated bike/pedestrian lane - similar to one in Zion/Springdale 

Online Map Not safe to have vehicle, cyclist and pedestrian in the same road section. 

Online Map Separated bike lane on the uphill side only 

Online Map disregard purple comment - wrong location.  Would be nice if we could move 
points or delete after they have been submitted. 

Online Map Speed limit in the canyon needs to be 25mph 

Online Map "Make it quiet: the canyon needs noise control.   

Online Map No more thundering motorcycles and hotrods with modified mufflers." 

Online Map The improvements (trash enclosure?) has helped make this intersection safer, 
but it is still dangerous when a cyclist is heading downhill and traffic is headed 
uphill toward Pinecrest. Perhaps a yield sign for automobiles and cyclists 
headed straight thr 

Online Map I believe that the chipsealing on this road was done improperly and could have 
been used to help resolve cyclist/motor vehicle conflict.  The initially rough 
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surface has been smoothed somewhat in the vehicle traffic lane but has not 
smoothed at all in th 

Online Map Public source of drinking water at the top next to the restrooms? 

Online Map How about some benches or picnic tables to make this a (more) inviting rest 
stop? 

Online Map "This lane going up hil has a good shoulder.  

Online Map Going down is a little sketchy. Widen please." 

Online Map The entire canyon needs good signage telling cars to watch for bikers and 
bikers to stay in the bike lane and single file.  The bike lane needs to be 
marked well, and it needs to be clear to cars and bikers that this is the bikers 
space. 

Online Map Add a drinking fountain here at the fire station.  Why not??!! 

Online Map Truly the best thing you could do for the canyon is to ensure the bikers have a 
good bike lane all the way to the top of little mountain and even down the back 
to east canyon.  Then you must put in good signs that tell bikers to stay IN the 
bike lane, an 

Online Map This is a dirt area used for a parking lot by cyclist, runners, hikers and visitors 
to the zoo.  Many days during the summer and on weekends this area is 
literally a zoo of people crossing the street and jockeying for parking spots.  I 
think this lot sho 

Online Map This is another unpaved area used for parking sometimes.  In the summer it 
attracts overnight campers and is frankly creepy knowing somebody is sleeping 
overnight in the bushes here.  I am sure most are harmless.  Ask the Sheriff 
what should be done. 

Online Map I see more and more runners in the canyon every year.  I have seen Saturday 
morning running groups training.  This is especially true since the canyon has 
become host to several competitive runs per year.  This is fine and great to 
share the canyon, but 

Online Map Trash facilities and reminder to clean up after yourself at entrance of canyon! 

Online Map I would love to see guidelines similar to City Creek for multi-modal users.  
Often, runners are trying to share the space with cyclists, who are forced out of 
the shoulder, but are going uphill, which then impedes residential and canyon 

202



 

Page | 22  
 

access.  I am sur 

Online Map In general, this canyon is not only a great asset for the road biking and running 
community, but it is also very popular and carries a lot of bike and runner 
traffic.  Cyclist and runners are very respectful of each other and most 
autos/cyclists/runners 

Online Map Various areas - there are portions of the canyon where there is not enough 
shoulder for bicyclists. I think cyclists who ride out in the rode where there is a 
shoulder for bicyclists should be ticketed. Also, there are areas where 
rockslides block the ro 

Online Map THE ENTIRE PATH IS NOT WIDE ENOUGH AND THERE ARE ALWAYS 
ROCKS ON THE PATH. BIKERS SWERVE INTO THE LANES TO AVOID 
ROCKS MAKING IT DANGEROUS FOR CARS. NEED TO PLACE A NICE 
METAL CAGE TO PREVENT ROCKS FROM FALLING INTO ROADWAY. 
SOMETHING AESTHETICALLY ATTRA 

Online Map Emigration Cyn is unlike other local canyons in that it is a residential canyon 
made up of private properties. In order to make the roads safe for autos, foot 
and biking the county will need to exercise its authority & assume 4ft both sides 
of the road, 

Online Map Permanent restroom and water fountains 

Online Map There should be lighted blinking speed limit signs that show your speed like on 
1300 East throughout the canyon. Many cars speed up and down the canyon. I 
bike the canyon 3-5 days per week for 15 years. 

Online Map Stabilize hillside - keep shoulder clear of dirt and rocks 

Online Map Lower the speed limit on Emigration Canyon Road to 35 MPH. This will help 
protect bicyclists (I'm not one) and pedestrians, and may cut the number of 
motorists who aren't residents--which would also help protect bicyclists and 
pedestrians. And ask traffi 

Online Map Motorcycles are excessively noisy. Especially on weekends. Large groups and 
obnoxious to residents. 

Online Map Cyclists shouldn't ride three abreast. 

Online Map improve parking at base of canyon 

Online Map build community/awareness through campaign where users identify through 
sticker their common interest in using the canyon (residents and bikes) - Sun 
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Valley has similar program 

Online Map Instead bike lanes on outside, consider shifting cycling path to one side and 
operate 2-way. The Strand in So. Cal. 

Online Map need more parking for hosting events and consider adding sidewalk or walking 
areas along frontages of fire stations since many people must walk along road 
to and from the fire station 

Online Map City built bike lanes to design standards up to County line.  Need to do same 
all the way to East Canyon. 

Online Map City and County should post the road for single lane bicycling only and 
bicyclists must use bike lanes (in areas where they exist) 

Online Map special events can be problematic. trash clean up is an issue. notification to 
residents should be better to avoid block us in. 

Online Map Why do Harley Motorcycles get to ruin our peaceful experience in the canyon? 

Online Map Is there a way to put in a toll booth like in Mill Creek.  The money can be used 
to improve the roads, improve safety for pedestrians, bikers and cars.  Creates 
an opportunity to talk to people visiting the canyon, passing through. There 
could be a easy 

Online Map How can we manage the very loud Harleys and modified cars that ride up and 
down the canyon past 10:00 pm in the summer? 

Online Map Could HWY 65 be used for people powered activities every other day?  (biking, 
skate skiing trainers, walkers) 

Online Map With all the through traffic going up and over Big Mountain, how about 
petitioning the State of Utah to close Highway 65 every other day to motorized 
vehicles (except emergency) and keep it open to bicycles and pedestrians. 

Online Map deadfall in stream can cause overflow that puts debris onto road 

Online Map This house needs to be torn down- it's an eyesore and distraction. 

Online Map This area is too congested to support a restaurant with cars coming and going. 
There are so many accidents here when the restaurant is operating. The 
zoning should be amended to not allow restaurant. 

Online Map lane markings needed to guide northbound left turns into left lane. help mitigate 
potential conflict with down canyon traffic. 
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Online Map put up a sign for driveways for cars traveling up canyon.  Diane Holloway is a 
blind driveway and it is dangerous coming out of it. 

 

205



Emigration Canyon Transportation Study   

APPENDIX F: COMPLETE DEFICIENCY LIST 
  

206



207



")

")

")

")
")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

XXX
X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

XX

XX

X

XX
X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX
X

XX

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X X

X

X
X

X

XX

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

XXXX

XXX

X

X

XX

XX

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

XXX
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X X

X X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

XX

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

XXX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X!(
!(

!(!(
!(

!(!(

!(
!(!(
!(!(
!(!(
!(
!(

!(!(!(!(!(

!( !(!(!( !(!(!(!(!(
!(!(

!(
!(!(

!( !(!( !(!(!(
!( !( !(!(

!(!(
!(
!(!(

!(
!(!(

!(
!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

_̂

_̂_̂

_̂̂_

_̂
_̂

_̂

_̂

_̂̂_̂_̂
_
_̂̂_̂_ _̂̂_̂_

_̂
_̂̂_

_̂̂_
_̂̂_̂__̂ _̂̂_ _̂̂__̂̂_

_̂̂_̂_
_̂̂_ _̂̂_̂_

_̂̂_̂_̂
_̂_̂
__̂̂_ _̂ _̂ _̂

_̂

_̂̂_
_̂
_̂
_̂
_̂
_̂̂_̂_̂_̂

_̂_
_̂

_̂̂_
_̂

_̂
_̂_̂̂_
_̂

_̂
_̂̂__̂

_̂

_̂

_̂

_̂̂_
_̂
_̂̂_

_̂
_̂

_̂̂_
_̂̂_

_̂
_̂̂_
_̂
_̂
_̂
_̂
_̂
_̂̂_

_̂̂_̂_
_̂̂_
_̂
_̂
_̂ _̂

_̂

_̂

_̂

SUNNYSIDE AVE

9

10

4

2

1

3

6

11

7

12

5

8

  S
TA

. 1
00

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 5
45

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 5
00

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 4
10

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 3
43

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 3
32

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 3
10

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 2
86

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 2
70

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 2
27

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 1
80

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 1
40

 +
 0

0

  S
TA

. 5
79

. +
 8

6

SUNNYDALE LN

QUARTER MILE RD

COVE RD

MARY F IELD DR

RED HILL    LN

RED BUTTE CANYON RD

PIONEER FO
RK

RD

HWY 65

EM IGRATIO
N CANYON RD

HWY 65

SKYCREST
 LN

GO
T T

EE
TH

 LN

PIN
EC

RE
ST 

CA
NY

ON L
N

PIO
NE

ER
RID

GE R D

Ü

0 0.5 1
Miles

Little Dell

Mountain
Dell

§̈¦80

Sun and
Moon Cafe

Little
Mountain
Summit

10+
15+
20+
22+
24+
26+
28+
30+Ha

za
rd

 In
de

x Legend
_̂ Engineering Comments

!( ECRIC Comments

X Public Comments

208



Emigration Canyon Transportation Study   

APPENDIX G: SEGMENT COST ESTIMATE 
  

209



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 100+00 (END) = 140+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $110
Roadway and Drainage $37,206
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $37,316
Items not Estimated (20%) $7,463

Construction Subtotal $44,779

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $3,582 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $4,478 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $0
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $4,000 $4,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $45,000 $47,000

C.E. $4,000 $4,000

Incentives $0 $0

Aesthetics 0.75% $0 $0

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $4,000 $4,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $57,000 TOTAL $59,000

TOTAL $57,000 TOTAL $59,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Project Assumptions/Risks

Segment:     1      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 01 (STA 100+00 - 140+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013210



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $4,400.00 $4,400.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $2,200.00 $2,200.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $450.00 $450.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 10 1000 gal $15.00 $150.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 155 cu yd $13.00 $2,015.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 44 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 84 Ton $16.00 $1,344.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd

#N/A Raise Water Valve 0 Each $400.00 $0.00
#N/A Relocate Hydrant 0 Each $3,000.00 $0.00
#N/A Relocate Utility Pedestal 0 Each $1,500.00 $0.00

022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 0 ft $2.50 $0.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 0 Each $3,500.00 $0.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 88 cu yd $18.00 $1,584.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 41 Ton $22.00 $902.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 22 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 44 Ton $70.00 $3,080.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 1 Ton $770.00 $770.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 418 sq ft $23.00 $9,614.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk 0 sq ft $10.00 $0.00
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 0 sq ft $80.00 $0.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
029220040 Broadcast Seed 61 1000sqft $20.00 $1,220.00
029110015 Wood Fiber Mulch 61 1000sqft $27.00 $1,647.00
023760010 Steep-Slope Erosion Control 679 sq yd $4.50 $3,055.50
029120010 Contractor Furnished Topsoil 679 sq yd $6.00 $4,074.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road 0 sq yd $0.55 $0.00

Roadway Subtotal $37,206

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 0 ft $10.00 $0.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
#N/A Trench Drain 0 ft $200.00 $0.00

026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 0 Each $2,600.00 $0.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 0 ft $2,000.00 $0.00

Drainage Subtotal $0

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $110.00 $110 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     1      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013211



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 140+00 (END) = 180+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $700
Roadway and Drainage $223,559
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $224,259
Items not Estimated (20%) $44,852

Construction Subtotal $269,111

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $21,529 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $26,911 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $0
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $22,000 $23,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $269,000 $284,000

C.E. $27,000 $28,000

Incentives $0 $0

Aesthetics 0.75% $2,000 $2,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $24,000 $25,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $344,000 TOTAL $362,000

TOTAL $344,000 TOTAL $362,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Segment:     2      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 02 (STA 140+00 - 180+00)

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013212



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $28,000.00 $28,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $14,000.00 $14,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $2,800.00 $2,800.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 180 1000 gal $15.00 $2,700.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 3,323 cu yd $13.00 $43,199.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 448 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 858 Ton $16.00 $13,728.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd

#N/A Raise Water Valve 0 Each $400.00 $0.00
#N/A Relocate Hydrant 0 Each $3,000.00 $0.00
#N/A Relocate Utility Pedestal 1 Each $1,500.00 $1,500.00

022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 60 ft $15.00 $900.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 0 ft $2.50 $0.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 217 ft $4.50 $976.50
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 0 Each $3,500.00 $0.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 105 ft $20.00 $2,100.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 217 ft $50.00 $10,850.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 896 cu yd $18.00 $16,128.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 417 Ton $22.00 $9,174.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 224 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 447 Ton $70.00 $31,290.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 3 Ton $770.00 $2,310.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 35 sq ft $23.00 $805.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk 0 sq ft $10.00 $0.00
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 0 sq ft $80.00 $0.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road 14451 sq yd $0.55 $7,948.05

Roadway Subtotal $189,609

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 555 ft $10.00 $5,550.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
#N/A Trench Drain 81 ft $200.00 $16,200.00

026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 172 ft $50.00 $8,600.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 1 Each $2,600.00 $2,600.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 0 ft $2,000.00 $0.00

Drainage Subtotal $33,950

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $700.00 $700 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     2      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013213



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 180+00 (END) = 227+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $700
Roadway and Drainage $222,530
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $223,230
Items not Estimated (20%) $44,646

Construction Subtotal $267,876

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $21,488 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $26,860 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $40,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $723
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $21,000 $22,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $40,000 $42,000

Construction $268,000 $283,000

C.E. $27,000 $28,000

Incentives $1,000 $1,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $2,000 $2,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $24,000 $25,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $383,000 TOTAL $403,000

TOTAL $383,000 TOTAL $403,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

Segment:     3      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 03 (STA 180+00 - 227+00)

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013214



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $28,000.00 $28,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $14,000.00 $14,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $2,800.00 $2,800.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 56 1000 gal $15.00 $840.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 423 cu yd $13.00 $5,499.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 536 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 1,027 Ton $16.00 $16,432.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd

#N/A Raise Water Valve 1 Each $400.00 $400.00
#N/A Relocate Hydrant 1 Each $3,000.00 $3,000.00
#N/A Relocate Utility Pedestal 0 Each $1,500.00 $0.00

022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 312 ft $2.50 $780.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier ft $4.50
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 2 Each $3,500.00 $7,000.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 510 ft $20.00 $10,200.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) ft $50.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 1,088 cu yd $18.00 $19,584.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 499 Ton $22.00 $10,978.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 268 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 567 Ton $70.00 $39,690.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 4 Ton $770.00 $3,080.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 239 sq ft $23.00 $5,497.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 616 ft $15.00 $9,240.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk 263 sq ft $10.00 $2,630.00
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 0 sq ft $80.00 $0.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road 0 sq yd $0.55 $0.00

Roadway Subtotal $180,350

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 1,018 ft $10.00 $10,180.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 0 Each $2,600.00 $0.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 16 ft $2,000.00 $32,000.00

Drainage Subtotal $42,180

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $700.00 $700 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     3      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 
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Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 227+00 (END) = 270+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $9,000
Roadway and Drainage $2,705,210
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $2,714,210
Items not Estimated (20%) $542,842

Construction Subtotal $3,257,052

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $260,685 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $325,856 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $20,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $1,511
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $261,000 $269,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $20,000 $21,000

Construction $3,257,000 $3,436,000

C.E. $326,000 $336,000

Incentives $2,000 $2,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $24,000 $25,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $295,000 $311,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $4,185,000 TOTAL $4,400,000

TOTAL $4,185,000 TOTAL $4,400,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Segment:     4      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 04 (STA 227+00 - 270+00)

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013216



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $355,000.00 $355,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $178,000.00 $178,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $36,000.00 $36,000.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 78 1000 gal $15.00 $1,170.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd $13.00 $0.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 1,149 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 2,201 Ton $16.00 $35,216.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd

#N/A Relocate Hydrant 0 Each $3,000.00 $0.00
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 657 ft $2.50 $1,642.50

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 138 ft $20.00 $2,760.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 2 Each $3,500.00 $7,000.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 611 ft $20.00 $12,220.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 4,896 cu yd $18.00 $88,128.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 1,070 Ton $22.00 $23,540.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 575 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 1,185 Ton $70.00 $82,950.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 7 Ton $770.00 $5,390.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 3 Ton $700.00 $2,100.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 0 sq ft $23.00 $0.00 Chevron Signs
027680040 4 inch Pavement Marking Epoxy - Yellow  Type 1 1,846 ft $0.70 $1,292.20
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 22807 sq ft $80.00 $1,824,560.00
027610035 Continuous Longitudinal Rumble Strip - Asphalt 0 ft $0.28 $0.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 21 Each $200.00 $4,200.00
02221001D Remove Building, Basement, and Foundation - Parcel #______0 Parcel $5,000.00 $0.00 Abandon Bldg Pioneer Fork
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 297 sq yd $1.25 $371.25
022210155 Obliterate Road 619 sq yd $0.55 $340.45

Roadway Subtotal $2,661,880

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 1,553 ft $10.00 $15,530.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 380 ft $50.00 $19,000.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 3 Each $2,600.00 $7,800.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 0 ft $2,000.00 $0.00

Drainage Subtotal $43,330

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $9,000.00 $9,000 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     4      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013217



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 270+00 (END) = 286+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $5,000
Roadway and Drainage $1,710,507
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $1,715,507
Items not Estimated (20%) $343,101

Construction Subtotal $2,058,608

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $164,689 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $205,861 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $0
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $165,000 $170,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $2,059,000 $2,172,000

C.E. $206,000 $212,000

Incentives $0 $0

Aesthetics 0.75% $15,000 $16,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $187,000 $197,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $2,632,000 TOTAL $2,767,000

TOTAL $2,632,000 TOTAL $2,767,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     5      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 05 (STA 270+00 - 286+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013218



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $200,000.00 $200,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $100,000.00 $100,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $20,000.00 $20,000.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 14 1000 gal $15.00 $210.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd $13.00 $0.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 207 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 396 Ton $16.00 $6,336.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd

#N/A Relocate Hydrant 1 Each $3,000.00 $3,000.00
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 364 ft $2.50 $910.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 1 Each $3,500.00 $3,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 415 cu yd $18.00 $7,470.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 192 Ton $22.00 $4,224.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 104 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 206 Ton $70.00 $14,420.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 2 Ton $770.00 $1,540.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 62 sq ft $23.00 $1,426.00 Chevron Signs
027680040 4 inch Pavement Marking Epoxy - Yellow  Type 1 1,846 ft $0.70 $1,292.20
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 82 ft $15.00 $1,230.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 16250 sq ft $80.00 $1,300,000.00 Pioneer Fork Sight Triangle
027610035 Continuous Longitudinal Rumble Strip - Asphalt 923 ft $0.28 $258.44
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
02221001D Remove Building, Basement, and Foundation - Parcel #______1 Parcel $5,000.00 $5,000.00 Abandon Bldg Pioneer Fork
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road sq yd $0.55

Roadway Subtotal $1,671,517

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 489 ft $10.00 $4,890.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 90 ft $50.00 $4,500.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 1 Each $2,600.00 $2,600.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 13 ft $2,000.00 $26,000.00

Drainage Subtotal $38,990

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $5,000.00 $5,000 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     5      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon
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Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 286+00 (END) = 310+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $1,200
Roadway and Drainage $358,929
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $360,129
Items not Estimated (20%) $72,026

Construction Subtotal $432,155

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $34,572 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $43,216 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $0
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $35,000 $36,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $432,000 $456,000

C.E. $43,000 $44,000

Incentives $0 $0

Aesthetics 0.75% $3,000 $3,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $39,000 $41,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $552,000 TOTAL $580,000

TOTAL $552,000 TOTAL $580,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     6      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 06 (STA 286+00 - 310+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013220



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $50,000.00 $50,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $25,000.00 $25,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $5,000.00 $5,000.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 13 1000 gal $15.00 $195.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd $13.00 $0.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 180 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 344 Ton $16.00 $5,504.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 338 ft $2.50 $845.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 511 ft $4.50 $2,299.50
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 1 Each $3,500.00 $3,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 338 ft $20.00 $6,760.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 511 ft $50.00 $25,550.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier0 Each $1,600.00 $0.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)0 Each $2,000.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 360 cu yd $18.00 $6,480.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 168 Ton $22.00 $3,696.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 90 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 180 Ton $70.00 $12,600.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 2 Ton $770.00 $1,540.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 133 sq ft $23.00 $3,059.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 2145 sq ft $80.00 $171,600.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 13 Each $200.00 $2,600.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road sq yd $0.55

Roadway Subtotal $326,929

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 0 ft $10.00 $0.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $70.00 $0.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 0 Each $2,600.00 $0.00

#N/A Extend Concrete Drainage Box Culvert (12' wide) 16 ft $2,000.00 $32,000.00

Drainage Subtotal $32,000

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $1,200.00 $1,200 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     6      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
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Rev. 7/31/2013221



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 310+00 (END) = 332+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $2,200
Roadway and Drainage $704,849
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $707,049
Items not Estimated (20%) $141,410

Construction Subtotal $848,459

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $67,940 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $84,925 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $20,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $791
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $68,000 $70,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $20,000 $21,000

Construction $848,000 $895,000

C.E. $85,000 $88,000

Incentives $1,000 $1,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $6,000 $6,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $77,000 $81,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $1,105,000 TOTAL $1,162,000

TOTAL $1,105,000 TOTAL $1,162,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     7      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 07 (STA 310+00 - 332+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 
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Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $85,000.00 $85,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $42,500.00 $42,500.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $8,500.00 $8,500.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 42 1000 gal $15.00 $630.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd $13.00 $0.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 620 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 1,189 Ton $16.00 $19,024.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 181 ft $15.00 $2,715.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 1,282 ft $2.50 $3,205.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 98 ft $4.50 $441.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 5 Each $3,500.00 $17,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 1,444 ft $20.00 $28,880.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 98 ft $50.00 $4,900.00
028440280 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Retaining Barrier5 Each $1,600.00 $8,000.00
028440290 Precast Concrete Constant Slope Barrier, 42 Inch, Sloped End Section (For Speeds< 40 MPH)1 Each $2,000.00 $2,000.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 3,521 cu yd $18.00 $63,378.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 578 Ton $22.00 $12,716.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 310 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 620 Ton $70.00 $43,400.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 4 Ton $770.00 $3,080.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 2 Ton $700.00 $1,400.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 0 sq ft $23.00 $0.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 4044 sq ft $80.00 $323,520.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road sq yd $0.55

Roadway Subtotal $671,289

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 369 ft $10.00 $3,690.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026130050 Culvert End Section 30 inch 1 Each $500.00 $500.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 168 ft $50.00 $8,400.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101390 30 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 181 ft $70.00 $12,670.00
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 3 Each $2,600.00 $7,800.00

Drainage Subtotal $33,560

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $2,200.00 $2,200 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     7      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 
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Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 332+00 (END) = 343+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $100
Roadway and Drainage $33,060
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $33,160
Items not Estimated (20%) $6,632

Construction Subtotal $39,792

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $3,183 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $3,979 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $0
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $3,000 $3,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $40,000 $42,000

C.E. $4,000 $4,000

Incentives $0 $0

Aesthetics 0.75% $0 $0

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $4,000 $4,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $51,000 TOTAL $53,000

TOTAL $51,000 TOTAL $53,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     8      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 08 (STA 332+00 - 343+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 
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Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $4,000.00 $4,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $2,000.00 $2,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $400.00 $400.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 6 1000 gal $15.00 $90.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd $13.00 $0.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 88 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 168 Ton $16.00 $2,688.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 0 ft $2.50 $0.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 0 ft $20.00 $0.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 0 Each $3,500.00 $0.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 564 ft $20.00 $11,280.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 176 cu yd $18.00 $3,168.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 82 Ton $22.00 $1,804.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 44 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 88 Ton $70.00 $6,160.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 1 Ton $770.00 $770.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 1 Ton $700.00 $700.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 0 sq ft $23.00 $0.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 0 ft $15.00 $0.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall sq ft $80.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 0 Each $200.00 $0.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road sq yd $0.55

Roadway Subtotal $33,060

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 0 ft $10.00 $0.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 0 Each $500.00 $0.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 0 Each $500.00 $0.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101391 36 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 0 Each $2,600.00 $0.00

Drainage Subtotal $0

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $100.00 $100 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     8      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon
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Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 343+00 (END) = 410+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $3,500
Roadway and Drainage $1,131,737
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $1,135,237
Items not Estimated (20%) $227,047

Construction Subtotal $1,362,284

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $109,304 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $136,630 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $100,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $4,012
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $109,000 $112,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $100,000 $106,000

Construction $1,362,000 $1,437,000

C.E. $137,000 $141,000

Incentives $4,000 $4,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $10,000 $11,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $123,000 $130,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $1,845,000 TOTAL $1,941,000

TOTAL $1,845,000 TOTAL $1,941,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

Segment:     9      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 9 (STA 343+00 - 410+00)

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 
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Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $140,000.00 $140,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $70,000.00 $70,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $14,000.00 $14,000.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 373 1000 gal $15.00 $5,595.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 3,550 cu yd $13.00 $46,150.00
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 3,150 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 6,038 Ton $16.00 $96,608.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210095 Remove Pipe Culvert 55 ft $15.00 $825.00
022210035 Remove Diversion Box 1 Each $500.00 $500.00
022210075 Remove Guardrail 1,448 ft $2.50 $3,620.00

#N/A Remove Modular Block Retaining Wall 163 ft $20.00 $3,260.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 11 Each $3,500.00 $38,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 2,376 ft $20.00 $47,520.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 299 ft $50.00 $14,950.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 6,300 cu yd $18.00 $113,400.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 2,934 Ton $22.00 $64,548.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 1,575 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 3,147 Ton $70.00 $220,290.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 19 Ton $770.00 $14,630.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 6 Ton $700.00 $4,200.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 170 sq ft $23.00 $3,910.00 Chevron Signs
027710035 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type M1 1,820 ft $15.00 $27,300.00
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton

#N/A Retaining Wall 2,074 sq ft $80.00 $165,920.00
029380010 Tree Pruning 59 Each $200.00 $11,800.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 0 sq yd $1.25 $0.00
022210155 Obliterate Road 74 sq yd $0.55 $40.52

Roadway Subtotal $1,107,567

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd $50.00
023180010 Small Ditch Excavation (Plan Quantity) 147 ft $10.00 $1,470.00
026130030 Culvert End Section 18 inch 2 Each $500.00 $1,000.00

#N/A Riprap Outlet Pad (Riprap a& Geotextile) 2 Each $500.00 $1,000.00
026220050 Underdrain 6 Inch 52 ft $50.00 $2,600.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth 154 ft $50.00 $7,700.00
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101391 36 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 4 Each $2,600.00 $10,400.00

Drainage Subtotal $24,170

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $3,500.00 $3,500 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     9      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013227



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 410+00 (END) = 500+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $3,000
Roadway and Drainage $901,275
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $904,275
Items not Estimated (20%) $180,855

Construction Subtotal $1,085,130

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $87,475 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $109,343 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $8,303
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $87,000 $90,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $1,085,000 $1,145,000

C.E. $109,000 $112,000

Incentives $8,000 $8,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $8,000 $8,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $98,000 $103,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $1,395,000 TOTAL $1,466,000

TOTAL $1,395,000 TOTAL $1,466,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Segment:     10      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 10 (STA 410+00 - 500+00)

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013228



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $120,000.00 $120,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $60,000.00 $60,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $12,000.00 $12,000.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 0 1000 gal $15.00 $0.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 0 Ton $16.00 $0.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210075 Remove Guardrail 2,324 ft $2.50 $5,810.00
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 9 Each $3,500.00 $31,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 1,870 ft $20.00 $37,400.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 3,260 cu yd $18.00 $58,680.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 0 Ton $22.00 $0.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 6,512 Ton $70.00 $455,840.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 0 Ton $770.00 $0.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 15 Ton $700.00 $10,500.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 918 sq ft $23.00 $21,114.00 Chevron Signs
027710025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 ft
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton
027860020 Asphalt Binder PG 64-34 0 Ton OGSC Binder
029380010 Tree Pruning 13 Each $200.00 $2,600.00
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 39,112 sq yd $1.25 $48,890.00

Roadway Subtotal $864,334

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap 405 cu yd $50.00 $20,250.00
020750020 Geotextiles - Erosion Control 607 sq yd $3.00 $1,821.00
023180020 Surface Ditch 1,487 ft $10.00 $14,870.00
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101391 36 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 Each

Drainage Subtotal $36,941

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $3,000.00 $3,000 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     10      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013229



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 500+00 (END) = 545+00
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $2,000
Roadway and Drainage $633,857
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $635,857
Items not Estimated (20%) $127,171

Construction Subtotal $763,028

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $61,404 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $76,755 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $4,519
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $61,000 $63,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $763,000 $805,000

C.E. $77,000 $79,000

Incentives $5,000 $5,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $6,000 $6,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $69,000 $73,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $981,000 TOTAL $1,031,000

TOTAL $981,000 TOTAL $1,031,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     11      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 11 (STA 500+00 - 545+00)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013230



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $78,000.00 $78,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $39,000.00 $39,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $7,800.00 $7,800.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 87 1000 gal $15.00 $1,305.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 1,275 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 2,444 Ton $16.00 $39,104.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 0 ft $4.50 $0.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 4 Each $3,500.00 $14,000.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 3,888 ft $20.00 $77,760.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 0 ft $50.00 $0.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 3,687 cu yd $18.00 $66,366.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 1,188 Ton $22.00 $26,136.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 638 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 3,544 Ton $70.00 $248,080.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 8 Ton $770.00 $6,160.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 8 Ton $700.00 $5,600.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 326 sq ft $23.00 $7,498.00 Chevron Signs
027710025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 ft
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton
027860020 Asphalt Binder PG 64-34 0 Ton OGSC Binder
028220030 Right-of-Way Fence, Type D (Metal Post) ft
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 13,638 sq yd $1.25 $17,047.50

Roadway Subtotal $633,857

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101391 36 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 Each

Drainage Subtotal $0

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $2,000.00 $2,000 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     11      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013231



Prepared By: BJK Date 2/15/2016  

Proposed Project Scope:

Approximate Route Reference Mile Post (BEGIN) = 545+00 (END) = 579+86
Project Length = #VALUE! miles #VALUE!

Current FY Year (July-June) = 2015
Assumed Construction FY Year = 2016

Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.06 1 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 3.0%

Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 2.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 20.0%

Preliminary Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 8.0%
Construction Engineering (% of Construction + Incentives) = 10.0%

Construction Items Cost Remarks

Pulic Information Services $1,800
Roadway and Drainage $628,869
Traffic and Safety $0
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
ITS $0

Subtotal $630,669
Items not Estimated (20%) $126,134

Construction Subtotal $756,803

P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $60,885 8%

C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $76,106 10%
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $0
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $0
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $4,259
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0

Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505)

P.E. $61,000 $63,000

Right of Way $0 $0

Utilities $0 $0

Construction $757,000 $799,000

C.E. $76,000 $78,000

Incentives $4,000 $4,000

Aesthetics 0.75% $6,000 $6,000

Change Order Contingency 9.00% $69,000 $73,000

SLCO Oversight $0 $0

Miscellaneous $0 $0

TOTAL $973,000 TOTAL $1,023,000

TOTAL $973,000 TOTAL $1,023,000

1 8

2 9

3 10

4 11

5 12

6 13

7 14

Segment:     12      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

Cost Estimate - Concept Level

2015 2016

Emigration Canyon Segment 12 (STA 545+00 - 579+86)

PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST

Project Assumptions/Risks

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013232



Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Roadway
012850010 Mobilization 1 Lump $74,000.00 $74,000.00 Usually 7-10% of construction
015540005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $37,000.00 $37,000.00 Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 Lump $7,400.00 $7,400.00 Usually 1% of construction
015720020 Dust Control and Watering 99 1000 gal $15.00 $1,485.00
020560005 Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
020560010 Borrow 0 Ton
020560015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 1,466 cu yd
020560020 Granular Borrow 2,811 Ton $16.00 $44,976.00
020560025 Granular Backfill Borrow (Plan Quantity) 0 cu yd
022210170 Remove Precast Concrete Barrier 390 ft $4.50 $1,755.00
028430035 Crash Cushion Type G 3 Each $3,500.00 $10,500.00
028410086 W-Beam Guardrail 72 inch Wood Post 2,960 ft $20.00 $59,200.00
028440010 Precast Concrete Barrier - 32 Inch (New Jersey Shape) 403 ft $50.00 $20,150.00
023160020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 3,871 cu yd $18.00 $69,678.00
027120010 Lean Concrete Base Course, 4 inch thick 0 sq yd
027210010 Untreated Base Course 1,366 Ton $22.00 $30,052.00
027210020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 733 cu yd
027350010 Micro-Surfacing 0 sq yd
02737001* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type A sq yd
02737002* Asphalt Pavement Soft Spot Repair - Type B sq yd
027410060 HMA - 3/4 Inch 3,340 Ton $70.00 $233,800.00
027480010 Liquid Asphalt MC-70 or MC-250 9 Ton $770.00 $6,930.00 Prime Coat
027480040 Emulsified Asphalt CSS-1 6 Ton $700.00 $4,200.00 Tack Coat
028910020 Sign, Type A-1 594 sq ft $23.00 $13,662.00 Chevron Signs
027710025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 ft
027760010 Concrete Sidewalk sq ft
027850020 Chip Seal Coat, Type II 0 sq yd
027850060 Emulsified Asphalt LMCRS-2 0 Ton Chip Seal Emulsion
027850075 Emulsified Asphalt HFMS-2P 0 Ton Flush Coat
027860010 Open Graded Surface Course 0 Ton
027860020 Asphalt Binder PG 64-34 0 Ton OGSC Binder
028220030 Right-of-Way Fence, Type D (Metal Post) ft
029610020 Rotomilling - 1 Inch 11,265 sq yd $1.25 $14,081.25

Roadway Subtotal $628,869

Drainage
023730010 Loose Riprap cu yd
026101386 18 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101388 24 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026101391 36 Inch Irrigation/Storm Drain, Class C, smooth ft
026330130 Concrete Drainage Structure 5 ft to 7 ft deep - CB 9 Each

Drainage Subtotal $0

PI
013150010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $1,800.00 $1,800 Usually 0.25% of construction

Roadway and Drainage
Segment:     12      PROJECT NAME: Emigration Canyon

2/15/2016 Page 1 of 1
Concept Level Est Form 

Rev. 7/31/2013233
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2180 South, 1300 East, Suite 220 Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 (801) 463-7600 Fax (801) 486-4638
www.fehrandpeers.com

Emigration Canyon Transportation & Roadway Improvement Study

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: H.G. Kuntzer, Lochner

Date: June, 2015

From: Fehr & Peers

Subject: Emigration Canyon Transportation & Roadway Improvement Study UT14-1048

This memorandum summarizes data collected for the Emigration Canyon Transportation & Roadway

Improvement Study. Roadway data counts were collected during the fall of 2014 and the summer of 2015.

Crash and accident rates were obtained from the Unified Police Department.

Data Collection 1: Lower Canyon Traffic Data

Continuous two-way vehicle counts were collected over a four day period from August 30 - September 2,

2014 (Saturday to Tuesday). This period includes a holiday weekend (Labor Day) and a typical weekday.

The weather during the observation period was generally dry and sunny, with typical late-summer

temperatures, suggesting that activity in the canyon was not suppressed by poor weather conditions.

Automated vehicle counters were placed in the lower canyon ½-mile up-canyon from Rotary Glen Park;

this location represents the highest vehicle activity area since traffic volumes are known to dissipate

farther up-canyon in residential areas.

Figure 1 summarizes the daily vehicle traffic according to date. During the observation period the highest

traffic occurred on Labor Day (5,200 vehicles). Traffic volumes on the other days were consistently

between 4,200-4,400 vehicles. Other observations worth noting:

 Weekday traffic reflects typical commute patterns. Down canyon travel peaks 7:00-8:00 AM (244

veh./hr) as residents drive to work, and up canyon travel peaks 5:00-6:00 PM (265 veh./hr) as

workers return home. It is noted that the period from 4:00-7:00 PM is the busiest three-hour

period of the day (1,020 veh, two-way) and represents about 25% of the total daily traffic.
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Emigration Canyon Transportation & Roadway Improvement Study

September 2015

2 of 15 UT14-1048

 Weekend and holiday traffic peaks between roughly 10:00 AM – 4:00 PM, representing 50-60% of

total daily traffic. During this period, directional travel is fairly balanced in both directions.

Figure 1: Total Daily Traffic in Lower Emigration Canyon

Figure 2 summarizes vehicle speeds collected in conjunction with the counts. The mean speed in both

directions was observed as 42-43 miles per hour (MPH), and the 85th percentile speed was 45-46 MPH.

The 85th percentile speed is the speed at or below which 85% of all vehicles are observed to travel under

free flow conditions – in other words, most vehicles do not exceed this speed. Results of the speed profile

analysis indicate the 85th percentile speed was almost exactly the posted speed limit (45 MPH),

suggesting the speed limit is appropriate for this portion of the canyon.
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3 of 15 UT14-1048

Figure 2: Directional Traffic Speed in Lower Emigration Canyon

Data Collection 2: Lower/Mid/Upper Canyon Data and Active Transportation Counts

Vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian counts were conducted at lower, mid, and upper canyon locations on

Tuesday June 2nd and Saturday June 6th. This period was chosen to represent a typical weekend day and

weekday. The weather during the observation periods was dry and sunny, with slightly below average

temperatures, suggesting that activity in the canyon was not suppressed by poor weather conditions.

These counts were undertaken to quantify different user type volumes, as well as volumes throughout

Emigration Canyon. The two-directional vehicle volume for lower canyon weekend day was 4,363. This is

consistent with the pervious data collection period.

Figures 3 and 4 summarize the daily vehicle traffic for a weekend day and weekday, respectively, at the

three Emigration Canyon count locations. These counts show a significant decrease of vehicle volume as

you move up the canyon. Up canyon and down canyon volumes are fairly consistent, except for a 20%

increase in up canyon travel for upper Emigration Canyon.
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Figure 3: Total Daily Vehicle Traffic by Location in Emigration Canyon – Weekend Day

Figure 4: Total Daily Vehicle Traffic by Location in Emigration Canyon – Weekday
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Figures 5 and 6 summarize the daily bicycle volumes for a weekend day and weekday, respectively, at the

three Emigration Canyon count locations. These counts show a slight decrease of bicycle vehicle volume

as you move up the canyon. Weekend day up canyon and down canyon volumes are consistent.

Weekday up canyon volumes are consistent with 50 riders more than down canyon volumes. This could

be attributed to cyclists returning after the traffic count was completed (6:00 PM) or going over the top of

Little Mountain into East Canyon.

Figure 5: Total Daily Bicycle Volumes by Location in Emigration Canyon – Weekend Day
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Figure 6: Total Daily Bicycle Volumes by Location in Emigration Canyon – Weekday

Figures 7 and 8 summarize the daily weekend day and weekday traffic for vehicle, bike and pedestrian

counts. During both days, the vehicular traffic steady declines as you travel up Emigration Canyon, while

bicycle and pedestrian traffic remain consistent throughout the canyon.
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Figure 7: Total Daily Veh-Bike-Ped Traffic Within Emigration Canyon – Weekend Day

Figure 8: Total Daily Veh-Bike-Ped Traffic Within Emigration Canyon – Weekday
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Figure 9, 10 and 11 detail the weekend day hourly vehicle and bicycle volumes at the lower, mid, and

upper sections of Emigration Canyon. In all three locations vehicle volumes increase till 3:00 PM and then

there is a slight decline. Bicycle volumes peak and 9:00 AM and the decrease throughout the day. In the

mid and upper canyon locations bicycle volume surpasses vehicle volume. This difference is greatest at

9:00 AM at the upper canyon location, where there were 75 more bicycles than vehicles.

Figure 9: Weekend Day Hourly Counts – Lower Emigration Canyon
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Figure 10: Weekend Day Hourly Counts – Mid Emigration Canyon

Figure 11: Weekend Day Hourly Counts – Upper Emigration Canyon
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Emigration Canyon Transportation & Roadway Improvement Study
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Figure 12, 13 and 14 detail the weekday hourly vehicle and bicycle volumes at the lower, mid, and upper

sections of Emigration Canyon. In all three locations vehicle volumes demonstrate the typical traffic

patterns, with volumes peaking during commuter periods. Consistent with the 2014 counts, the traffic

peaks at 5:00 PM as workers return home. Unlike the weekend day counts, bicycle volumes start rising at

4:00 PM and peak at 6:00 PM. This pattern suggests after work recreationalists. In the upper canyon

location bicycle volumes surpasses vehicle volumes at 6:00 PM.

Figure 12: Lower Emigration
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Figure 13: Mid Emigration

Figure 14: Upper Emigration
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Crash History

An analysis of reported incidents was conducted to determine the frequency of collisions, with particular

attention to those incidents involving cyclists and pedestrians.

TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF COLLISION HISTORY BY YEAR

Year
Total Number of

Reported Incidents

Cyclists or

Pedestrians Involved

2010 16 NA

2011 16 1 auto vs. bike

2012 14 1 bike vs. bike

2013 17 3 auto vs. bike

2014 13
1 auto vs. bike

1 auto vs. ped

Total

(2010-2014)
76

5 auto vs. bike

1 bike vs. bike

1 auto vs. ped

Source: Unified Police Department of Greater Salt Lake, summarized

by Fehr & Peers, 2015.

TABLE 2 SUMMARY OF COLLISION HISTORY (2010-2014)

Collision Type
Number of

Reported Accidents
Percent of Total

Departed Roadway* 41 53.9%

Mult. Vehicle Collision 11 14.5%

Hit Deer 7 9.2%

Hit Parked Car (property damage only) 7 9.2%

Auto vs. Bike 5 6.5%

Road Debris 3 3.9%

Auto vs. Pedestrian 1 1.3%

Bike vs. Bike 1 1.3%

*Four “departed roadway” incidents involved deer.

Source: Unified Police Department of Greater Salt Lake, summarized by Fehr & Peers, 2015.
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The following page depicts a heat map detailing crash and accident locations within Emigration Canyon.

Locations with the highest amount traffic incidents are indicated with red or orange coloring. Areas that

are high accident locations and also have had bicycle and/or pedestrian accidents include:

 Ruth’s Diner driveway

 Mary Field Dr.

 Blacksmith Hollow

 Upper Emigration Canyon, from Bingham Fork to the Pinecrest intersection
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TABLE 3 DESCRIPTION OF BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN RELATED ACCIDENTS

October 18, 2011 (approx. 6:30 PM)- Eastbound driver made left-hand turn into residential drive,

turning in front of single cyclist traveling downhill. The cyclist was unable to stop and struck the

passenger side front bumper of the vehicle, sustaining injuries when she made contact with the

road.

May 5, 2012 (approx. 11:00 AM)– Two cyclists travelling westbound (downhill) collided after one of

the cyclists made a u-turn from the right side of the road, resulting in a “t-bone” collision. The

cyclists who initiated the u-turn was cited for improper maneuver (u-turn across a double yellow

line). One of the cyclists was transported to the hospital.

June 1, 2013 (approx. 12:30 PM) – Eastbound driver attempted to make a u-turn on a segment of

the canyon road with limited visibility (double yellow line). Westbound cyclist struck the rear

passenger door of the vehicle and was transported to the hospital. The cyclist was not wearing a

helmet.

May 11, 2013 (approx. 11:30 AM) - Eastbound driver lost control of vehicle and hit cyclists riding in

bike lane from behind, propelling cyclists down embankment. The cyclist was transported to the

hospital.

November 13, 2013 (approx. 6:00 PM) – Westbound driver lost control of vehicle, over-corrected,

and struck a cyclist riding in the shoulder of the eastbound travel lane. The cyclist was transported

to the hospital.

October 2, 2014 (approx. 5:00 AM) – Westbound drive struck two joggers from behind. Joggers

were traveling westbound on the road shoulder and wearing reflective clothing. Both pedestrians

were taken to the hospital, and the driver who left the scene was later apprehended and cited for

driving under the influence.

March 8, 2014 (approx. 5:00 PM) – Westbound cyclists was sideswiped by a westbound vehicle that

continued on after the cyclist was knocked to the ground. The cyclist was transported to the

hospital.

No reported bike-related accidents in 2010.
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Appendix F 
Regional Economic Development Conditions 

Key Terms used in this section 
Location Quotient - Measures the concentration of a sector in the local geography compared to a larger 

reference geography. LQ < 1 = local concentration is smaller than reference; LQ 1 = local concentration is 

same as reference; LQ > 1 = local concentration exceeds reference. 

Shift Share - Reveals how much of industry growth in an area can be attributed to regional trends and 

how much can be attributed to local advantages (broken into national growth effect, industrial mix 

effect, and regional competitive effect). 

Vacancy Rate - The percentage of total units of real estate that are unoccupied. Decreases in vacancy 

rates represent increased demand for a type of real estate, while increases in vacancy rates indicate 

decreased demand. 

Net Absorption - The net change in occupied real estate, accounting for space vacated and newly 

constructed space occupied (measured in square footage).  

Location Quotient and Shift Share 
Location quotient and shift share can be analyzed together to help communities understand their 

competitive advantage in a particular industry as well as local and national trends in the prominence of 

that industry over time. For the purposes of this study, changes in county employment by industry 

between the years 2018 and 2019 were analyzed in comparison to national changes to identify 

emerging, growing, transforming, and declining industries in Salt Lake County (see Figure X). 

Figure X: Emerging, Growing, Declining, and Transforming Industries in Salt Lake County (2018-2019). 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Employment and Wages (2018 Q1, 2019 Q1). 
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Explaining the four quadrants: 

Emerging: Emerging industries are those that have a high local effect (shift share) but a low local 

concentration (location quotient). These industries have potential to move into the ‘growing’ category 

as employment increases in Salt Lake County relative to the referent geography (United States). 

Growing: Growing industries have a high local effect and high location quotient. Salt Lake County has a 

competitive advantage in these industries, and the number of people employed in the industries is 

expected to continue growing. 

Declining: Declining industries have a low location quotient and low local effect. These industries 

employ few Salt Lake County residents and any change in employment is largely consistent with national 

trends. 

Transforming: Transforming industries have a high local concentration and low local effect. Although 

employment in these industries in Salt Lake County may be high compared to national employment, 

these industries are still largely on the decline.  

Interpretation: 

Emerging industries and growing industries offer the most potential for future economic development 

activities. Emerging industries may need an extra boost if the county is to create a local concentration, 

but the outlook for these industries is promising. Growing industries are already strong, but economic 

development policies should seek ways to maintain and enhance existing businesses that are included in 

and/or support these industries. 

In Salt Lake County, the most prominent emerging industries are Retail Trade, Accommodation and Food 

Services, Manufacturing, and other services. These industries demand commercial real estate, namely 

retail spaces and some industrial space to serve manufacturing needs. 

Growing industries include Professional and Technical Services, Transportation and Warehousing, 

Wholesale Trade, and Education Services. These industries relate to office and industrial real estate, and 

may indicate growing demand for flex industrial spaces, a mix of office, warehouse, and showroom uses 

within one building. 

Market Real Estate Reports 
A review of recent market real estate trends in Northern Utah supplements location quotient and shift 

share data. In general, real estate of all types is in high demand in Northern Utah. Population growth has 

fueled the need for new products, services, and businesses. Retail real estate has the best outlook, with 

a low vacancy rate expected to keep declining. Office real estate is also being quickly absorbed. 

Traditional industrial real estate is showing signs of market saturation, but flex spaces have a low 

vacancy rate and few such spaces are currently under construction. 
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Retail - While many consumer sales are moving online, recent retail growth has been in restaurants, 

entertainment, grocery, specialty shops, and automotive (NAS 2019). Vacancy rates in retail real estate 

are decreasing, leading to higher lease rates. In 2019, the retail vacancy rate for Northern Utah was 4.2% 

(ibid). The vacancy rate is even lower for the southern Salt Lake Valley, at 3.4% (ibid). Past strip mall 

models have fallen out of favor with many consumers, and retail redevelopment has focused on new 

town centers, walkable outdoor shopping plazas, and themed commerce plazas. 

Office – Office vacancy rates also decreased but remain at around 6% in Northern Utah and a little lower 

in the Southern Salt Lake Valley (NAS 2019). New construction in the last three years has been almost 

entirely absorbed by the market (high net absorption), but the greatest demand for office real estate is 

concentrated in the Silicon Slopes area (ibid).   

Industrial – Vacancy rates for industrial real estate are low (4%) but increasing in Northern Utah (NAS 

2019). The square footage of industrial space that was under construction in 2019 exceeded the total 

square footage absorbed in 2018, indicating that supply may be keeping pace or soon exceeding 

demand (ibid). However, vacancy rates for flex industrial spaces are lower (3.3%) than for traditional 

industrial real estate and few flex spaces have been constructed in Northern Utah in the past year.  
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Located just a few minutes from the heart of 
the Salt Lake Valley, Emigration Canyon is 
easily accessible, yet worlds apart from the 
urban valley below. The canyon is home to a 
substantial and growing residential 
population, attracted to the natural canyon 
environment. Existing trails provide physical 
access to the surrounding natural areas, 
most of which are located on public land. 
Unfortunately, the trails are not well 
connected and tend to be in marginal 
condition, having evolved over time with little 
overall planning.  
 
Many county citizens believe that an 
organized trail system in Emigration Canyon would be a community asset. Instead of the 
plethora of poorly connected trails and controversial alignments currently found in the canyon, 
an organized system of trails would help avoid future conflict and direct limited resources toward 
the establishment, maintenance and improvement of desired trail features. 

Emigration Canyon is considered by many to 
be the main Salt Lake County link between 
the Bonneville Shoreline Trail and trails of 
national historic significance to the east. 
These include the Great Western Trail, the 
Donner Reed Trail, the Pony Express Trail, 
and the Mormon Pioneer Trail. 

A Trails and Trails Access component was 

adopted as part of the Emigration Canyon 

General Plan (1999). With both development 

and trail use increasing in the canyon since 

then, conflicts have emerged, pointing to the 

need for a new plan. 
 
A lengthy and involved public process was utilized in the preparation of this plan. Despite efforts 
to obtain consensus in the canyon, there remains disagreement on some key trail issues and 
alignments. In light of the lack of agreement, the planning consultants have merged ideas 
expressed by the public with sound planning principles to create this Master Plan. 
 
1.1 Purpose of the Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan 
 
The intent of the Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan is to identify a preferred trail system for 
Emigration Canyon. The Plan provides a framework for organizing trails and trail facilities in and 
through Emigration Canyon. The resulting trails system is intended to be logical and to provide 
good connectivity with the regional trail system beyond Emigration Canyon.  
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The Plan is intended to guide actions by canyon residents, trail users, property owners, 
governmental agencies, and decision makers about the location of trails in Emigration Canyon. 
The Plan documents and analyzes existing trail conditions, identifies significant trail issues, 
identifies a preferred trail system, and recommends principles and standards for trail and trail 
facilities development. A preliminary opinion of probable costs is included. 
  
Once adopted, the Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan will become a supplement to the 
existing Emigration Canyon Township Recreational Trails Access Plan, which was adopted as 
part of the Emigration Canyon General Plan (1999).  
 
1.2 Planning Goals and Objectives 
Providing good trail connections within the canyon and at least one regional trail link through the 
canyon are the primary goals of the plan. Specific objectives include improving local access to 
trails and facilities, improving connectivity between the various trails, avoiding conflicts with 
private land whenever possible, and locating alignments on public land wherever possible. 
 
 
CHAPTER 2 PLANNING PROCESS  
 
2.1 A Community-based Planning Process 
A team of planning consultants working for Salt Lake County prepared the Emigration Canyon 
Trails Master Plan. Efforts were coordinated and managed by the Salt Lake County Parks and 
Recreation Department, in cooperation with the Emigration Canyon Community Council.   
 
Public involvement was intentionally focused on local canyon residents and the Emigration 
Canyon Community from the outset. As the process unfolded and a planning direction emerged, 
input was solicited from the broader community.  
   
2.1.1 Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan Advisory Committee 
This Plan was prepared with the participation and input of the Emigration Canyon Trails 
Advisory Committee. The group was organized to provide balanced representation and 
viewpoints of Emigration Canyon residents, trails advocates, neighborhood groups and key 
agencies dealing with trail-related issues. More specifically, the Advisory Committee included 
representatives of the following: 
 

• Emigration Canyon Neighborhoods  

• Emigration Canyon Community Council  

• Emigration Canyon Planning Commission 

• Friends of Emigration Canyon Trails and Open Space  

• Emigration Oaks Property Owners Association  

• Salt Lake County Planning Department  

• Salt Lake County Unified Fire Services 

• Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office  

• Salt Lake City Division of Public Utilities - Watershed 

• Utah State Department of Wildlife Resources 

• U.S. Forest Service  

 

The group met regularly and often from August 2004 through July 2005. Summary notes from 
the eight Advisory Committee meetings are contained in Appendix A. 
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In order to keep efforts on track and start the process with general agreement of the intent of the 
planning process, the following statement was adopted as the group vision: 

 
“To create a Trails Master Plan for Emigration Canyon that preserves and 
secures access to multiple-use, non-motorized trails and open space in 
Emigration Canyon for the purposes of recreation, community 
enhancement, and increased fire protection. The master plan should 
promote the creation of a well-designed and interconnected trail system 
that serves the Emigration Canyon community and neighborhoods, while 
minimizing impacts to existing neighborhoods, private properties and the 
natural environment.” 

 
2.1.2 Public Meetings and Presentations 
A Public Open House was held at Camp Kostopulos on the evening of October 12, 2004. 
Summary notes from the meeting are found in Appendix B. The purpose of the meeting was to 
share existing information regarding trails, and provide an opportunity for members of the public 
to ask questions and give input as the plan was developed. Some of the key issues which 
emerged include the following: 
 
• Keep public parking and trailheads away from private property and residential areas.  
• Provide a continuous trail on the south side of the canyon.  
• Keep public trails and access points away from Emigration Oaks subdivision. 
• General support for trails and trails access.  
• No trails in or around Charlie’s Canyon. 
• No trails in or around Secret Canyon. 
• Restore and convert Kilyon’s Canyon into a hiking-only trail. 
• Need to control dogs on trails and in backcountry areas. 
• Concern for critical winter range for elk, moose and deer on the upper ridges of the canyon. 
• Develop multi-use rim trails on both sides of canyon for hiking, biking, horse riding. 
• Control “gonzo” mountain bike riders. 
• Separate mountain bike trails from hiking trails. 
• Concern that trails increase fire hazards  
• Improve trails to provide firebreaks and increase backcountry access for fire fighting efforts. 
• Protect important watershed lands and water quality, as they are critical for wildlife and 

people. 
 
A second Public Open House and Presentation was made on May 9, 2005. Summary notes 
from the meeting are found in Appendix B. The purpose of the meeting was to review alternative 
trail ideas summarized on a single map (see Appendix C for a copy of the Alternative Trails map 
that was presented that evening). The meeting was held at the Salt Lake County Complex, and 
focused on obtaining input from both canyon residents and the general public. The meeting 
began with a presentation of the trail alternatives, and was concluded with an Open House 
meeting for members of the public to review details, ask questions and provide comment. A 
lengthy public comment period followed the meeting, resulting in substantial public input. 
Comments were generally supportive of the Alternative Trails Map and planning process, 
although there was significant opposition to some trail ideas by certain canyon residents. Some 
of the key issues which emerged follow: 
 
• Maintain and obtain public access to trails located on public land. 
• Re-establish and maintain public trail connection from Burr Fork to Lookout Peak. 

263



Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan  page 4 Adopted March 13, 2007 
  

• Provide a trail across public land between Burr Fork and the top of Kilyon’s Canyon 
(Charlie’s Canyon Area). 

• Establish the North Mid-slope Trail Alignment (Map C1, Trail R3) as the primary Emigration 
Canyon trail. 

• Do not close Kilyon’s Canyon to mountain bikes without providing a reasonable alternative 
loop trail (Secret Canyon loop would be OK). 

• Secure and rehabilitate existing trails in the canyon. 
• Establish a trail on the south side of the canyon as a complement to R3 Trail Alignment on 

the north side of the canyon. 
• Provide a regional trail link from the bottom of the canyon to Little Mountain Trailhead and 

beyond. 
• Maintain equestrian access and trailer parking, especially from Little Mountain Summit 

Trailhead. 
• Eliminate the north slope ridgeline trail alignment (R4) - too sensitive/ threatens Red Butte 

Research Natural Area (RNA). 
• Increased trail activity will increase fire hazard. 
• Establish ridge trails on both sides of the canyon as a long-term goal. 
• Provide a mid-canyon link from the Main Road to the North Mid-slope Trail Alignment (R3) - 

reduces trail length, discourages shortcuts through private property. 
• Convert Kilyon’s Canyon to a hiking-only trail/ place barrier at the top and bottom of the 

canyon to prevent biking. 
• Increased trail activity will increase hunter activity/ conflicts with residents. 
 
2.1.3 Plan Adoption Process 
Numerous meetings and discussions were held between November 2005 and March 13, 2007 
when the plan was adopted. The following is a summary of key events leading to plan adoption.  
 
• November 3, 2005 – Draft Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan is presented to the 

Emigration Township Planning Commission for recommendation of approval. Discussion 
continued. 

• December 1, 2005 – Emigration Township Planning Commission continues discussion of 
the plan and allow for additional public comment. 

• January 5, 2006 – Emigration Township Planning Commission makes a motion 
recommending modifications to the Draft Trails Master Plan (see Appendix D for a copy of 
the Preferred Trail Alignment – Emigration Township Planning Commission 
Recommendations Map). 

• February 2, 2006 – Emigration Township Planning Commission meets for their regularly 
scheduled meeting to formalize recommendations to be submitted to the County Council. 

• May 19, 2006 – Formal recommendation letter is forwarded from Emigration Township 
Planning Commission to the Salt Lake County Mayor. 

• June 27, 2006 – Draft Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan and recommendations from the 
Emigration Township Planning Commission are presented in the Salt Lake County Council 
meeting for public comment. 

• August 1, 2006 – Salt Lake County Parks and Recreation Department submits a letter 
responding to a request made by the Salt Lake County Council for their view on the 
Emigration Township Planning Commission  recommendations (see Appendix D for a copy 
of the corresponding recommended modifications – Proposed Trail Alignment Revised 
August 2, 2006 Map). 

• September 19, 2006 – In a Community Services meeting, the Parks and Recreation 
Department letter is discussed. 
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• March 13, 2007 – Salt Lake County Council of the Whole make motion to adopt the 
Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan. 

• March 13, 2007 – Salt Lake County Council adopts the Emigration Canyon Trails Master 
Plan 

 
2.2 Documentation of Existing Conditions  
 
Existing plans and documents served as the 
primary sources for documenting existing 
conditions relevant to trails in the canyon1. 
These were reviewed and information 
updated as necessary, relying primarily on 
field verification and input from relevant 
agencies, Salt Lake County authorities and 
members of the Steering Committee.  
 
A Base Map was prepared at the beginning 
of the process, utilizing digital data from the 
Salt Lake County Planning and Development 
Department, with additional input from a 
database prepared by Salt Lake City Public 
Utilities – GIS Division (see Map 1). Land Ownership data was then updated and mapped 
utilizing ownership data from the Salt Lake County Recorder’s and Assessor’s Offices (see Map 
2). Existing Trails and Trail Facilities were compiled, mapped and field-checked, utilizing 
digital data compiled by the Salt Lake County Planning and Development Services Department, 
and augmented by data from Salt Lake City Public Utilities – GIS Division (see Map 3). 
 
An initial field trip was undertaken in September 2004, which members of the Advisory 
Committee were invited to attend.  Existing trails and trailheads were visited, sites of known trail 
conflict reviewed, potential trail opportunities noted, and photographs taken. Additional field trips 
were carried out during the intervening months, in part to further help the planning team become 
familiar with the area and the various trails issues, and partly to answer site-specific questions 
as they emerged.   
 
The following is a summary of existing information relevant to trails and trail planning in 
Emigration Canyon. 
 
2.2.1 Historic and Regional Setting 
Emigration Canyon is located northeast of Salt Lake City. The canyon was the initial route of 
Mormon Pioneers entering the Salt Lake Valley in 1847, and received its name as a result of 
that event. The entire canyon is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and is home 
to the Last Camp Site of the first Mormon Pioneers, which is located approximately 5.5 miles up 
the canyon near the Sun and Moon Cafe (formerly known as Crompton’s). 
 
Early pioneer activities in the canyon consisted primarily of ranching and limited farming 
activities. Private residences were first constructed in the pioneer era as summer homes; others 
appeared later, mainly in conjunction with a popular canyon resort called Pinecrest Inn. Canyon  

                                                
1
 For details and associated maps, see Salt Lake County Emigration Canyon General Plan (1999); 

Salt Lake County Master Plan Program, Emigration Canyon Master Plan (1985); The History of 
Emigration Canyon: Gateway to Salt Lake Valley, Jeffrey Carlstrom and Cynthia Furse (2003). 
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homes gradually became used as year-round residences, nearly all of which relied on private 
wells and septic systems. New home development has increased substantially in recent 
decades, resulting in increased demand for modern services. A large water tank was installed in 
the Burr Fork area of the canyon in an attempt to meet the demand for a reliable water source. 
Emigration Canyon was home to one of the first electric railroad lines in the region. The rail line 
was constructed to haul stone and other natural building materials from the canyon to the 
growing city in the valley below. A few years afterwards, the railway was opened to passenger 
service. Rail service throughout the canyon was discontinued soon afterwards. The upper 
reaches of the rail corridor still exist in the form of a popular trail known locally as the Old Mine 
Road Trail.  
  
2.2.2 Land Ownership 
Land ownership in Emigration Canyon is split fairly evenly between private and public/non-
private land. Private land tends to be concentrated in the canyon bottoms; public land is 
concentrated in the upper slopes of the canyon.  
 
Private Land  
The amount and distribution of private land in Emigration Canyon is unique, especially in 
comparison to other Wasatch Front Canyons, which are almost wholly public. Emigration 
Canyon contains significant areas of private land and a sizable residential population. Private 
land is concentrated along the main Emigration Canyon roads (Emigration Canyon Road, Burr 
Fork, and Kilyon’s Canyon Road); in older subdivisions; along private lanes adjacent to 
Emigration Canyon Road; and in newer subdivisions such as Emigration Place and Emigration 
Oaks.  
 
Public/Non-Private Land 
As illustrated in Map 2, Public lands owned by the Forest Service, the State of Utah, and Salt 
Lake City Corporation (Watershed) are concentrated in the upper reaches of the canyon. These 
properties are dominated by Forest Service2 and Salt Lake City Watershed lands3, and 
configured in a patchwork pattern4. Four properties owned by Utah Open Lands are also found 
in the canyon5. 
 
2.2.3 Land Use and Zoning 
The Emigration Canyon Township Planning Commission is the land use and planning decision-
making body in the canyon. Land use and zoning is managed and enforced by Salt Lake 
County.  
 

                                                
2
  A number of informal trails are currently scattered on public lands owned by the U.S. Government 

and Salt Lake City, none of which are recognized as official facilities. Trails are a potential use on Forest  
Service land, although the construction, improvement and official designation of such uses require 
detailed scrutiny and assessment beyond the scope of this Plan, following National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) procedures. 
3
  Although Emigration Canyon is not a protected watershed area, nearby City Creek Canyon and Little 

Dell Drainage are. Watershed property located in Emigration Canyon can potentially be utilized for trail 
and other recreation purposes, as long as specific environmental review, design and management 
guidelines are met . 
4
  The existing pattern of public land ownership is a result in large part to congressional agreements and 

legislation. Rationalization or change of these patterns would be difficult to achieve. 
5
  Utah Open Lands properties have been preserved in perpetuity as open space. Trails are a potential 

use on these lands.  
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All Public/Non-Private Land in the canyon is zoned for Forestry and Recreation Uses, which 
allows residential development at one half-acre, one-acre, five-acre and 20-acre densities 
depending on specific sub-classifications. Three commercially zoned areas are located along 
Emigration Canyon Road at Ruth’s Diner, Perkin’s Flat and the Sun and Moon Cafe (formerly 
known as Crompton’s); the Perkin’s Flat site is currently undeveloped.  
 
Special zoning conditions apply at Camp Kostopulos near the bottom of the canyon, allowing 
the operation of an all-age, all-ability camping facility. 
 
Trails and related facilities are allowed land uses in 
all of these zones, although special review and 
assessment requirements apply. 
 

2.2.4 Slope and Topography   
Emigration Canyon elevations range from 
approximately 5,100 feet near the mouth of the 
Canyon to just under 9,000 feet at the summit of 
Lookout Peak. Slopes are steep and precipitous in 
many places, exceeding 30 percent and including 
significant locations with slope stability hazards. Both 
landslides and debris flows have occurred in the 
canyon.  
 
North and south-facing aspects dominate Emigration 
Canyon side slopes. North-facing slopes are 
generally steeper, have moderate to high erosion 
potential, high slippage potential, and a shorter 
warm-weather use season. North-facing slopes are 
covered in snow for much longer periods than south-
facing slopes, reducing their value as wildlife habitat 
and limiting their utility for warm-season recreation. South-facing slopes are generally less 
steep, with moderate to high erosion and low slippage potential and a longer warm-weather use 
season. These areas are generally more attractive for wildlife and human use, including trails.  
 
2.2.5 Soils 
Emigration Canyon has several types of soil, each with specific implications for development 
suitability. A substantial amount of the canyon is considered to have moderate constraints for 
development, requiring careful planning, assessment and engineering prior to development. 
Smaller portions of the canyon exhibit severe constraints, requiring special engineering and 
design to mitigate development impacts.  
  
2.2.6 Groundwater Protection 
A modern water-supply system was installed near Burr Fork in recent years, allowing a large 
segment of the canyon population to switch from small community-managed and private wells 
as their main source of potable water. Still, many residents continue to rely on local wells for the 
provision of potable water. The use of septic waste systems and the presence of wildlife and 
other animals in the canyon are the key threats to continued use of local wells and other 
groundwater resources.  
 
While newer development areas such as Emigration Oaks are served by more modern septic 
systems. The majority of canyon residents continue to rely on local septic systems for the 
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disposal of waste. Emigration Canyon is designated for special water quality preservation efforts 
by the Utah State Water Quality Division, which requires enhanced enforcement and monitoring 
of well sites.  
 
2.2.7 Hydrology and Streams  
Emigration Creek and its tributaries are the principal drainages in the canyon, conveying runoff 
down-canyon toward the Salt Lake Valley. In most locations the streams and creeks are well 
defined with stable channels. Other areas, such as the lower reaches of Kilyon’s Canyon, have 
been significantly degraded as a result of trail and other recreational uses.  
 
2.2.8 Wetlands 
Small jurisdictional wetlands have been delineated along Emigration Creek. There may be 
additional, isolated wetlands along tributary drainages in the canyon. Though small in size, 
these features are important from a range of environmental and ecologic perspectives.  
 
2.2.9 Wildlife 
Wildlife in the canyon is a unique community resource, and one of the primary reasons for 
human attraction to the area. Wildlife and available habitat needs to be balanced and managed 
to prevent overpopulation, disease and other problems.  
 
The entire canyon is considered high-value habitat for yearlong use by mule deer, elk, cougar 
and black bear. Sitings of beaver and sub-tropical bird species are other common sights, 
primarily near riparian areas associated with Emigration Creek and its tributaries. South and 
west-facing slopes in the lower third of the canyon west of Bayliss Fork, including Perkin’s Flat, 
are documented as critical winter use for mule deer, and winter habitat for moose and elk. 
Bonneville Cutthroat Trout, a protected species of fish, has been documented in the Kilyan’s 
Canyon tributary. 
 
2.2.10 Vegetation and Groundcover 
The range of vegetation contributes to the unique environment and special natural 
characteristics of the canyon. Occurring in zones correlating to elevation, topography, slope and 
soil types, seven generalized vegetation communities are found in Emigration Canyon, as 
described below: 
 
� Foothill Communities in the Lower Canyon – vegetation in these areas is dominated by 

Scrub Oak and Mountain Mahogany. 
� South-facing Slopes with Rocky Soil Communities from 6,000 to 8,000 feet – the vegetation 

regime is dominated by Mountain Mahogany. 
� Canyon Streamside Communities – Maple, Chokechery, Alder and Cottonwood dominate 

vegetation in these areas, with variations as altitude increase from top to bottom of the 
canyon.  

� Lower Montane Forests from 7,000 to 10,000 feet – Aspen, White Fir and Spruce dominate 
in this higher-altitude vegetative community. 

� Lower Coniferous Forests – White Fir and Spruce dominate, with an abundance of Douglas 
Fir also noted. 

� Upper Montane Forest from 9,000 feet to timberline – vegetation in these areas consists 
primarily of Englemann Spruce and Alpine Fir.  

� Alpine Tundra Community - these high altitude areas, which are located in the upper 
reaches of Pinecrest Canyon, are characterized by low shrubs, forbs and solid rock.  
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The first three categories - Foothill Communities in the Lower Canyon, South-facing Slopes with 
Rocky Soil Communities (6,000 to 8,000 feet), and Canyon Streamside Communities - are of 
particular relevance to trails and trails planning, representing zones with existing trails.  
 
2.2.11 Wildfire 
Several years ago Emigration Canyon experienced a wildfire that consumed large tracts of 
vegetated land and nearly burned several homes. This event illustrates the threat posed by 
wildfires to the canyon environment and properties, and underscores the need to implement 
adequate measures to prevent wildfires, and fight them if they should occur.  
 
2.2.12 Cultural and Recreational Features 
Cultural and recreational features are important elements of the canyon environment. The 
following conditions play a major role in the human experience of the canyon.  
 
Parks and Recreation:  There are no formal parks or recreation facilities in Emigration Canyon, 
forcing residents to seek such facilities beyond the canyon boundaries. Camp Kostopoulos 
provides specialty recreation services for invited groups, and is not generally available for 
canyon residents. The camp serves as a defacto community center, and is the venue for many 
public meetings. 
 
The large areas of publicly owned and undeveloped land in the canyon are the recreational 
focus of the canyon. Key recreational activities include hiking, mountain biking, horse riding, and 
hunting with bows and guns. Bicycle riding is popular along Emigration Canyon Road. Fishing is 
possible along Emigration Creek and its tributaries.  
 
Roads:  Numerous roads of various standards and conditions provide access to and through 
the canyon. The system serves the needs of both motor vehicles and bicycles, although 
bicycles are accommodated with varying degrees of safety and ease. No roads in the canyon 
include sidewalks or pedestrian walkways to separate walking and hiking from vehicular 
movement. Emigration Canyon roads intersect several roadside access points and trailheads.  
 
The following is a detailed description of key Emigration Canyon roads and their relation to 
existing and potential trail facilities: 
 

• Emigration Canyon Road  
This is the main road to and through the 
canyon, linking Emigration Canyon with Salt 
Lake City via Sunnyside Avenue to the west, 
and East Canyon/I-80 to the east. A large 
and relatively informal trailhead is located at 
Little Mountain summit near the eastern 
terminus of this road, with several small and 
informal trail access points distributed along 
the length of the road. 
 
The roadway is well trafficked by vehicles, 
and is a popular route for recreational 
cyclists. The road has been partially widened 
and striped to accommodate bicycle lanes on both edges of the road; completion of these 
lanes is slated for the near future.  
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• Burr Creek/ Pinecrest Road and Trail Connections 
This narrow, paved canyon road provides access to adjacent homes. The road includes a 
link with Pinecrest Trailhead, which is located 
nearly halfway up the road on the west edge. 
The road terminates at a small turn-around 
area, which is located on private land. The 
turnaround is a point of conflict, due in part to 
unclear and confusing ownership conditions 
and the desire to park vehicles here. Illegal 
parking along the sides of the road occurs 
sporadically, particularly in the vicinity of 
Pinecrest Trailhead and turnaround. Parking 
and traffic enforcement is inconsistent, due in 
part to the relatively remote location.   
 

• Subdivision and Neighborhood Access Roads 
Numerous neighborhood roads are scattered throughout the canyon, providing access to a 
range of single-family homes, residential neighborhoods and subdivisions. Most of these are 
privately owned and maintained. The road through Kilyon’s Canyon provides access to an 
informal trailhead located at the terminus of the built-up neighborhood. The trailhead 
consists of a small parking area located on private property. 
 

Existing Trails:  As illustrated in Map 3, an informal and largely unplanned system of trails has 
existed in the canyon for years, providing access to nearby regional historic trails, recreation 
sites and hunting areas. Some canyon trails are former roadways or railway corridors, trails 
have existed for longer or shorter periods, providing access to adjacent public land and regional 
trails beyond Emigration Canyon. 
 
Pipeline, power and telephone line corridors serve as informal trail 
routes in some portions of the canyon. Being straight-line features 
by nature, these corridors respond poorly to existing topographic 
conditions, making their utility as trails marginal. Increased 
development over the years has impacted traditional access to 
canyon trails, and resulted in increasing conflict between some 
property owners and trail users. 
 

• Historic and Regional Trails:  
Emigration Canyon is considered by many to be the obvious 
Salt Lake County link between the Bonneville Shoreline Trail in 
the Salt Lake Valley and other trails of national historic 
significance, including the nearby Great Western, Donner Reed, 
Pony Express and Mormon Pioneer Trails. Both the Pony 
Express and Mormon Pioneer Trails pass through the canyon 
and are well marked throughout the official route, which follows 
the main road.  

  

2.2.13 Visual Resources 
Emigration Canyon is a place with unique visual resources. Canyon residences and other man-
made features such as roads, utility corridors and trails have negatively impacted the natural 
view sheds and visual qualities of the canyon in some locations. 
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2.2.14 Red Butte Research Natural Area (RNA) 
Red Butte Canyon is located immediately north of Emigration Canyon. Red Butte Canyon is a 
federally designated Research Natural Area (RNA), and otherwise closed public entry. The 
National Forest Service opposes the building of trails and trailheads near the RNA that would 
encourage public trespass into this sensitive area. 
 
2.2.15 Other Existing Conditions 
Backcountry canyon activities are of concern to canyon residents and others interested in the 
canyon and its environment. These are primarily management and enforcement issues, which 
make the documentation of specific trends and the impacts difficult. Specific concerns include: 
 

• Off-leash and roaming dogs and the threats they pose to wildlife and water quality (wells);  

• Legal and illegal hunting activities;  

• Conflicts between mountain bikers and other trail users; 

• Conflicts between horse riders and other trail uses; 

• Wildfire hazards posed by camping, hiking and other trail activities; 

• Crime and trash generated by campers, hikers, and other trail users. 
 
2.3 Summary of Conditions Affecting Trails Development 
 
Following is a summary of key findings and general implications to potential trail development.  
Areas which will require additional analysis prior to specific trail development projects are also 
included. 
 
2.3.1 Key Findings 
Historic and Regional Setting:  Emigration Canyon has a long history of residential and 
related uses, including trails. Access to historic trails has slowly been impacted by on-going 
residential development.  
 
Land Ownership:  The existing land ownership pattern makes it difficult to access trails located 
on public land without impacting private land. 
 
Analysis of Land Use and Zoning:  Private development in Emigration Canyon is approaching 
build-out. Existing land use patterns have changed in recent years, moving away from higher-
density, small lot development at roadside locations to large lot development in the upper 
reaches of the canyon. 

 
Analysis of Red Butte Research Natural Area (RNA):  New trails and trail facilities in 
Emigration Canyon should be kept away from this sensitive area in order to discourage public 
access. 
 
2.3.2 Additional Analysis Required For Specific Trail Development Projects 
Slope and Topography:  The specific impact of improving and developing any future trails on 
steep and unstable slopes in the canyon should be adequately assessed before 
implementation.  
 
Soils:  Detailed assessment of soil characteristics is a critical component of determining the 
development potential and limitations of a site, including trail uses.  
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Groundwater Protection:  New development and the use of septic waste systems are the 
primary threat to groundwater resources. Trails, pets and similar transient uses represent a 
relatively small threat to these resources, but should be assessed in detail prior to implementing 
any new or improved trail systems. 
 
Hydrology and Streams:  Detailed assessment of the potential impact to streams and 
hydrologic systems by trails and trail use should be adequately assessed prior to 
implementation of any new or modified trails projects. In general, sensitive hydrologic areas 
should be avoided, and actions undertaken to limit further degradation of currently impacted 
sites. 
 
Wetlands:  Federal law mandates specific actions to protect wetlands as a result of 
development and other site modifications. The specific impact of improving and developing any 
future trails on wetland areas in the canyon should be adequately assessed before 
implementing modifications or changes. 
 
Wildlife:  The impact of improving or developing trails in prime habitat areas requires detailed 
scrutiny and analysis beyond the scope of this Plan. Detailed assessment should be undertaken 
prior to implementing any actions or modifications, particularly on south and west-facing slopes 
and other areas attractive to wildlife. The National Forest Service indicates that these 
sensitivities are likely to present a serious challenge in approving trails along the north side of 
the canyon. 
 
Vegetation and Groundcover: The specific impact of improving and developing any future 
trails in sensitive foothill, mountain, and riparian vegetation zones should be adequately 
assessed prior to implementation. Assessments should be carried out in association with 
assessments related to slope, soils, geologic and slippage conditions, which may be worsened 
by the removal and modification of existing vegetation. 
 
Wildfire:  The specific impact of improving and developing any future trails in Emigration 
Canyon should be adequately assessed to determine potential impacts and/or benefits for fire 
protection and fire management before implementing any modifications or changes. 
 
Cultural and Recreational Features:  The provision of a well-coordinated and accessible 
system of trails and trail facilities is critical to maintaining access to recreation opportunities in 
Emigration Canyon. Any future trails designated along existing and future roadways should 
adequately assess the need for safe separation of motorized and pedestrian movement. 
Maintaining public access to trails and public lands from Emigration Canyon roads is essential.   
 
The official alignment of historic trails such as the Pony Express and Mormon Pioneer Trails, 
and other cultural features should be fully studied. According to some historians and advocacy 
groups, historic trail alignments deviate from the road in many locations, and should be adjusted 
according to reflect historic accuracy. 

 

Visual Resources:  Protecting the unique visual qualities of Emigration Canyon is an important 
planning consideration. The specific impact of improving and/or developing future trails should 
be adequately assessed before proceeding with implementation.  
 
Trail Management:  Management and enforcement of trail behavior is a concern that requires 
assessment before implementing any trail improvements or modifications.   
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CHAPTER 3 PREFERRED TRAIL SYSTEM  
  
3.1 Balancing the Needs and Desires of Canyon Residents and Various User Groups  
 
The preparation of this plan focused primarily on the needs and desires of canyon residents. 
Agreement by the Advisory Committee on a single map illustrating potential trail alternatives 
resulted in a significant planning breakthrough (see Appendix C for details), at which point the 
process was opened to the general public in order to incorporate the needs and desires of the 
broader trails community. This process eventually resulted in the following preferred trail 
system.  
 
3.2 Preferred Trail System 
  
The trail system is based in large part on ideas and input received from members of the 
Advisory Committee, Emigration Canyon residents and other members of the public. Trail 
alignments attempt to merge ideas suggested by the steering committee with public comments 
received following Open House # 2. Based on the response received and the obvious need to 
compromise, the Preferred Trail Alignment Plan respects the general direction provided by the 
Advisory Committee, while incorporating logical modifications from recent public input.  
 
Emigration Canyon holds the promise of offering a much-improved trail experience for both 
novice and seasoned trail users. The trail system primarily serves recreational trail needs, 
encompassing more than 38 miles of trails and offering intriguing opportunities to hike, mountain 
bike, ride horses and cycle in the unique mountain setting.  
 
The trail system encompasses nearly 27-miles of regional trails along three general alignments, 
and more than eleven miles of local trails following fifteen alignments. Three regional trailheads 
with comprehensive parking and restroom facilities are distributed along Emigration Canyon 
Road near the Canyon Mouth, at Perkin’s Flat and Little Mountain Summit. Two small and 
relatively secluded local trailheads are located along Burr Fork and at the end of Kilyon’s 
Canyon Road. The local trailheads will have limited parking and no restroom facilities, which is 
intended to discourage extensive use and minimize associated traffic and parking conflicts. Five 
roadside access points without parking are found along the main road, providing additional 
opportunities for potential trail users not requiring parking to access the trail system.  
 
As illustrated in Map 4, The Preferred Trail Alignment map outlines a multiple-use trail system 
that accommodates the needs of hikers, runners, mountain bike riders and equestrian riders. 
These trails traverse a wide range of canyon areas and landscapes, incorporating sections 
suitable for a range of ability levels. The trail system also incorporates bicycle lanes along 
Emigration Canyon Road for use by road cyclists 
 
The proposed trail system links local neighborhoods, provides connections to regional facilities 
and trails outside of the canyon, and avoids private properties, steep slopes and sensitive 
natural areas to the greatest degree possible. Wherever possible, trails and trail facilities have 
been sited on public land. In areas where no other alternatives exist, the trail crosses private 
land. Strategies for obtaining permanent access through these segments are included in the 
implementation chapter of the plan. The system incorporates and improves existing trails and 
trail facilities where possible, and encourages the closure of underutilized, controversial and 
poorly integrated existing trails.   
 
3.3 Description of Trails, Trailheads, and Access Points 
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3.3.1 Trails 
 
Regional Trails 
Three regional trails form the “framework” of the Emigration Canyon trail system, providing 
linkages between local trails and regional trails beyond the canyon. Access to the system is 
provided directly from regional trailheads, and indirectly from and local trails, trailheads and 
roadside access points. Since the bulk of regional trails are located on Forest Service land, 
detailed analysis following National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) procedures will be 
required before any improvements can be implemented. An outline of these requirements and 
other review and permitting requirements is provided in Chapter 4.   
 
A description of the three regional trails follows. 
 
• North Slope Regional Trail (R1) 

This trail consists of a new mid-slope trail located on the north side of the canyon where the 
mud and snow season is relatively short, resulting in a longer period of potential trail use. 
The trail extends from Canyon Mouth Trailhead east toward the Kingdom Lakes connection 
and Lookout Peak. The alignment is located primarily on public land, and is generally 
located between the north slope ridgeline and private properties to the south. In the vicinity 
of Freeze Creek, the trail forms a loop with an existing ridgeline trail.  
 
Although the route is connected by three local trails, there is a five-mile segment above 
Emigration Oaks subdivision without any trail connections. This long, uninterrupted segment 
is likely to encourage informal access through adjacent private properties. The provision of 
additional connecting routes along this segment, and/or interventions which discourage 
informal access through downhill private properties should be resolved prior to implementing 
the trail. 

 

• South Slope Regional Trail (R2) 
This new alignment is located on the south side of the canyon, connecting Perkin’s Flat 
Trailhead with Little Mountain Summit Trailhead. Additional access is provided from access 
points associated with Maple Grove subdivision (L2) and the Old Sheep Trail (L3 and L4). 
The trail progressively winds up and down existing contours, accommodating both hikers 
and mountain bike users. The trail incorporates a ridgeline option, which terminates near the 
upper reaches of Perkin’s Hollow. The slope aspect results in a long snow and mud season 
and a relatively limited trail use season.  

 

• East Slope Regional Trail 3 (R3) 
This trail consists primarily of existing alignments, adjusted slightly to maintain the trail within 
Emigration Canyon, and thereby avoiding potential impacts to the Little Dell watershed 
drainage to the east. Segments R3-A and R3-D provide a multi-purpose link with nearby 
regional trails via Birch Springs, accommodating hikers, mountain bikers and horse riders. 
Segments R3-B and R3-C are new segments which serve primarily as an out-and-back  
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mountain bike loop in conjunction with segments R3-A and R3-D6. The loop is intended to 
as a replacement for an existing bicycle loop trail through Kilyon’s Canyon. Segments R3-E 
and R3-F follow relatively steep and difficult terrain, providing access to Lookout Peak and 
North Slope Regional Trail via Kingdom Lake crossing.  

 
Local Trails  
Six local trails ranging in length from one-fifth mile to 1.5 miles comprise the officially-recognized 
local trails in Emigration Canyon. This 5.5-mile system complements the regional trail system, 
helping to connect Emigration Canyon trails to the larger regional trail system, and providing a 
finer-grain of access opportunities. Access is provided from local trailheads and roadside 
access points via local trail connections. A description of each officially-recognized regional trail 
segment follows. 
   

• Local Trail L8 
This trail connects with looped segments of Regional Trail 1 (R1) from Pinecrest Trailhead, 
following an old rail alignment also known as Old Mine Road. The trail is located primarily on 
Forest Service land.  
 

• Local Trail L9 
This segment links backcountry segments along Burr Fork/Pinecrest Road. The trail continues 
through private property north of the road terminus as a backcountry trail. 
 

• Local Trail  L10, L11 
These hiking-only trail segments are located on private property north of Local Trail 9. The trails 
provide connections to Lookout Peak via Kingdom Lakes crossing, and to public lands to the 
east across Utah Open Lands properties. Even though the easements exist, important issues 
related to trail design, steep slopes, narrow corridors and related site impacts must be 
addressed before the trail can be implemented.  
 

• Local Trail L13 
This existing trail through Kilyon’s Canyon has been designated for hiking only, thereby 
reducing the impact on the degraded condition of Kilyon’s Canyon Creek and associated natural 
systems. Mountain bike use will be prohibited, which will require, substantial re-design, site 
enhancements, and education. The trail is located primarily on public land. 
 

• Local Trail L15 
This trail connects Regional Trail 1 with Emigration Road via roadside access points. The trail is 
located on Salt Lake City Watershed and Forest Service land. 
  
Emigration Canyon Road Bike Lanes 
Emigration Canyon Road is a popular recreational bike route, and an emerging commuter 
cycling route. The road has been widened and re-striped in recent years for most of its length, 
providing dedicated bicycle lanes in both directions. Completing these improvements along the 
entire length of the road will greatly enhance the road biking element of the trail system. 

                                                

6 This loop system was highly disliked by many mountain bike users who submitted comments after Open House #2; 
they expressed concern that the loop is a poor substitute for the existing Kilyon’s Canyon loop trail. An 
alternative idea extends the loop further to the north across Secret Canyon, linking it with Birch Springs. This 
idea was highly disliked by residents of Kilyon’s Canyon. In the spirit of compromise, the decision was made to 
implement the shorter loop trail as illustrated.   
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3.3.2 Trailheads and Access Points 
 
Regional Trailheads/ Access Points  
Three Regional Trailheads are located along Emigration Canyon Road. Each of these trailheads 
should be designed with adequate parking to accommodate the envisioned use, and include 
restrooms, picnic areas and other typical trailhead facilities. The trailheads should be located on 
official maps and well signed to encourage use. 
 

• Canyon Mouth Trailhead 
A new trailhead should be located near the mouth of the canyon, along the north edge of the 
road. Two existing trailheads could possibly be incorporated into a single facility, perhaps in 
conjunction with the future expansion of Hogle Zoo. The new trailhead should be fully 
separated from the roadway, incorporating adequate parking for at least fifty cars, modern 
bathroom facilities, drinking fountains and picnic facilities. The trailhead should be designed 
and landscaped to fit in with the surrounding natural character of the area. 

 
• Perkin’s Flat Trailhead 

In the early stages of the planning process, the possible development of a trailhead was 
considered for the site. The intent of this trailhead was to provide access to beautiful area 
and nearby mountain trails on the south side of the canyon. In the interim, funding was 
secured by Utah Open Lands for the purchase of the site and preservation as open space. 
One stipulation of the funding is that no hard improvements – including parking, restrooms 
and other typical trailhead facilities – be allowed.  
 
The preservation of Perkin’s Flat is an essential consideration of this plan. No trails or 
trailhead facilities are proposed for the site. However, a minor access point, possibly 
encompassing a small parking area, is indicated on the map just northeast of Perkin’s Flat. 
This facility could possibly provide limited access opportunity to nearby trails. However, 
detailed environmental investigations will be necessary to determine any potential conflict 
this may pose with the primary goal of preserving the area . 
 

• Little Mountain Summit Trailhead 
This existing trailhead should be upgraded to encourage greater use and understanding of 
the site. The revised trailhead should be fully separated from the roadway, incorporating 
adequate parking for at least fifty cars, ten horse trailers and associated turn-around areas. 
Existing bathroom facilities should be upgraded, and additional  picnic areas, hitching posts 
and other trailhead facilities provided. The trailhead should be designed and landscaped to 
fit in with the stark natural character of the area. 

 
Local Trailheads/ Access Points  
A local trailhead is located along Burr Fork less than halfway up the canyon; a second local 
trailhead is located at the top of Kilyon’s Canyon Road. Both trailheads currently exist, but 
require improvement.  
 
These trailheads should provide minimal parking to meet basic trail access needs, while 
discouraging parking along the adjacent roads and private properties. No restrooms, drinking 
fountains, picnic areas or other park-like services should be provided, helping to maintain the 
subdued and passive character of the trailheads, and discouraging overuse. The trailheads 
should be discreetly signed to fit in with the character of the area. 
 
• Pinecrest Trailhead 
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The existing trailhead along Burr Fork should be improved to form a safe parking facility that 
minimizes traffic conflicts and accommodates parking for up to ten cars. The trailhead 
should be designed and landscaped in a simple fashion to fit in with the surrounding natural 
character. 

 

• Kilyon’s Canyon Trailhead 
The existing trailhead is located on private property. Negotiation for a permanent public 
easement for a trailhead at the present location should be encouraged as a first priority. If 
this is not successful, a new trailhead should be constructed on Forest Service land to the 
north. The trailhead should be designed to minimize traffic conflicts, accommodating parking 
for up to ten cars. The trailhead should be designed and landscaped in a simple fashion to 
fit in with the surrounding natural character of the area, and to minimize impact to nearby 
residential properties. 
 

Roadside Access Points   
Roadside access is available at five locations along Emigration Canyon Road. No parking or 
other trail facilities are located at these locations, nor should they be indicated on official maps. 
Access points should be discretely signed to discourage informal parking from taking place, 
while indicating access is available to passing trail users, cyclists in particular.   
 
3.3.3 Trail Types 
As illustrated in Map 5, the Emigration Canyon Trails system encompasses four types of trails, 
as described in detail below. 

 

Multi-use Trails 
The bulk of trails in Emigration Canyon are designated for multiple uses – including mountain 
biking, hiking and equestrian. Although equestrian uses would be allowed on all multiple use 
trails, no additional equestrian facilities are envisioned as part of this plan. 
 
The design of multi-use trail facilities is discussed in detail in Chapter 4 - Implementation, but in 
general should be developed in a flexible fashion to accommodate likely trail users and a variety 
of site/ environmental conditions. These trails should be as narrow as possible while 
accommodating the intended traffic, utilizing Salt Lake County “Primitive Trail” or similar design 
standards.  
 
Hiking Only Trails 
Pinecrest Trail (L9, L10, L11) and Kilyon’s Canyon Trail (L13) are hiking-only trails. These trails 
should be designed and rehabilitated to ensure that the surrounding trails fit in with the 
surrounding land, and that the future trails impact is minimal. 
 
The National Forest Service has indicated a number of problems with the proposed Pinecrest 
Trail and Trailhead. The agency believes that the trailhead man not provide a good connection 
with the Great Western and Bonneville Shoreline Trails. Furthermore, the agency notes that the 
site is located in a constrained location along the stream, making the design and construction of 
an expanded parking area problematic. Such changes in close proximity to the stream are 
precluded by the Forest Land Use Plan (Forest Plan).  
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Obviously, the development of Pinecrest Trail will require further study special design to 
determine a feasible route within the narrow easement. Design efforts should be coordinated 
with negotiations between Salt Lake County and the property owner to secure an alternative  
alignment that better responds to topographic site conditions. Likewise, additional study will be 
necessary to determine the feasibility of creating a better trailhead. 
 
Kilyon’s Canyon trail requires significant design attention prior to implementation. The creek and 
surrounding areas have been degraded through use over the years, and now require significant 
rehabilitation. Rehabilitation efforts should improve the creek and surrounding environment  in a 
comprehensive fashion, incorporating improvements such as trail realignments, creek bed 
improvements, improved stream crossings, hillside revegetation, and the introduction of gates 
and signage to discourage bicycle and equestrian use. 

 

Road Linkages (Hiking/Biking) 
Upper Burr Fork is an important trail linkage. The road is a popular for biking and walking along 
the edge of the existing road. This road should continue to accommodate such uses, 
incorporating additional signage to discourage fast vehicular movements.  
 
Roadside Bike Lanes 
Bicycle lanes along both edges of Emigration Canyon Road are integral components of the 
Emigration Canyon Trail System. In addition to accommodating bicycle traffic to and through the 
canyon, the lanes allow mountain bikes to access backcountry trails from designated trailheads 
and roadside access points. 
 
3.3.4 Trail Status – Incorporating Existing and New Trails 
The Emigration Canyon Trails system merges new trail alignments with existing alignments 
currently in use.  
 
Most of North Slope Regional Trail (R1) and South Slope Regional Trail (R2) require new trail 
construction. In comparison, the eastern-most segments of both those trails, and nearly the 
entire length of East Slope Regional Trail (R3) incorporate existing trails into the trail system. 
Specific design and development guidelines for these facilities are contained in  Chapter 4 – 
Implementation. 
 
3.3.5 Existing Trails not Included in the Official System 
Numerous informal trails currently in place are not included in the preferred trail system. As the 
official trail system is implemented, it is assumed that existing trails not included in the system 
will eventually be closed and rehabilitated. This will discourage improper use, reduce land use 
conflicts, and help clarify maintenance responsibilities. Trail closures should be carried out on a 
case-by-case basis, taking into consideration the desires of land owners through which the trails 
pass.  
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CHAPTER 4 IMPLEMENTATION 
 
4.1 Determination of Environmental Impact 
 
The following are known requirements for receiving development approval for trails in 
Emigration Canyon. Additional procedures may be necessary. It is assumed that as the 
responsible development authority, Salt Lake County will coordinate the review, assessment 
and approval process necessary for implementation. 

 

Salt Lake County and Emigration Canyon Township Planning Commission Requirements 
Salt Lake County is the responsible land use and development authority for Emigration Canyon. 
Development permits must be secured from County authorities, preceded by required 
development and planning review. 

 

NEPA Review on Forest Service Properties 
All trails which pass through Forest Service land will require assessment according to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA assessments address the purpose and need 
for the trail; document potential impacts to surrounding properties; assess slope, topography, 
soils, hydrologic systems, wildlife, vegetation, wildfire and other site conditions; and analyze 
potential alternative alignments. Once completed, the process determines whether the proposed 
trails should be implemented and how any adverse impacts may be avoided or mitigated.  
 
Before the NEPA process can proceed, preliminary environmental assessments may be 
required, particularly for the north slope of the canyon, before the  Forest Service will consider 
the commencement of the formal NEPA process. 
 
Forest Service budget and staffing to take on trails planning and implementation are very 
limited, and for the foreseeable future will not have resources to take on new trail projects.  
Funding for NEPA studies must be secured before the assessment can take place, with a final 
Record of Decision to be made by the responsible federal agency, i.e. the Forest Service.  
NEPA reviews can be lengthy and costly, and should be planned accordingly.  
 
Salt Lake City Watershed Requirements 
Trails are a potential use within Salt Lake City Watershed properties in Emigration Canyon. 
Permission for trail uses on these properties should be sought with the Salt Lake Department of 
Public Utilities, Watershed Division, which will trigger a prescribed review process. It is likely 
that Salt Lake City will be a participant in any NEPA environmental assessment process. 
 
Utah Open Lands Requirements: 
Trails are potential uses on Utah Open Lands properties. Approvals are granted on a case-by-
case basis. A key consideration for granting permission is that the natural condition will not be 
unduly impacted by the potential trail use. It is likely that Utah Open lands will be a participant in 
any NEPA environmental assessment process.  
 
4.2 Determination of Final Trail Alignments and Implementation Costs 

 

The Preferred Trail Alignments illustrated on Map 4 are conceptual in nature, based in large part 
on general site information and assessments. Prior to implementation, the identified  routes 
should be verified in the field and adjusted to reflect specific site conditions. Once funding is 
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secured, detailed design studies will need to be carried out to ensure the trails are functional 
and safe.  
 
4.2.1 Preliminary Opinion of Probable Implementation Cost 
The magnitude of costs for implementing the preferred trail network follows. Costs are based on 
implementation of similar projects, and include materials and labor. All costs are in 2005 dollar 
amounts.  

• New Trails – Primitive standard   $25,000 per lineal mile 

• Existing Trails – Primitive standard  $10,000 per lineal mile 

• Rehabilitation of Kilyon’s Canyon trail7  $40,000 per lineal mile 

• Regional Trailhead    $275,000 each 

• Local Trailhead     $40,000 each 
 
The costs are subject to change as specific design details are established. If the trails and 
facilities are constructed by the U.S. Forest Service or through volunteer efforts, costs may be 
substantially lower.  Feasibility studies for the trail system will further refine these numbers.   
 
Due to variable land prices and alternative methods of securing trail easements, the costs for 
acquiring land and securing easements are not included. Likewise, the volatility of maintenance 
inputs precludes the calculation of annual upkeep costs.  
 
4.3 Funding Opportunities 

 

Funding trails projects is one of the most challenging aspects of the plan. Public funding is 
increasingly competitive, and many programs are either not being funded or have been 
substantially reduced. Money from foundations and other philanthropic organizations and groups is 
also difficult to acquire, in part because available funds are highly sought-after. Nevertheless, all 
potential sources should be explored to the fullest. Having a good trails master plan is the first step 
toward securing implementation funding. 
 
4.3.1 Salt Lake County Sources 
 
Salt Lake County General Fund 
Salt Lake County general funds are regularly allocated for the implementation of trails projects, the 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail and Jordan River Parkway being just two examples. Available funds are 
limited, and competition is extremely tight between the various on-going county trails projects. 
Projects which can leverage these funds to secure additional matching funds are more likely to 
receive positive consideration than stand-alone funding proposals. 
 
County Funding - Bonding 
Salt Lake County can fund trails directly from its general fund or can bond for trail development and 
spread the cost over many years. Bonding is a common approach, where repayment of the bonds 
comes from general revenue sources such as property and sales tax, or other earmarked tax 
revenue. However, unless it is a large project that benefits many people, bonding is not likely. 
    

                                                
7
 Estimated costs for improving Kilyon’s Canyon are higher due to the scope of rehabilitation efforts 

required. 
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ZAP Tax 
The Zoos, Arts, and Parks (ZAP) Tax has been used to fund many trails throughout Salt Lake 
County. The ZAP Tax is a potential source for trails development in Emigration Canyon. The 
program is administered by Salt Lake County, and was recently extended to 2016 as a result of a 
countywide vote. 
Community Development Block Grants 
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) can be used for park development in areas of the 
County that qualify as low and moderate-income areas. CDBG funds may be used to upgrade trails 
and improve accessibility according to the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA).  

 

4.3.2 State Sources 

 

Centennial Non-Motorized Paths and Trails Crossings 
The Utah Department of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Division administers this 
program. The funds are to be allocated towards the provision of safe and continuous pedestrian, 
bicyclist, and other human-powered and equestrian transportation paths and trails, and to 
provide access across highways and other impediments. A local match is required. As of 
January 2005, no money was available. 
 
Non-motorized Trails and River Enhancement Programs   
The Division of Utah Parks and Recreation has two funding programs for trails: the Non-
motorized Trails program and the Riverway Enhancement program. The former provides funds 
for signing, trails, and right-of-way; the latter provides funding for projects along rivers and 
streams.  A local match by the sponsoring jurisdiction is required; however, as of January 2005, 
no funding was available. 
 
LeRay McAllister Critical Land Conservation Fund 
The fund is administered by the Utah Quality Growth Commission and provides funds each year 
to preserve or restore critical open or agricultural lands in Utah. Money from the fund must be 
used to preserve or restore agricultural lands. Applicants must provide matching funds equal to 
or greater than the amounts of money received from the fund. Fund must be spent within one 
year from the date of the grant award. The size of parcels for a purchase is limited to 20 acres 
or less. Purchases of conservation easements or restoration projects are exempt from this 
restriction. In recent years, the LeRay McAllister fund provided close to $2 million each year for 
conservation projects. However, available funding has been cut back significantly in recent 
Legislative sessions, with only $800,000 available for 2005 projects. 
 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
This Federal fund is available to States, and in Utah is administered by the Utah State Division 
of Parks and Recreation. Funds are matched with local funds for the acquisition and 
development of trails, redevelopment of trails and facilities, improvements to accessibility, and 
other trail programs and facilities that provide close-to-home recreation opportunities for youth, 
adults, senior citizens, and persons with physical and mental disabilities.   
 
4.3.3  Federal Sources 
 
Transportation Efficiency Act-21 (TEA- 21) Reauthorization Bill/ SAFETEA-LU 
The Transportation Efficiency Act-21 (TEA-21) was recently reauthorized by Congress as the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU). The bill authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway 
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safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009, providing $286 billion for a wide variety of 
transportation and roads projects throughout the nation.  
 
Although specific project details are still being formulated, these funds are a potential source for 
funding portions of the Emigration Canyon Trails system. In the past, TEA –21 funds funded 
several Salt lake County trails projects, including portions of the Bonneville Shoreline, Jordan 
River Parkway and Dimple Dell trail systems. Assuming that funding will follow previous TEA-21 
processes, funds will likely be made available to Salt Lake County directly through the Utah 
Department of Transportation or Wasatch Front Regional Council.  

 
4.3.4 Private and Public Partnerships 
 
Private Fundraising 
While not addressed as a specific strategy for trails and trail facilities, it is not uncommon that 
public monies are leveraged with private donations. Examples in the Salt Lake Valley include the 
Sorenson Recreation Center in Glendale and the Steiner Aquatic Center in Salt Lake City.  Private 
funds were a part of the funding recently assembled to secure the Perkin’s Flat properties in 
Emigration Canyon as permanent open space.  
 
Joint Development 
Joint development opportunities can occur between Salt Lake County and other agencies or 
jurisdictions. In the case of Emigration Canyon, trails and related facilities might be developed in 
cooperation with the Forest Service, Salt Lake City Watershed,  the State of Utah and Utah Open 
Lands. In order to make these kinds of opportunities happen,  there must be on-going and constant 
communication between people, governments, business interests, and others. 
 
4.3.5 Voluntary Efforts, Contributions and Miscellaneous Funding Sources 

 

Service Organizations   
Many service organizations and corporations have funds available for trail facilities.  Recently, Salt 
Lake City and local and international Rotary Clubs combined resources to develop a universally 
accessible playground located in Liberty Park, which was dedicated at the opening of the 2002 
Paralympic Winter Games. Other organizations such as Home Depot are often willing to partner 
with local communities in the development of trails and other park and recreation facilities. 
 
Development Contributions 
Development contributions are a means for requiring, as a condition of development approval, a 
builder or developer to give something to the County for the development of public facilities.  
Contributions can range from impact fees to land dedications for public trail facilities.   
 
Dedications 
The dedication of land for trails has long been an accepted development requirement, and is 
another valuable tool for implementing trails. Salt Lake County can require the dedication or, if 
larger-sized parcels are desired, can offer development "bonuses" such as increased density of 
development in exchange for the dedication of land for trails. In some cases, the developer may 
also be responsible for trail improvements, which may be maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association.  In such cases, it is important to determine whether the trail is private or public, and 
what the desired and appropriate facilities are that should be provided. 
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In-Kind and Donated Services or Funds 
Several options for local initiatives are possible to further the implementation of the trails plan. 
These kinds of programs would require a proactive recruiting initiative to generate interest and 
sponsorship, and may include: 
 

• Adopt-a-trail, whereby a service organization or group either raises funds or constructs a 
given facility with in-kind services; 

• Corporate sponsorships, whereby businesses or large corporations provide funding for a 
particular facility, similar to adopt-a–trail; 

• Public trail construction programs, in which local citizens donate their time and effort to trail 
facility construction and/or maintenance; and  

• Organizations such as the International Mountain Bike Association (IMBA), which have 
provided funds and leadership in similar situations. 

 
4.4 Trail Development and Management Standards 

 

The guidelines and standards which follow are intended to direct the detailed design and 
construction of the trail system. The standards are purposely simple, unified and 
comprehensive.   
 
The Emigration Canyon Trails system is envisioned to be primarily rustic and naturalistic, 
reflecting the image of nearby trails of the Wasatch-Cache National Forest.  A natural-style trail 
is appropriate for hiking, mountain biking and horse riding activities.    
 
Salt Lake County and/or U. S. Forest Service design and construction standards serve as 
models for Emigration Canyon backcountry trails. Where not specified or where additional 
clarification is required, the following publications should be referenced for ideas and guidance:  

 

• Salt Lake County Regional Trails Plan (1993). 

• Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2350. 

• Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2309.18. 

• Standard Specifications for the Construction of Trails  (Forest Service Publication EM-7720-
102). 

• Alaska Region Trails Construction and Maintenance Guide  (Forest Service Publication R10-
MB-158). 

• Trail Development and Construction for Mountain Bicycling  (International Mountain 
Bicycling Association). 

• Managing Mountain Bikes: A Guide for Activists and Land Managers  (International 
Mountain Bicycling Association). 

• Introduction to Basic Trail Maintenance  (International Mountain Bicycling Association). 

• Official Handbook and Training Guide  (The National Bike Patrol). 
 

 
4.4.1 Guidelines and Standards for Trails and Trailheads 

 
General Trail Design and Development Principles 

 

• Emigration Canyon Trails should be designed and developed to provide easy access for 
hikers, mountain bikers and horse riders, according to the designated use of each trail 
segment.   
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• With the exception of trail segments specifically designated for the sole use of hikers, no 
stairs, steps, barriers or other hindrances should be developed that prevent the free 
passage of mountain bikes.  

• Trail surfaces should be constructed of native compacted dirt, with the minimal use of 
gravel, wood chips, asphalt or other imported material.   

• Easy and simple trail construction methods should be utilized wherever possible.  

• Parking areas should be designed to minimize potential conflicts with hikers, bikers and 
horse riders on adjacent trails, and traffic on adjacent roadways. 

• Given the hot summer climate, it is recommended that parking be adequately shaded. The 

implementation of a well designed shading strategy provides a level of order and structure 
that transforms surface of parking lots from undifferentiated asphalt expanses into clearly 
articulated parking areas 

• Connections between the trail and trailhead should be clear and obvious. Trailhead signs 
should be well sited to clearly identify the trailhead from the road and to provide a visual clue 
of where the trail starts. 

• If a trail must cross a major roadway such as Emigration Canyon Road, offset intersections 
of the trail in order to discourage trail users from darting into traffic. 

 
Trailhead and Trail Barriers 

 

• Large stones, bollards, modified cattle gates or other barriers might be required to prevent 
motorized vehicles from entering the trail from the trailhead. Barriers should be carefully 
sited and designed to allow hikers, mountain bikers and horse riders to pass, but prevent 
cars, trucks, ATVs and motorcycles from crossing. 

• Gates and special barriers should be utilized at entrances to hiking-only trails to prevent 
unwanted biking traffic. These facilities should be carefully sited and designed to allow 
hikers to pass while preventing bicycles from passing. 

• Signs and educational programs are important for informing the public of allowed trail uses. 
 
Trailhead Entrance Gates 

 

• Entrance gates are expensive and obtrusive, and should only be included if vandalism or 
security is an issue. 

 
4.4.2 Guidelines and Standards for Destination Facilities 

 
Picnic Sites, Rest Area and Viewing Sites 

 

• Parks and recreation facilities associated with the trail should be designed in a unified 
manner. Facilities should be “naturalistic” and simple, and laid-out in a manner that takes 
advantage of specific site conditions. 

• Simple trailside picnic sites should be provided in areas that have shade and ambience. Site 
furnishings should be minimal and non-obtrusive, consisting of rustic picnic tables and 
benches. 

• Rest areas should be sited in shaded areas that offer unique viewing or in areas of special 
beauty. Site furnishings should be limited to rustic benches. 

• Viewing sites should be furnished with rustic benches as appropriate. 
 

Switchbacks 
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• Switchbacks trails should be utilized on steep slopes where grades exceed twelve percent, 
or where special site conditions warrant their use. 

• Transitions between switchbacks should be sufficiently wide to comfortably accommodate 
the turning radius of mountain bikes on multi-use trails. 

• The grade of switchback segments should be sufficiently shallow to prevent erosion.  
Retaining walls should be avoided. 

 
4.4.3 Guidelines and Standards for Furnishings and Signs 
 
General Guidelines and Standards 

 

• Trail furnishings encompass a wide variety of elements such as trash receptacles, benches 
and picnic tables. If treated in a careful and consistent manner, trail furnishings can 
contribute significantly to the overall order and appearance of the trail system.   
 

Bikeway Signs 
 

• Signs should be placed along Emigration Canyon Road, identifying the road as an official 

bicycle route and part of the Emigration Canyon trails system, utilizing a standard Emigration 
Canyon Trails logo and meeting all Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
criteria. 

 
Trail Junction Signs 

 

• Signs should be located at trail junctions to indicate directions and distances to potential 
destinations. The signs should be rustic, simple and unobtrusive, utilizing Salt Lake County 

standards and a standard Emigration Canyon Trails logo. 
 

Interpretive Signs 
 

• Interpretive signs should be distributed along the trail to provide educational information 

related to the trail. Interpretive signs might include information about wildlife protection, 
unique geological and ecological features, local history, trail etiquette, and historic trail 
alignments. The signs should incorporate a standard Emigration Canyon Trails logo. 

 

Mileposts 
 

• Mileposts should be distributed at regular distances along the trail to inform trail users of 

their location. Milepost locations should be indicated on the trailhead information sign maps.  
 

• Mileposts should be rustic and simple, possibly in the form of a low wooden post or bollard.   
 

Trailhead Direction Signs 
 

• Trailhead direction signs should be located along Emigration Canyon Road to easily lead 

motorists to the three regional trailheads. The signs should be well designed and highly 
visible. The Emigration Canyon Trails logo system should be utilized to increase public 
awareness of canyon trailheads. The logo will also reinforce the idea that the trail system is 
an important county recreation feature. 
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Trailhead Location Signs 
 

• Trailhead location signs should be sited at each trailhead. The signs should be well 

designed and sufficiently large to be seen from the trailhead entrance road, incorporating a 
standard Emigration Canyon Trails logo. 

 

Trailhead Information Signs 
 

• Trailhead information signs should be located at regional and local trailheads to provide 

important trail information. The type of information provided might include the following: 
-   A map indicating the trailhead location in relation to the overall trail system, trail 

junctions, mileposts, special features such as picnic sites and rest areas, and unique 
natural areas. 

-   A description of permitted uses, hours of operation and trail etiquette. 

-   Other important information, such as emergency phone numbers and addresses for 
additional information, comments or complaints. 

-   Boxes or slots for storing hand-held trail maps, submitting trail donations and signing-in. 
 

• Trailhead information signs should be rustic yet well designed and easy to maintain. Text 

should be sufficiently large to be easily read. Signs should include the selected Emigration 
Canyon Trails logo. 

 

4.4.4 Guidelines and Standards for Erosion Control and Slope Stabilization 
 

General Guidelines 
 

• Exposed and disturbed slopes along the trail system reduce downstream water quality, 

increase storm water runoff and lessen the visual quality of the surroundings. Measures 
should be taken to rehabilitate existing degraded trail segments, and to prevent erosion from 
occurring during trail development. 

 
Erosion Control During Trail Construction 

 

• In areas slated for new construction, measures should be taken to prevent erosion. Actions 

should limit the area of disruption and preserve existing trees and vegetation to the greatest 
extent possible. 

 

Slope Stabilization for Existing Eroded Areas, Post-development and Closed Trails 
 

• Appropriate plants and vegetation should be re-established along new trails with exposed 

and disturbed slopes. Re-vegetation efforts will help to stabilize slopes and easily eroded 
soils, and help absorb excess storm water  

• Plant species should be appropriate for the life zone and precipitation regimes of the area, 

and respond to the difference between dry and moist site variations. Planting techniques 
should be appropriate for the specific site and availability of water. 

• A number of soil preparation and plant material guidelines should be followed to facilitate 

successful re-vegetation. Hard-packed soil should be ripped prior to adding soil 
amendments and seeding or planting. Moreover, areas with a smooth surface should be 
roughened to decrease erosion, increase infiltration of water, and provide diversity for 
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vegetation establishment. More detailed guidelines should be coordinated with Salt Lake 
County in response to site-specific needs. 

 
4.4.5 Guidelines and Standards for New Trail Construction 
The construction of new trails should utilize Salt Lake County Primitive Trail design standard as 
illustrated in Figure 2. These trails are un-surfaced, and typically range three to five feet in 
width. Application of the standard should be carried out in a flexible manner, taking into account 
specific site conditions and needs. As a general condition, trails should utilize minimum widths 
to meet envisioned uses. 
 
4.4.6 Modification and Improvement of Existing Trails Incorporated into the System 
The Salt Lake County Primitive Trail design standard should be utilized as the design goal for 
existing trails (see Figure 2). Application should be flexible, in order to accommodate existing 
variations. Existing trails on steep alignments should be as narrow as possible to meet 
envisioned traffic while minimizing erosion and other site impacts. 
 

 
Figure 1 

Primitive Trail – Typical Section 
 
4. 5 Maintenance and Management Guidelines 
 
Adequate maintenance is essential to ensure that the trail is safe and passable, while 
presenting a positive public image. Ease of maintenance is directly tied to the development and 
construction standards that have been used. 

 
4.5.1 Guidelines and Standards for Trail Maintenance  

 

 
 

292



Emigration Canyon Trails Master Plan  page 33 Adopted March 13, 2007 
  

General Maintenance Guidelines 
 

• The development of the Emigration Canyon Trails system as proposed represents a major 

commitment of public funds. In order to maximize the substantial investment necessary for 
implementing the system, trails must be properly designed and developed to promote easy 
maintenance. 

• The success of the trail system is dependent on an integrated and well-programmed system 
of maintenance. Maintenance requirements include weeding, plant replacement, erosion 

control, as well as litter control and patrol, trailhead cleaning and the repair of surfaces and 
furnishings.   

• A maintenance and management program specific to the needs of the trail will be required 
as the system is developed and implemented. This program should not be limited to 
traditional items, but should also address trailhead surface repairs and the maintenance of 
trail furnishings. Among its numerous duties, designated trail authorities should ensure that 
a maintenance program is established and properly implemented. 

 
4.6 Trail Etiquette and Safety 
 
Trail etiquette is an essential component of a successful trail system, particularly for a multi-use 
trail system such as this. Trail users should understand and utilize “rules of the trail” that 
address who has the right-of-way, and  what is expected of them. A proactive approach for 
educating the public about trail etiquette is suggested. Information regarding the trail and trail 
use should be provided to the public through pamphlets, maps, trail and trailhead information 
boards, trail and trailhead signs, through public announcements and media programs, and by 
word-of-mouth.     
 
It is recommended that a volunteer “trail patrol” be established to monitor trail use, to provide 
useful tips and information, and to assist users as necessary. Volunteer trail patrols have been a 
key component of successful trail systems throughout the country, and are often an offshoot of 
an “umbrella” or sponsor organization. Some of the potential groups that might help to organize 
a trail patrol for the Emigration Canyon Trails include the following: 
 

• Emigration Canyon Community Council 

• Salt Lake  County Sheriff’s Office 

• U.S. Forest Service (Trails Coordinator) 

• Utah State Department of Parks and Recreation (Trails Coordinator) 

• Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 

• Utah Back Country Horsemen’s Association 

• International Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) 

• Friends of Emigration Canyon Trails and Open Space 

• Bonneville Shoreline Trail Committee 

• Salt Lake County Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee  

• Save Our Canyons 
 

4.7  Volunteer Efforts 
 
Volunteer efforts should be encouraged to help maintain and construct the trail, volunteers are 
essential for trail patrols and other operations as well. It is recommended that the designated 
trail authority coordinate volunteer inputs. 
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4.8  Potential for Agency and Organization Cooperation 
 

Salt Lake County should pursue partnerships with other public agencies and localities to help 
establish the Emigration Canyon Trail system. Cooperative efforts are possible with the 
following entities and groups: 

 

• Salt Lake City:  Relationships should be established with Salt Lake City in general, key 
departments such as Parks & Recreation and Public Works (Watershed), and lay 
organizations such as the Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee. 

 

• The U.S. Government:  The Forest Service manages much of the land through which the 
trail passes, and will ultimately approve any trail alignment through their land as part of the 
NEPA review process. Cooperation with this agency is an essential part of implementation. 

 

• Wasatch Front Regional Council coordinates regional planning efforts along the Wasatch 
Front. The council should help guide and coordinate trail activities in Salt Lake County to 
ensure that efforts are coordinated and actions are not duplicated.  

 

• Utah Open Lands, Save Our Canyons, Sons and Daughters of the Utah Pioneers, Wasatch 
Mountain Club and other open space, recreation and trail advocacy groups. 
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Trails Working Group
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ECCC Direction and Scope
 From June 2018 ECCC Meeting Minutes:

“Steve Borst relayed that we have received a request from the EC Metro 
Township Council to study the EC Trails Master Plan to take into account 
land ownership and other changes and to form a committee of people 
from the community.”

 Focus on the 2007 Plan
 What is actually feasible from the 2007 plan?
 What can we actually make happen relatively quickly?  
 Which trailheads/trails have few or no implementation hurdles?
 The 2007 Plan is already approved and adopted, so recommendations on that plan can go 

directly to the MTC and by-pass the Planning Commission.

 Focus on managing the influx of people coming to the canyon to recreate
 Prioritize 2-3 trailheads and 2-3 trails

 Much more likely to acquire funding for a limited effort, phased approach instead of an entire trail 
system all at once.  This statement was confirmed by the US Forest Service Representative.

2
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What in the 2007 Plan should we 
focus on?

2007 Trails 
Master 

Plan

Current 
conditions 

in the 
Canyon

What trails/trailheads 
are actually possible 

now 3
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Methodology
 The goal is to determine which trails and trailheads from the 2007 plan are feasible in the current state 

of the canyon, have minimal implementation hurdles, and can be acted upon efficiently and in a 
reasonable time frame.

 Three meetings with the Emigration Canyon community were held to gauge interested in 
trails/trailheads and hear concerns and level of support.  The dates of meetings and notes are detailed 
in Appendix E.

 The Trails Working Group was established which performed an evaluation of each trailhead and trail 
from the 2007 plan for:
 Land Ownership

 Easements/Restrictions

 Land for Sale

 Wetlands

 Streams

 Wildlife Disturbance

 Strengths

 Weaknesses

 Opportunities

 Threats

 Land Owners and Stakeholders were engaged to determine level of support and any concerns

4
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SWOT: Overall 2007 Trail Plan
 Strength: There is a plan!  It emphasizes some of the already existing trails within the canyon and provides 

possibilities for additional trails.  The plan is also already approved and adopted by the EC Planning Commission.

 Weakness: Lack of implementation. Due to a combination of economic recession and changes in governance, 
none of the facilities or management services recommended in 2007 were implemented. Instead, unmanaged 
use of existing trails has increased dramatically, with undesirable results for users, private property owners, 
surrounding neighborhoods, and the canyon environment.

 Opportunity: Building new trails and trailheads may help disperse users, making it easier to manage user impacts.  
A new management strategy with educational and enforcement resources can help create harmony between 
trails users and canyon residents and preserve at-risk private property access. State and county funding may 
help meet the costs of construction and management.

 Threat: Without new investment and active management, the user impacts and public safety issues around 
existing trails may increase, leading to a decline in resident support for public trails and possible loss of private 
access permissions.

5
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General Summary
 Lack of implementation of the 2007 plan as well as lack of trail management at 

existing trails/trailheads has led to poor behavior at existing trails/trailheads.
 Lack of resources for managing canyon trails/trailheads has given some canyon 

residents a negative perception of trail users and trail development.
 Focusing our energy on trails/trailheads that help divert traffic from the existing 

trails/trailheads will help make management of those existing trails/trailheads easier.
 Focusing on 2-3 trailheads and 2-3 trails is more realistic than attempting to create an 

entire trails system at once.
 Focusing on trails/trailheads that have few to no implementation hurdles will enable 

quicker and more efficient implementation of those trails/trailheads.
 Trails/Trailheads within the canyon need to have a comprehensive management 

plan that helps address user impacts and provides enforcement.
 SLC Parks & Public Lands is currently planning to construct a regional trailhead at the 

mouth of the canyon. This trailhead will be funded through SLC Parks & Public Lands 
and will be an asset to residents of the canyon.

6
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Findings
 Focus on establishing 2 main regional trailheads and improving signage at local trailheads

 Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead
 Little Mountain Summit Regional Trailhead
 Partner with Pinecrest Local Trailhead Land Owners for improved signage

 Focus on creating/modifying 2-3 trails
 South Slope Regional Trail and the return loop (both together)
 East Slope Regional Trail and the 2nd return loop, pending successful easement negotiations with land owner (both together)
 Minor restoration of the Killyons trail (eroded sections)

 Partner with Salt Lake City Parks on the Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead and associated trails
 Funded by SLC Parks & Public Lands
 Trails on the outskirts of Emigration Canyon

 Develop a comprehensive trails management plan that provides for: 
 Trail and trailhead facility maintenance
 Public education and signage
 Compliance with use and access restrictions in surrounding areas (Little Dell Watershed, Red Butte)
 Public safety monitoring and enforcement
 User impact mitigation, especially for private property owners who voluntarily allow public access
 Funding plan – MTC, Non-profit, etc

 Encourage/assist Salt Lake County (SLCO) Open Space with the purchase of REAAMS LLC land parcels
 Continue to pursue 2007 plan goals. While only a small subset of the plan's proposed trails/trailheads are 

feasible for near-term implementation, others may eventually be realized if the township pursues them 
with patience, persistence, and flexibility.

7
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Regulations associated with each type of land owner

Land Ownership9

303



10

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

PRIVATE LAND PARCELS WITH APPLICATIONS BEFORE 
SLCO OPEN SPACE

SALT LAKE COUNTY

EMIGRATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
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State of Utah
Applicable Stipulations:
 FCOZ (Foothills & Canyons Overlay Zone)

 FCOZ does not have any trails building guidelines.  USDA Trail Building Handbook is normally used as 
the gold standard to follow.

 Storm Water Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
 Possible additional studies based on the Land Manager’s Review:

 Wildlife Study

 Weed Inventory Study

 Separate signage may be required by Land Manager

Land Manager Comments: 
 SLC Parks is currently working on developing and implementing an 

extensive Foothills Trails Plan, which includes a trailhead at the mouth of 
Emigration Canyon and trails along the outskirts of the Canyon.

11
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US Forest Service
Applicable Stipulations:
 NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act)

 The Ranger district will review and determine the level (Categorical Exemption (least time 
consuming), Environmental Impact Statement, Environmental Assessment (most time consuming)).  
The Forest Service usually does the NEPA studies on their own, but there is the possibility of 
subcontracting it out to a 3rd party.

 Storm Water Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
 Possible additional studies based on the Land Manager’s Review:

 Wildlife Study

 Weed Inventory Study

 Separate signage may be required by Land Manager

Land Manager Comments: 
 US Forest Service is supportive of trails and recommends implementing a 

small number of trails/trailheads instead of trying to implement an entire trail 
system at once.  USFS lands are normally located in the same vicinity of 
SLCPU lands, so USFS typically follows whatever decisions and 
recommendations are made by SLC Public Utilities with regards to trails 
planning. 12
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Salt Lake City Corporation 
Applicable Stipulations:
 FCOZ (Foothills & Canyons Overlay Zone)

 FCOZ does not have any trails building guidelines.  USDA Trail Building Handbook is normally used as 
the gold standard to follow.

 Storm Water Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
 Possible additional studies based on the Land Manager’s Review:

 Wildlife Study

 Weed Inventory Study

 Separate signage may be required by Land Manager

Land Manager Comments: 
 SLC Corporation (Public Utilities) is supportive of trails, and are currently 

starting a year-long update to their Watershed Management Plan.  Any 
SLCPU properties with planned trails can be considered for addition to this 
plan, which is schedule for completion in mid 2020.

 SLCPU was adamant about the need for any new trails/trailheads on their 
property be accompanied with a comprehensive trails management and 
maintenance plan. 13

307



Utah Open Lands
Applicable Stipulations:
 FCOZ (Foothills & Canyons Overlay Zone)

 FCOZ does not have any trails building guidelines.  USDA Trail 
Building Handbook is normally used as the gold standard to 
follow.

 Storm Water Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
 Possible additional studies based on the Land 

Manager’s Review:
 Wildlife Study

 Weed Inventory Study

 Separate signage may be required by Land Owner

Land Manager Comments: 
 Utah Open Lands owns several parcels of land 

within Emigration Canyon and holds Conservation 
Easements on several others. Conservation 
easements are mainly FOR trails, but some of them 
are to prevent structures such as bathrooms and 
parking lots.  

14
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Private
Applicable Stipulations:
 FCOZ (Foothills & Canyons Overlay Zone)

 FCOZ does not have any trails building guidelines.  USDA Trail Building Handbook is normally used as 
the gold standard to follow.

 Storm Water Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
 Possible additional studies based on the Land Manager’s Review:

 Wildlife Study

 Weed Inventory Study

 Separate signage may be required by Land Owner

Land Manager Comments: 
 Private Land owners have been contacted on their concerns and level of 

support.  These comments are noted in the applicable sections of this 
presentation.

15
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Stakeholders/Advisors
 Unified Police Department – Jake Elsasser
 Unified Fire Authority – Michael Conn
 United States Forest Service – Zinnia Wilson
 Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities – Patrick Nelson
 Salt Lake City Trails & Public Lands – Lewis Kogan
 Department of Natural Resources – Robby Edgel, Shane Hill, Kent Hersey
 Utah Open Lands – Wendy Fisher
 Salt Lake County, Open Space Division – Julie Peck-Dabling
 Salt Lake City Trails & Public Lands, Signage Division – Lewis Kogan
 Salt Lake County Parks & Rec – Martin Jensen
 US Army Corps of Engineers – Nicole Fesard
 Landmark Design – Mark Vlasic
 Trails Utah – Sarah Bennett
 Mountain Trails Foundation – Charlie Sturgis 16
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Notes from Key Stakeholders
 UPD: Not concerned with specific locations of trails/trailheads within the canyon.  Official 

trails/trailheads will bring more people, and with more people there will be more incidents, 
regardless of the location of the trail/trailhead.  Well managed trailheads with signage and 
maintenance reduce the occurrences of poor behavior.

 UFA: Not concerned with specific locations of trails/trailheads within the canyon.  Official 
trails/trailheads will bring more people, and with more people there will be greater chance 
of fire and incidents, regardless of the location of the trail/trailhead. Well managed 
trailheads with signage and maintenance reduce the occurrences of poor behavior.

 USFS: Attempting to implement 2-3 trails/trailheads is much more likely to succeed than 
attempting to implement an entire trail system at one time.

 DNR: Emigration Canyon is an important winter habitat for big game.  However, 
implementing official, well managed trails will actually minimize the impact to the wildlife 
versus the current status of rogue, unofficial trails that are not managed.  

 SLCPU: Any trails/trailhead proposal for SLCPU property need to be accompanied with a 
comprehensive management and maintenance plan.  Mountain Trails Foundation does 
this well, please use them as a resource on this. 

 Mountain Trails Foundation:  A management and maintenance plan is the main thing for a 
successful trail or trailhead.  If planned correctly, trails/trailheads will actually require little 
upkeep and are a huge benefit to the community.  The key to management and 
maintenance is funding.   MTF is funded largely by private donors and the community.  MTF 
suggested Emigration Canyon and possibly the surrounding areas seek funding by creating 
a 501C-3 Nonprofit Organization (the South Wasatch Trails Alliance was created 
specifically for this same reason).

17
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Analysis of the Trailheads in the 2007 Master Trails Plan

Trailheads18
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2007 Master Plan Trailheads
 Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead
 Little Mountain Summit Regional Trailhead
 Perkins Flat Regional Trailhead
 Killyons Local Trailhead
 Pinecrest Local Trailhead

 Regional Trailhead = From the 2007 Master Plan, Regional Trailheads should have 
“adequate parking to accommodate the envisioned use, and include restrooms, picnic 
areas and other typical trailhead facilities. The trailheads should be located on official 
maps and well signed to encourage use.” The 2007 Master Plan approximated $275k for 
improvements for each Regional Trailhead. 

 Local Trailhead/Access Point = From the 2007 Master Plan, Local Trailheads should 
“provide minimal parking to meet basic trail access needs, while discouraging parking 
along the adjacent roads and private properties. No restrooms, drinking fountains, picnic 
areas or other park-like services should be provided, helping to maintain the subdued and 
passive character of the trailheads, and discouraging overuse. The trailheads should be 
discreetly signed to fit in with the character of the area.”  The 2007 Master Plan 
approximated $40k for improvements to each Local Trailhead/Access Point.  

19
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Canyon Mouth Regional 
Trailhead
 Location: Dirt lots opposite Emigration Canyon Road from Rotary Glen Park 

 2007 Plan Feasibility: In the 2007 Plan, the Canyon Mouth was designated as a Regional Trailhead. 
This trailhead is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: The property is currently owned by the State of Utah. This trailhead has been 
selected for development in the SLC Foothill Trails Master Plan.  SLC is studying possible 
underpass/overpass to Rotary Glen from this trailhead.  This trailhead would include parking, 
restrooms, signage with maps and information.  Traffic engineers are being consulted to minimize 
traffic disruption. Trails accessed from this trailhead include the Bonneville Shoreline and Mount Wire 
Trail. Trails extending further into Emigration Canyon are NOT included in the SLC Plan.

 Strength: The mouth of canyon trailhead is in the SLC Foothills Plan, so it is highly likely it will happen.  
This trailhead would provide much needed public access to the Bonneville Shoreline trail.  It would 
also be a good place for the public to access the Emigration Canyon North Slope Trail, if it were to 
be constructed.

 Weakness:  The utility of this trailhead for the Emigration Canyon trail system depends on the 
successful configuration and implementation of the North Slope Trail.

 Opportunity: Salt Lake City Parks is committed to developing and paying for this new trailhead. The 
new trailhead will make important regional trail connections and serve a variety of users. A robust 
signage plan at this location can educate trail users on trail ethics and stewardship. Maps located 
here can provide an overview of the trail system and safely locate users on the landscape. This 
trailhead will provide a soft surface commuter link for the BST and environs.

 Threat: Increased traffic at the mouth of Emigration Canyon.

State of 
Utah, 
100%

Land Ownership

21

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

Trailhead is recommended for implementation
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Salt Lake City Parks Foothills Trails Plan –
Emigration Trailhead
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Salt Lake City Parks Foothills Trails Plan –
Emigration Trailhead Trails
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Perkins Flat Regional 
Trailhead
 Location: The flat area just east of the entrance to Emigration Place
 2007 Plan Feasibility: In the 2007 Plan, Perkins Flat was designated as a Regional Trailhead.  There will 

be a conservation easement on this property that Salt Lake County and Utah Open Lands are 
currently working on. This trailhead is NOT currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles:  The property is currently owned by Salt Lake County. Utah Open Lands will 
hold a conservation easement that could prevents parking lots and bathrooms at this location in 
order to preserve wildlife habitat, water quality, wetlands, and scenic views. There is mixed community 
support for this trailhead: many people want a mid-canyon trailhead, however many people are also 
concerned with impact to the Wetlands in the Perkins Flat area.  

 Strength:  This trailhead would provide a mid-canyon trailhead location with natural trail routes to both 
canyons ridgeline.  The property is on public land.

 Weakness:  There will be a conservation easement with this property that could restricts any trailhead 
facilities such as bathrooms or parking.  This trailhead is located at one of the most bottlenecked 
areas of the canyon (Camp K, Ruth’s, big curve), which could exacerbate the current traffic issues 
and create a potential safety hazard.

 Opportunity: This trailhead has potential for regional trail connections both north and south which 
would help with dispersal of impacts and provide different seasonal usage opportunities.  Adjacent 
lands have been purchased that may allow for trailhead development and do not have easement 
restrictions like Perkins Flat.  This trailhead also has possible funding opportunities due to the Mormon 
history of the area.

 Threat: Further impairment of water quality to Emigration Creek, as well as impacts to the view shed, 
health of the wetlands, and impairment to sensitive species habitat.

Salt Lake 
County, 

100%

Land Ownership
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Land 
Restrictions Yes
Land for sale No

Wetlands Yes
Stream Yes

Trailhead as located in the 2007 Plan is not recommended at this time
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Little Mountain Summit 
Regional Trailhead
 Location: Dirt/asphalt lots at Little Mountain Summit

 2007 Plan Feasibility: In the 2007 Plan, the Top of the Canyon was designated as a Regional 
Trailhead. This trailhead is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: This land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation. 

 Strength: This trailhead currently exists and there is ample parking and pit toilets. This is already a 
popular multi-use area for the memorable views, unofficial trail access, and restroom.  The land is 
publically owned property.  

 Weakness: The trailhead is on the edge of the watershed. Dogs are prohibited on the southside of 
the ridge, but the current signage on this is unclear.  The current bathrooms are serviced by SLCPU 
and are bothersome to maintain. Several unmaintained, but well used trails are accessed from this 
area and are unsustainable.  The land is owned by the US Forest Service, so any upgrades or new 
trails will be subject to NEPA.

 Opportunity: This trailhead has a potential to link to the Mormon Pioneer Trail and the Great 
Western Trail, which could possibly provide some funding.  There is also the potential for interpretive 
trails relating to the history of the area.

 Threat: The proximity of SLC watershed lands and the presence of LP gas pumping station will limit 
the ability to expand the carrying capacity of this trailhead.  Higher trailhead usage will warrant 
higher levels of trailhead management.

SLC Corp, 
100%

Land Ownership
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Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

Trailhead is recommended for implementation 319



Pinecrest Local Trailhead
 Location:  Located mid-way up Pinecrest Canyon Road, on the west side of the road.

 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: In the 2007 Plan, Pinecrest was designated as a Local Trailhead.  
Due to the private land ownership, this trailhead is currently NOT feasible as an official trailhead as 
proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: The existing trailhead and parking site is privately owned.  The owners are 
currently allowing public access with very limited parking (4-6 become a Safety Vehicle obstruction 
hazard and No Parking signs have been posted). The owners currently have no interest in selling the 
land or adding in right of way or easement. The owners are interested in adding signage (no 
hunting, no camping, etc). The parking along the road has become a problem and cars are now 
being ticketed. This is one of the most heavily used trails in the canyon, both by residents and visitors.

 Strength: This is a well established and well used trail within the canyon. The historic nature of the trail 
includes rock quarrying and scenic rail tours. This trailhead provides the only current access to the 
north side of the canyon.  The generous land owners currently allow access to the public at this 
trailhead.

 Weakness:  The land is privately owned and the owners are not interested in selling.  There are safety 
vehicle access issues when private cars are illegally parked along Pinecrest Road.

 Opportunity:  There is an educational opportunity to explore the history of the canyon, specifically 
quarrying and railway.  This trailhead helps to create the diversity of access points within the canyon.  
This trailhead also provides access to an alternative safety egress from Pinecrest Canyon.

 Threat: The area is getting out of control with the parking situation and cars are now being ticketed. 
The owners could close area if they no longer wanted to allow access.  This trailhead is currently the 
most heavily used trailhead within the canyon and if it gets closed down, the usage pressure will 
increase at other points in the canyon.

Private, 
100%

Land Ownership

26

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

Trailhead is recommended for improved signage and management practices,
pending the land owner’s approval.
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Pinecrest Local Trailhead

Private, 
100%

Land Ownership

Private Land Owner: 
Philip & Donnetta Davis
 Owns the parcel of land on 

which the Pinecrest Local 
Trailhead resides.

 There is NOT a right of way or 
easement for public access. 

 The Davis’s have graciously 
allowed public parking on the 
trailhead for years and plan 
to continue this for the time 
being, based on conduct of 
trail users.  They are 
concerned about capacity 
at the trailhead.  They are not 
interested in selling the land 
or options to add in 
easements or right of way. 

 They are open to signage at 
the trailhead to help manage 
the trailhead (no camping, 
no fires, pick up dog waste).  
They do not want hunting 
access and are posting signs 
to state such this fall. 27

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No
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Killyons Local Trailhead
 Location: Dirt lots at the top of Killyons Lane

 2007 Plan Feasibility: In the 2007 Plan, Killyons was designated as a Local Trailhead. The trailhead location as detailed in 
the 2007 trailhead plan no longer exists due to the need for Safety Vehicle ingress & egress. There is also an open 
dispute between the land owner and Salt Lake County over the property lines.  The current trailhead has been moved 
down to the Killyons/Pinecrest split and no longer aligns with the 2007 plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: The trailhead as designated in the 2007 Plan is owned by the US Forest Service and private 
ownership. Salt Lake County is in negotiations with land owner regarding his property and the need to put in an 
emergency vehicle turn-around.  Property surveys and boundaries are currently in dispute between the two parties.  
There is mixed support for this specific trailhead. Many people want access to Killyons via this specific trailhead, but 
many other people do not want access at this specific trailhead due to traffic and nuisance concerns.  This appears to 
be a moot point because this specific trailhead is not currently an option. 

 Strength: This trailhead provides access to some of the most sought after trails in the canyon.  The enforcement of the 
Fire Lane has led to better Fire Safety practices and better trailhead management.

 Weakness:  The current trailhead and parking area does not exist due to the need for Emergency Vehicle access. The 
trailhead in 2007 plan terminates at a dead-end street and within a neighborhood. The close proximity to private 
homes resulted in noise/traffic/dog nuisance to some residents. Eliminating the parking at 2007 Trailhead for 
Emergency Vehicle access has greatly improved the nuisance impact to the private homes.  

 Opportunity: There is potential to establish a different trailhead location or multiple trailhead locations nearby to 
create more sustainable trail design and distribute traffic.  There are several possible locations nearby including US 
Forest Service land or other land that is for sale. An established and well managed Killyons trailhead has the 
opportunity to reduce nuisance behavior for the surrounding neighborhood. 

 Threat: Parking at the 2007 trailhead is not possible at this time due to the need for Emergency Vehicle access.  Losing 
the trailhead as designated in the 2007 Plan has reduced access to this trail which could lead to rogue trailheads/trails.

28

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream Yes

US Forest 
Service, 

50%

Private, 
50%

Land Ownership

Trailhead as located in the 2007 plan does not appear possible at this time
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Killyons Local Trailhead

US Forest 
Service, 

50%

Private, 
50%

Land Ownership

Private Land Owner: 
Vince Rogers
 Owns the parcel of land on 

which part of the Killyons
Local Trailhead resides.

 There is currently no right of 
way or easement for trails or 
trailheads on this property. 

 Orange road barriers have 
been placed around the 
property line to keep people 
off the property.  

 Salt Lake County is in 
negotiations with Rogers 
regarding his property and 
the need to put in an 
emergency vehicle turn-
around.  Property surveys and 
boundaries are currently in 
dispute between the two 
parties.
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Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream Yes

Salt Lake 
City 

Corporation

US Forest Service

Salt Lake 
City 

Corporation

Salt Lake County

Vince 
Rogers

Robyn
Seldin

Steve
Borst
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Trails
Analysis of the Trails in the 2007 Master Trails Plan

30
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2007 Master Plan Trails
 North Slope Regional 
 East Slope Regional Trail
 East Slope Regional Trail 1st Return Loop 1 (Western)
 East Slope Regional Trail 2nd Return Loop 2 (Eastern)
 South Slope Regional Trail 
 South Slope Regional Trail Return Loop 
 Perkins Flat / South Slope Regional Connector Trail
 Killyons Local Trail
 Pinecrest Local Trail
 Burr’s Fork Local Trail

31
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North Slope Regional Trail
SLC 

Corp, 
40%US Forest 

Service, 40%

SLC 
Parks, 

5%

Utah 
Open 

Lands, 5%

Private, 
For Sale 

10%

Land Ownership

33

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale Yes

Wetlands Yes
Stream No
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North Slope Regional Trail Private 
Land Owners

Richard Clark 
Memorial Watershed 
Wildlife and Nature 
Preserve
 Conservation easement 

held by Utah Open Lands 
that provides for non-
motorized trail usage.

34

Keith & Gary DavisSalt Lake City Corporation

Salt Lake City Corporation Salt Lake City Corporation

REAAMS LLC
 There is not an easement or 

right of way. This land is 
currently for sale.  SLCO 
Open Space has been 
approached about 
purchasing the land and 
they are interested and 
pursuing funding.

REAAMS LLC

Emigration Improvement District

Pinecrest Local Trail
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North Slope Regional Trail Private 
Land Owners

35

US Forest 
Service

Salt Lake City Corporation

US Forest 
Service

US Forest 
Service

Salt Lake City Corporation

REAAMS LLC

REAAMS LLC 
 There is not an easement or 

right of way. This land is 
currently for sale.  SLCO 
Open Space has been 
approached about 
purchasing the land and 
they are interested and 
pursuing funding.
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North Slope Regional Trail
 Location: Mouth of Canyon along the north side of Emigration Road to Lookout Peak
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.
 Implementation Hurdles:  The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation, Utah Open Lands (conservation easements & 

fee title lands), US Forest Service, Salt Lake City Parks, and Private ownership. Emigration Oaks residents have opposed this trail in 
the past and current residents on the north side of Emigration Canyon Road have expressed concerns as well. 

 Strength:  The SLC Foothills Trails Plan includes the development of a large trailhead at the mouth of the canyon that will provide 
parking, signage, bathrooms and access to trails, including this North Slope Trail.  This new trailhead would have greater 
management and enforcement. The North Slope Trail would offer a long trail season due to south facing aspect.  The majority of 
this trail is on public land.  This trail would provide a connector trail from Salt Lake City to the Great Western Trail. 

 Weakness:  The trail does not currently exist in any form.  Emigration Oaks residents have opposed this trail in the past.  There has 
been some opposition from current residents on the north side of Emigration Canyon Road as well.  Some of this trail crosses private 
land.  There is no return loop for this trail, nor is there currently a mid-canyon trailhead, so there is no easy early exit from the trail.  
The destination for this trail (Lookout Peak) is a long distance, and with no early exit options, there is a high likelihood of users 
creating their own trails up to the ridgeline or down to Emigration Road.

 Opportunity:  There is potential to create a loop trail or mid-canyon exit at Tallgrass (currently privately owned) or other possible 
trailheads in mid-canyon, or possibly a loop along the ridge to Mount Wire, which would help disperse trail traffic back out of the 
canyon and allow for shorter hikes.  There is also the possibility for implementing part of the trail (as an out-and-back) instead of the 
whole trail as depicted in the 2007 Plan.

 Threat: The main threat with this trail is its’ length and location within the canyon.  No exit at mid canyon or loop to the ridge is
defined in the 2007 plan, which creates a high probability of users creating their own rogue trails and trailheads.  This trail crosses 
winter habitat for big game, so trail closures may be needed during certain timeframes.  This trail would also provide easier access 
for hunters to get to the more remote big game areas.  This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

36Trail is not recommended for implementation at this time
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East Slope Regional Trail
SLC Corp, 

40%

US Forest Service, 
45%

Private, 
15%

Land Ownership

37

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

331



East Slope Regional Trail
SLC Corp, 

40%

US Forest Service, 
45%

Private, 
15%

Land Ownership

Private Land Owner: 
David Nuescheler
 Owns several parcels of land 

at the start of the East Slope 
Regional Trail. There is an 
unofficial trail that currently 
runs through his property.  The 
proposed trail is slightly 
rerouted to stay within 
Emigration Canyon and 
would still pass through his 
property.

 No easement for trails 
currently exists for any of the 
property. 

 In discussions with David, he 
stated that he is welcoming 
to options for trails on his 
property.  In the past he had 
discussions with Salt Lake City 
on easement swaps and is 
interested in pursuing that 
again. 

38

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No
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East Slope Regional Trail
 Location: From Little Mountain Summit east along the top of canyon ridge to Big Mountain
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: The current trail weaves into Watershed property, so no dogs are allowed on the trail.  

The 2007 Plan realignment would put all of the trail within Emigration Canyon. If an agreement can be made with the 
private land owner for trail easement, this trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation, US Forest Service, and Private 
ownership.  The private land owner is open to discussions about options for official trail access on his property. The public
is currently utilizing a version of this trail.

 Strength:  Some of this trail currently exists and is used by the public. The trail is on all public land except for the section at 
the start of the trail.  A large trailhead providing access to this trail already exists and restrooms are available.  This trail 
offers a connection to the Great Western Trail.  This trail also has excellent diversity of geography and ecozones along the 
trail.  The 2007 Plan realignment would bring the trail all into Emigration Canyon and out of the Little Dell Watershed, 
which would allow dogs on the trail.

 Weakness:  Some of this current trail and the 2007 realignment is on private land.  Some sections of the current trail need 
to be moved to bring it all into Emigration Canyon per the 2007 Plan.  Some sections of the current trail will need to be 
modified to add switchbacks for erosion control.

 Opportunity:  There is potential for public/private partnership with the private landowner.  This trail offers the ability to 
separate user types based on the distance of the trail.  This trail has some historical significance, which offers a possible
educational opportunity.

 Threat: Portions of the trail closer to the trailhead would see heavier use. This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

39
Trail is recommended for implementation, pending successful negotiations with 

land owner.
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East Slope Regional Trail 1st

Return Loop
SLC Corp, 40%

US Forest 
Service, 10%

Private, 
50%

Land Ownership

40

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No
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East Slope Regional Trail 1st

Return Loop
SLC Corp, 40%

US Forest 
Service, 10%

Private, 
50%

Land Ownership

41

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

Private Land Owner: 
David Nuescheler
 Owns several parcels of land 

at the start of the East Slope 
Regional Trail and 1st Return 
Loop.

 No easement for trails 
currently exists for any of the 
property. 

 In discussions with David, he 
stated that he is welcoming 
to options for trails on his 
property. However, this 1st

Return Loop as depicted in 
the 2007 Plan runs directly 
through the heart of 
Nuescheler’s property.  An 
easement for this trail is NOT 
likely to happen due to the 
intrusive nature of the 
proposed location.
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 Location: The first return loop (western return loop) from the East Slope Regional Trail (Little Mountain 
Summit east along the top of canyon ridge to Big Mountain).

 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: Due to the large and intrusive amount of private land this trail crosses, 
this trail is currently NOT feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.

 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation, US Forest Service, and 
Private ownership. As shown depicted in the 2007 Plan, this trail goes right through the heart of several 
parcels of private land. The private land owner is open to discussions about options for official trail 
access on his property, but the location of the trail in the 2007 Plan is quite inconvenient and intrusive.

 Strength:  Provides a easy return trail from the East Slope Regional Trail for shorter hikes.
 Weakness:  Proposed alignment is unlikely due to crossing through the middle of private land.
 Opportunity:  There is potential to modify the 2007 Plan to connect the trail to East Slope Regional Trail 

farther to the east to avoid the private land issue.
 Threat: The private land ownership on a large section of this trail is the biggest threat. This trail poses a 

threat of wildlife disturbance.

East Slope Regional 
Trail 1st Return Loop

42Trail is not recommended for implementation at this time
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East Slope Regional 
Trail 2nd Return Loop

SLC Corp, 60%

US Forest Service, 
40%

Land Ownership

43

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No
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East Slope Regional 
Trail 2nd Return Loop
 Location: The second return loop (eastern return loop) from the East Slope Regional Trail (Little Mountain 

Summit east along the top of canyon ridge to Big Mountain).
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.
 Implementation Hurdles: This land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation and the US Forest 

Service. As this is a return loop trail, it should only be implemented in conjunction with the main East Slope 
Regional Trail. 

 Strength:  This loop is all on public land.  This return loop would provide an alternative to just an out-and-
back type trail, which is especially beneficial to mountain bikers.

 Weakness: The intersection with the East Slope Regional Trail could create a pinch point and create an 
area of congestion.  This is a lollipop type trail, so access to this loop is difficult if the main East Slope 
Regional Trail does not occur.

 Opportunity: There is the potential to create a way to flow traffic to avoid congestion at the trail 
intersection points.  This loop can create user separation to also help avoid trail congestion.

 Threat:  This is a return loop trail and the main trail to get to this loop requires crossing private land. This 
trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

44
Trail is recommended for implementation, pending successful negotiations with 

land owner on main East Slope Regional Trail.
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South Slope Regional Trail
SLC Corp, 20%

US Forest 
Service, 80%

Land Ownership

45

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

339



South Slope Regional Trail
 Location: From Little Mountain Summit west to Dale Peak
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.
 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation and the US Forest Service.
 Strength:  This trail would be all on public land and provides a great destination hike.  This trail is a good distance 

(not too long, not too short) and will appeal to a variety of users. A large trailhead providing access to this trail 
already exists and restrooms are available. This trail is north facing and offers a shady hike which is good for 
summer hiking.  

 Weakness: This trail currently exist as a rough jeep road and would need to be realigned for better gradient and 
erosion control.  This trailhead is on the north facing slope, so it may have a limited season for hiking usage.

 Opportunity: This trail has tremendous potential for a destination trail from a regional trailhead that would provide 
ample access to the public and relieve trail pressure from the smaller trails.  It also offers the possibility to loop into 
other potential trails and/or a mid-canyon trailhead.

 Threat: This trail is in close proximity to SLC watershed lands and there is a threat of dogs crossing into Watershed 
property.  This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

46Trail is recommended for implementation 340



South Slope Regional Trail 
Return Loop

SLC Corp, 90%

US Forest 
Service, 10%

Land Ownership

47

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No
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South Slope Regional Trail 
Return Loop
 Location: From mid-way along the Dale Peak Trail to Little Mountain Summit 
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.
 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation and the US Forest Service. As 

this is a return loop trail, it should only be implemented in conjunction with the main South Slope Regional Trail. 
 Strength:  This loop trail is all on public land.  The loop type trail helps to disperse and segregate trail users. A large 

trailhead providing access to this trail already exists and restrooms are available.  This trail is north facing and 
offers a shady hike which is good for summer hiking.

 Weakness: This trail doesn’t currently exist and the area is currently rarely used.  This trailhead is on the north 
facing slope, so it may have a limited season for hiking usage.

 Opportunity: This trail has tremendous potential for a destination trail from a regional trailhead that would provide 
ample access to the public and relieve trail pressure from the smaller trails.  It also offers the possibility to loop into 
other potential trails and/or a mid-canyon trailhead. 

 Threat: This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

48
Trail is recommended for implementation in conjunction with the main South Slope 

Regional Trail. 342



Perkins Flat / South Slope 
Regional Connector Trail

49

Land 
Restrictions Yes
Land for sale Yes

Wetlands Yes
Stream Yes

SLC Corp, 
25%

SL County, 
50%

Private, For 
Sale, 25%

Land Ownership
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Perkins Flat / South Slope 
Regional Connector Trail

50

Land 
Restrictions Yes
Land for sale No

Wetlands Yes
Stream Yes

Salt Lake City Corporation
Edward Gilmor

Salt Lake County

Salt Lake County

Shriner’s Hospital Shriner’s Hospital

Catherine Gilmor

Erwin 
Osguthorpe

Salt Lake County
 There will be a 

conservation 
easement on these 
properties that allows 
for natural surface 
trails less than 3 feet 
in width, provided 
that they do not 
impact the wetlands.  
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Perkins Flat / South Slope 
Regional Connector Trail
 Location:  From Perkins Flat to the bottom of the Dale Peak Trail Return Loop
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail is tied directly to the Perkins Flat Trailhead, which is NOT currently feasible as 

proposed in the 2007 master plan.  
 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation, Salt Lake County, Shriner’s Hospital, 

and Private ownership. This trail would go through wetlands, making this a difficult trail to implement.  There is division in 
the community on this trail due to the Perkins Flat easements and wetland concerns.  This trail would likely be closed to 
dogs due to the wetland concerns.

 Strength: This trail provides connection access to Mid-canyon Regional Trailhead. This trail would also likely be closed to 
dogs due to the wetland concerns.

 Weakness:  There is significant concern with water quality impacts due to the trail crossing the wetland area. This trail 
would likely be closed to dogs due to the wetland concerns.  This trail would have greater regulatory permitting due to 
wetlands.

 Opportunity: There is potential to build a bridge over the road to another potential Mid-Canyon trailhead.
 Threat: The mid-canyon Regional Trailhead location as defined in the 2007 Plan is unlikely due to wetland and easement 

issues. This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.

51Trail is not recommended for implementation at this time 345



Killyons Local Trail

SLC Corp, 70%

US Forest Service, 
10%

Salt Lake 
County, 20%

Land Ownership

52

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream Yes
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Killyons Local Trail
 Location: From the top of Killyons Lane to the intersection with the East Slope Regional Trail
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail currently exists and is used by the public.  No modifications to 

the actual trail are proposed in the 2007 Trails Plan. This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 
master plan. The 2007 plan has Killyons Trail designated as hiking only.

 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation (Conservation 
Easement), Salt Lake County, Utah Open Lands (Conservation Easement), the US Forest Service. The lack 
of trailhead parking as depicted in the 2007 plan requires visitors from outside the neighborhood to park 
elsewhere and walk on Killyons Lane road for a half mile to access this trail.

 Strength:  This is a well established and used trail and is one of the best known trails within Emigration 
Canyon.  The trail provides access to one of the larger tracts of open lands in the Canyon purchased for 
public access.  It connects to other major trails and destinations like Affleck Park, Mountain Dell, Lookout 
Peak, and the Great Western Trail.  This trail does come close to some private homes which provides for 
possible community access.

 Weakness:  The current trail was not created with the best practices in mind, which has caused drainage 
and erosion problems. This trail does come close to some private homes which could cause noise/dog 
nuisance to residents.  This trail is adjacent to an active stream.

 Opportunity: The current trail needs to be rerouted around erosion areas in some areas and restored 
where re-routing is not possible.  This trail could provide an opportunity to study dog impact on wilderness 
and creek.  

 Threat:  Dogs entering and leaving the creek create an erosion threat.  The current trail has some erosion 
issues due to trail routing near the creek.  Pollution from dogs in the creek is a problem. This trail poses a 
threat of wildlife disturbance. 

53Trail is recommended for minor improvements (eroded sections).
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Pinecrest Local Trail

54

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale Yes

Wetlands No
Stream Yes

SLC Corp, 
35%

US Forest Service, 
25%

EID, 25%

Private, 5%

Private, For Sale, 
10%

Land Ownership
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Pinecrest Local Trail Private Land 
Owners

55

Philip & Donnetta Davis
 There is NOT an easement 

for public trail access

Sarah & Jason Hall
 There is an easement for 

public trail access 
through their property. 

Emigration Improvement District

REAAMS LLC

Keith & Gary Davis
Salt Lake City Corporation

Salt Lake City Corporation Salt Lake City Corporation

US Forest 
Service

US Forest 
Service

Richard Clark 
Memorial 
Watershed Wildlife 
and Nature Preserve
 Conservation 

easement held by 
Utah Open Lands that 
provides for non-
motorized trail usage.

REAAMS LLC
 There is not an 

easement or right of 
way. This land is 
currently for sale.  
SLCO Open Space has 
been approached 
about purchasing the 
land and they are 
interested and 
pursuing funding.
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Pinecrest Local Trail
 Location: From the Pinecrest Local Trailhead west to the abandoned mine
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility: This trail currently exists.  No modifications to the actual trail are 

proposed in the 2007 Trails Plan. This trail is currently feasible as proposed in the 2007 master plan.
 Implementation Hurdles: This land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation, US Forest Service, 

and Private ownership. The lack of current public ownership for sections of the trail prevent further 
improvements to the trail.

 Strength: This is a well established trail and is one of the best most known and used trails within Emigration 
Canyon.  It is a historical trail on an old railroad grade. The trail has an easy hiking grade and is currently 
multi-use. This trail could provide access to the North Slope Trail, if it is constructed. The trail comes close 
to some private homes so there is the possibility of community access.

 Weakness: The trailhead for access to this trail is on private property. This trail is one of the most 
known/used trails within Emigration Canyon and is heavily used.  This trail does come close to some 
private homes which could cause noise/dog nuisance to residents.

 Opportunity:  Due to the historic nature of this trail, there is potential for an educational opportunity.  
 Threat:  The private land could be sold to other entities.  Private ownership could eliminate access to this 

trail. This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.  

56No trail improvements are recommended at this time
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Burr’s Fork Local Trail

57

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale Yes

Wetlands No
Stream Yes

SLC Corp, 
40%

Private, 
35%

Private, For Sale, 
25%

Land Ownership
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Burr’s Fork Local Trail

58

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale Yes

Wetlands No
Stream Yes

John Walsh
 Owns the land at the start of 

the Burr’s Fork Local Trail.
 A County Right of Way 

currently exists through the 
property. The actual route of 
this trail has been contested 
in court several times with the 
end result showing the actual 
trail easement running up the 
creek drainage.  There are 
several ponds that have been 
constructed in the creek 
drainage, which is not 
feasible for a trail passage.

Butler, Crockett, and 
Walsh Development 

Corporation

REAAMS LLC

Salt Lake City Corporation

Salt Lake 
City 

Corporation

Emigration 
Improvement

District

REAAMS LLC
 There is not an easement or 

right of way. This land is 
currently for sale.  SLCO 
Open Space has been 
approached about 
purchasing the land and 
they are interested and 
pursuing funding.

SLC Corp, 
40%

Private, 
35%

Private, For Sale, 
25%

Land Ownership
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Burr’s Fork Local Trail
 Location: From the top of Pinecrest Canyon Road to Lookout Peak
 2007 Plan Alignments Feasibility:  The actual route of this trail has been contested in court several times with the 

end result showing the actual trail running up the creek drainage, which is not feasible for a trail.
 Implementation Hurdles: The land is currently owned by Salt Lake City Corporation and Private ownership. There 

is no parking access for this trail. The actual route of this trail has been contested in court several times with the 
end result showing the actual trail easement running up the creek drainage, 8 feet on each side from the 
center of the creek.  There are several ponds that have been constructed that are larger than 16 feet wide, 
which is not feasible for a trail passage.  The official right of way is in the creek drainage, which is not ideal for a 
hiking trail.

 Strength: This trail provides a gateway to the North Slope Trail, East Slope Trail, Lookout Peak, the Great Western 
Trail, and other alpine type terrain.  This trail provides the primary access for winter usage such as snowshoeing 
and backcountry skiing. 

 Weakness:  Access to this trail is currently blocked by a gate and stone wall.  There is no public parking or 
trailhead for this trail.  There is no clear understanding of what is private or public land for this trail.

 Opportunity:  There is an opportunity to investigate to understand the public right of way through the Walsh 
property.  There is also the potential to purchase the private land or to obtain an different easement through the 
Walsh property.

 Threat: This trail poses a threat of wildlife disturbance.  Maintaining the public right of way from private obstacles 
is a significant threat.

59No trail improvements are recommended at this time
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REAAMS LLC Land Parcels

60

329.61 Acres

144.40 Acres

40.00 Acres

514.01 Total Acres

REAAMS LLC has 
approached SLCO Open 
Space about purchasing 
the land and they are 
interested and pursuing 
funding.  It is on the list 
with approximately 20 
other land parcels for Salt 
Lake County to consider 
for purchase.  The REAAMS 
parcels are some of the 
only remaining private 
land that trails cross in the 
2007 plan. Their acquisition 
for public use would 
enable potential for future 
trail expansion as well as 
prevent development on 
those lands.

Recommendation is to encourage/assist SLCO Open Space in purchasing these parcels
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Findings Recap
 Focus on establishing 2 main regional trailheads and improving signage at local trailheads

 Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead
 Little Mountain Summit Regional Trailhead
 Partner with Pinecrest Local Trailhead Land Owners for improved signage

 Focus on creating/modifying 2-3 trails
 South Slope Regional Trail and the return loop (both together)
 East Slope Regional Trail and the 2nd return loop, pending successful easement negotiations with land owner (both together)
 Minor restoration of the Killyons trail (eroded sections)

 Partner with Salt Lake City Parks on the Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead and associated trails
 Funding partner
 Trails on the outskirts of Emigration Canyon

 Develop a comprehensive trails management plan that provides for: 
 Trail and trailhead facility maintenance
 Public education and signage
 Compliance with use and access restrictions in surrounding areas (Little Dell Watershed, Red Butte)
 Public safety monitoring and enforcement
 User impact mitigation, especially for private property owners who voluntarily allow public access
 Funding plan – MTC, Non-profit, etc

 Encourage/assist SLCO Open Space with the purchase of REAAMS LLC land parcels
 Continue to pursue 2007 plan goals. While only a small subset of the plan's proposed trails/trailheads are 

feasible for near-term implementation, others may eventually be realized if the township pursues them 
with patience, persistence, and flexibility.
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Appendix A: Group Memberships
 ECCC Development Subcommittee

 Dan Anderson

 Claire Clark

 Bill Tobey

 Mike Jimenez

 Rin Harris

 ECCC Trails Working Group
 Dan Anderson (Chair)

 Claire Clark

 Bill Tobey

 Mike Jimenez

 Sarah Bennett

 Andy McNeil

 Advisors
 Mark Vlasic (Landmark Design)

 Wendy Fisher (Utah Open Lands)

 Juli Peck-Dabling (Salt Lake County Open Space)

 Charlie Sturgis (Mountain Trails Foundation) 435-513-8710
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Appendix B: Timeline
 Solicit Community Feedback (May 2018 – November 2018)
 Trails Working Group Meetings (July 2018 – August 2019)
 Present Findings to ECCC (August 13th 2019)
 ECCC present recommendations to MTC (September 2019)
 Recommendations added into the EC General Plan (December 2019)

64
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Appendix C: Definitions
 Wetlands: Any area fitting one or more of these categories is a wetland:

1. Temporarily or permanently inundated with water during a portion of 
the year.

2. Supports water-loving plants (hydrophytes) such as cattails, rushes 
(plants distinguished by cylindrical stems or hollow, stem-like leaves) or 
sedges (a grass-like plant with triangular stems and inconspicuous 
flowers).

3. Contains undrained wet soil (hydric soil) which is anaerobic (lacks 
oxygen) in the upper region.

Frequently wetlands are only wet during a portion of the year and 
sometimes they are dry for more than a year at a time.  Because of this, 
wetland identification can be difficult.

65
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Appendix D: Perkins Flat Wetland 
Designation
 Nicole Fesard from the US Army Corps of Engineers stated, Perkins 

Flat ‘appears’ to be a wetland, but there is a process that must be 
followed if the land or creek or any body of water will be disturbed.  
This process requires appropriate applications and forms to be filled 
out; applications trigger a review by an environmental consultant (a 
site visit may be required and the applicant must get in line for this 
behind other prior requests); various criteria are considered for an 
approval or a denial; each application is done on a case by case 
basis. 

 Perkins Flat is referred to as a “wetland” by Utah Open Lands, whose 
purpose (among others) in preserving this 182 acres was to protect it 
as a wetland, which “aids in water quality of the entire Jordan River 
Watershed.”  Perkins Flat was protected “in partnership with Salt 
Lake County to increase watershed value of this land.” 

66
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Appendix E: Community Meetings
July 5, 2018: ~30 people in attendance
 Goal of Subcommittee: Provide a recommendation to the Metro Township Council as to what our community would like to 

see happen with respect to trails in Emigration Canyon. The MTC has expressed that they would like our recommendation be 
based off of the Emigration Canyon Master Trails Plan that was created in 2007. A large amount of research, time, and hard 
work was put into that plan and they would like to see it utilized rather than creating a brand new trails plan. The 2007 Master 
Trails plan is located here https://slco.org/parks-recreation/planning/master-plans/ under Trail Master Plans.

 New trails within the canyon will assuredly bring more people and traffic into the canyon. We need to find a win-win situation 
where we have trails to support the growing SLC population, but at the same time preserve the quiet and local parts of our 
canyon and protect wildlife and personal property from being overrun.

 Regional trailheads versus Local trailheads – the 2007 master plan had the Miners Trailhead and Killyons Trailhead designated 
at “Local Trailheads” meaning they would not be improved from their current state (no additional parking, no restroom 
facilities, etc). The 2007 master plan has 3 Regional trailheads identified – the mouth of the canyon, Perkins Flat, and Little 
Mountain Summit. Regional trailheads would have parking lots, restroom facilities, and water.

 Killyons Canyon trailhead was discussed at length, with quite a few Killyons residents in attendance. Based on the Killyons
designation as a “Local Trailhead” in the 2007 Trails Master plan and the need to create a new trail to access any new 
trailhead for Killyons, it was decided to not focus on the Killyons trailhead at this time. 

 Professional dog-walkers in the canyon was discussed, the main point being there needs to be some sort of limit on how 
many dogs one person can walk in the canyon due to dog control issues and waste pick up (or lack thereof). Several 
suggestions of checking professional licenses, permits, etc were discussed with an action to investigate Salt Lake City 
ordinances on this topic.

 Salt Lake City Recreation has been working on a Foothills Master Trail Plan and one of proposed trailheads is at the mouth of
Emigration Canyon with trails up to Mount Wire. It was discussed that partnering with them might be a great opportunity to 
work collaboratively to acquire funding. The Foothills Master Trail Plan is located here https://www.slc.gov/parks/trailsplan/
under April 2018 Draft Trail Alignment.

 Key Take-away: Focusing the Subcommittee’s efforts on the proposed Regional Trailheads, at the mouth of the canyon, 
Perkins Flat, and Little Mountain Summit seems to be the path to the win-win solution of providing additional trails to canyon 
residents and the population of Salt Lake City without creating an additional influx of people/traffic in and around canyon 
residential areas. The homework for all participants is to review the 2007 Master Plan maps and be ready to discuss your 
thoughts at the next meeting as to which regional trailheads and trails we should focus our plan on. 67
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Appendix E: Community Meetings
October 3, 2018: ~45 people in attendance
 Re-iteration of the goal the Trails Subcommittee: Create a plan for how the residents of Emigration 

Canyon want to handle trails and trail development within the canyon and present that plan to the 
Metro Township Council.

 Feedback from Canyon residents: lots of common themes here, the main ones being:
 There has been an influx of hikers/bikersrunners into our canyon and this will continue so we need to figure out how to 

manage it

 Trails and trailheads within our canyon will surely bring more hikers/bikers/runners into our canyon to use these trails.

 Discussion on what areas we can focus our common energy on to help find a win-win for the 
concerns stated above. This led us to focusing on trailheads at the bottom of the canyon (near the 
zoo) and at the top of the canyon (Little Mountain Summit). Common thought was that these areas 
would provide trailheads to serve Salt Lake City (and canyon residents as well) and would cause 
minimal disruption in the canyon itself (no new trailheads within the canyon). The other thought was 
that these trailhead locations would likely draw Salt Lake City people away from the local trailheads 
(Miners, Killyons). There is also a unique opportunity to partner with the Salt Lake Foothills Trails 
Committee as they have been working on a plan that includes a trailhead at the mouth of 
Emigration Canyon and some trails that wind up into the canyon.
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Appendix E: Community Meetings
October 3, 2018: Meeting Attendance
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Appendix E: Community Meetings
November 19, 2018: ~30 people in attendance
 - 2007 Trails Master Plan History: Mark Vlasic presented on the history of the 2007 Trails plan – what went into the 

planning, how long it too, what was considered, etc. The presentation should be available on the ECCC website 
soon (www.emigrationcanyon.org, then click on X). There were lots of good questions and discussion from Mark’s 
presentation and it did a good job of providing the background on how that plan came to be.

 - Salt Lake City Foothills Trails Plan: Lewis Kogan presented on the Salt Lake City Foothills Trails Plan that they have 
been working on for a while. This is an extensive plan reaching all along the Salt Lake City Foothills. It’s of interest to 
us in that it presents a unique partnering opportunity for us because part of their Trails plan intersects with the 
Emigration Canyon 2007 plan. There is a planned trailhead at the mouth of Emigration Canyon – they are looking 
at upgrading the 2 dirt lots across from Rotary Glen park – pave them, upgrade the current bathroom, put in traffic 
management, etc. Their plan also has some better laid out switchback trails heading up to Mount Wire. The EC 
2007 plan also has a trailhead at that same spot, although the trails coming off of it are different. The discussion 
centered around the possibility of Emigration Canyon partnering with SLC to make this trailhead a reality – this 
seems like an easy win in that if the 2 organizations worked together, we would likely have a better chance of 
securing funding to make this happen. Having an official trailhead with real trails at the mouth of the canyon would 
go a long way to helping provide recreation opportunities to the residents of SLC (and Emigration Canyon) and 
wouldn’t increase the traffic inside of Emigration Canyon. The SLC Foothills Trails plan is available on the ECCC 
website (www.emigrationcanyon.org, then click on X).

 - Consensus Building: We had our first crack at building consensus as to what trailhead(s) we as a community want 
to focus our efforts on. We briefly discussed the different trailhead options and then gave everyone 3 stickers to 
place on the map to show their thoughts and concerns. The green sticker was your first choice for a trailhead, the 
orange sticker was your second choice for a trailhead, and the pink sticker was for a trailhead that you had 
concerns with being developed.
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Appendix E: Community Meetings
November 19, 2018: Meeting Attendance

365



Appendix F: References
 Messmer, Terry & Vice, Daniel.  Department of Fisheries & Wildlife, 

College of Natural Resources.  Utah State University, Logan, Utah.

 Cowardin, Lewis M. & Golet, Francis C. US Fish & Wildlife Service 1979 
wetland classification:  A review.  Vegetario 118: 139-152. 1995.

 Fesard, Nicole. Project Manager Salt Lake County, US Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Bountiful, UT office.  801 295-8380x8321.

 http://utahopenlands.org/list-of-accomplishments/ Perkins Flat 
2005.

72
366

http://utahopenlands.org/list-of-accomplishments/


Appendix G: East Slope 
Regional Trail Easement 
Swap SLC Corp, 

40%

US Forest Service, 
45%

Private, 
15%

Land Ownership

73

Land 
Restrictions No
Land for sale No

Wetlands No
Stream No

Driveway to house:
 Option 1: Switch-backs through 

his property. These switchbacks 
would be detrimental to the 
scenic landscape of the area.

 Option 2: Easement Swap. 

Approximate location of 
future house

Nuescheler would provide 
easement for trails through here,
if he could get an easement 
for a driveway through here
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2007 Plan
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SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

PRIVATE LAND PARCELS WITH APPLICATIONS BEFORE 
SLCO OPEN SPACE

SALT LAKE COUNTY

EMIGRATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

UPDATED 2019
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Appendix I 

Vegetation in Emigration Canyon – Adapted from Salt Lake County Planning and Development Services, 1999 

The many varieties of vegetation in Emigration Canyon contribute to its environment and quality of life. 
Vegetation distribution in the Wasatch Canyons follows belts or life zones, which correlate to slope, elevation 
and soil types. The distribution of distinct vegetation belts are discussed schematically rather than specifically 
due to the lack of comprehensive information. Range and woodland site data is broken down into dominant 
species for overstory and understory including grasses, sedges, forbs, and shrubs that are the potential native 
vegetation for given soil types. The vegetation distributions in Emigration Canyon are described below. 

 The foothill communities located at the lower part of the Canyon are dominantly Scrub Oak (Quercus
gambelini) and Mountain Mahogany (Cecocarpus ledifolius). Scrub Oak is the most extensive plant
community in the Canyon environment. It begins in the lower foothills at about 5000 feet and covers
most of the areas up to about 7,500 feet. On south facing slopes, Scrub Oak extends much higher
nearly reaching the timberline in some areas.

 Mountain Mahogany is normally found in south facing slopes where the soil is extremely rocky.
Mountain Mahogany is not as extensive as scrub oak, but it does form some definite communities in
some areas, usually between 6,000 and 8,000 feet.

 The Canyon streamside communities are dominated by Maple (Acer glabrum), Chokecherry (Prunus
melanocarpa), Birch (Betula fontinalis), Alder (Alnus tenuifolia), and Cottonwood (Populus Spp.) The
Maple - Chokecherry Community, especially the Maple forest, is found near the narrow Canyon mouth
from 5,000 to 7,000 feet. The Birch -Alder - Cottonwood community represents the most prevalent of
streamside trees beginning at about 6,000 feet and extending up to 9,000 feet in elevation. Alder is
especially adaptable to the higher elevations. Many varieties of deciduous shrubs are also found in this
community.

 The lower montane forests consist primarily of the Aspen (Populus tremuloides), White Fir (Abies
concolor), and Spruce (Picea pungens). Aspen form a very extensive sub-climax community from about
7,000 to 10,000 feet. Aspens, being unable to grow in their own shade, are usually replaced by conifers.
They are not confined to the lower montane region, but often constitute a sub-climax community in
the upper montane forest as well.

 The White Fir and Blue Spruce are the dominant trees of the lower coniferous forests. They form the
climax vegetation in the same areas as the lower Aspen forests. Douglas Fir is also abundant in both
upper and lower montane coniferous forests.

 The upper montane forests consist primarily of the Englemann Spruce (Picea Englemanni), Alpine Fir
(Abies Lasiocarpa) community. This community extends from about 9,000 feet to the timberline. This
is the only area where the climatic vegetation and the streamside vegetation are not markedly
different.

 The alpine tundra community occurs above the timberline and is characterized by low shrubs and
forbs. Some isolated areas above the timberline in the upper Pinecrest Canyon are solid rock,
consequently limiting the extent of this community.

Salt Lake County Planning and Development Services. (1999). Emigration Canyon Township General Plan. Salt 

Lake County Planning and Development Services. http://www.emigrationcanyon.org/wp-

content/uploads/2018/11/1999-Emigration-Canyon-General-Plan.pdf  
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WILDLIFE HABITAT

September, 1995.

SOURCE:   Utah State Division of Wildlife Resources,

Page 37
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        purposes only. It is not intended to
        substitute for site specific data.

EMIGRATION CANYON TOWNSHIP

SCALE IN FEET

3000200010000

N

February, 1999.

M
aple

H
o
llo
w

G
ro
v
e

G
ro
v
e

K
e
lv

in

P
e
rk

in
's

G
u
lc
h

S
h
eep

P
io
n
e
e
r

Hollow

B
la
c
k
s
m

ith

C
e
d
a
rl
o
f
f

F
o
rk

B
ayliss

H
o
llo
w

P
io
n
eer

F
o

rk

H
o
ll
o
w

B
ad
g
er

G
u
lc
h

rap
h

L
i t h

o
g

H
o
llo
w

R
a
ttle

s
n
a
k
e

F
o
rk

S
tro

n
g

's

 H
o
llo
w

J
e
n
s
e
n

B
ig

H
o
llo
w

J
o
h
n
s
o
n

's

G
u
lc
h

G
o
ld

Fork

B
u
rr

F
o
rk

Secret

Ca
ny
on

Killy
on

Ca
ny
on

F
o
rk

C
re
e
k

F
re
e
z
e

B
ri
gh
am

Salt Lake City

E
m
igration

Canyon

B
o
u
n
d
a
ry

Top      of
Ridge

Em
igra

tion
Canyon

Bo
un
da

ry

Salt Lake City Boundary

Emigration
Can

yon

Top       of Ridge

E
m

ig
ra

ti
on

C
a
n
y
o
n

B
o
u
n
d
a
ry

E
m
igration

C
a
n
y
o
n

Boundary

S
al

t 
L
ak
e 
C

it
y

B
o
u
n
d
a
r y

Appendix J

376


	A_Glossary of Terms
	B_Transportation Planning Principles Workshop Report Jan 31 20 FIN
	C_Greater Salt Lake MSD 2020 Transportation and Land Use Survey Report Draft
	D_Technical Assessment
	E_Lochner 2016
	Emigration_Cover
	Appendix A - Existing Condition Comments
	Appendix B - Hazard Index Results
	10301_Emigration Projects_Score Segments
	Priority Scores Reduced 08242015rr

	Appendix D - Existing Condition Deficiencies
	Appendix D - OpenHouse1 Deficiencies
	Maps1-4
	Maps5


	Appendix E - Comment Summary
	Appendix F - Complete Deficiency List
	Emigration Comments
	Comments_All

	Appendix G - Segment Cost Estimates
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 01
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 01-1
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 02
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 02-2
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 03
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 03-3
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 04
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 04-4
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 05
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 05-5
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 06
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 06-6
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 07
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 07-7
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 08
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 08-8
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 09
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 09-9
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 10
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 10-10
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 11
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 11-11
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 12
	Concept Cost Estimate_Seg 12-12

	Appendix H - Existing Traffic Conditions
	Appendix I - 2015 SLCO Pavement Inspection Ratings

	F_Regional Economic Development Conditions
	G_Salt Lake County Parks and Recreation 2007 Trails Master Plan
	H_Emigration Canyon Community Council 2019 Trails Working Group
	Slide Number 1
	ECCC Direction and Scope
	What in the 2007 Plan should we focus on?
	Methodology
	SWOT: Overall 2007 Trail Plan
	General Summary
	Findings
	Slide Number 8
	Land Ownership
	Slide Number 10
	State of Utah
	US Forest Service
	Salt Lake City Corporation 
	Utah Open Lands
	Private
	Stakeholders/Advisors
	Notes from Key Stakeholders
	Trailheads
	2007 Master Plan Trailheads
	Slide Number 20
	�Canyon Mouth Regional Trailhead�
	Salt Lake City Parks Foothills Trails Plan – Emigration Trailhead
	Salt Lake City Parks Foothills Trails Plan – Emigration Trailhead Trails
	Perkins Flat Regional Trailhead
	Little Mountain Summit �Regional Trailhead
	Pinecrest Local Trailhead
	Pinecrest Local Trailhead
	Killyons Local Trailhead
	Killyons Local Trailhead
	Trails
	2007 Master Plan Trails
	Slide Number 32
	North Slope Regional Trail
	North Slope Regional Trail Private Land Owners
	North Slope Regional Trail Private Land Owners
	North Slope Regional Trail
	East Slope Regional Trail
	East Slope Regional Trail
	East Slope Regional Trail
	�
	�
	�
	East Slope Regional Trail 2nd Return Loop
	East Slope Regional Trail 2nd Return Loop
	South Slope Regional Trail
	South Slope Regional Trail
	South Slope Regional Trail Return Loop
	South Slope Regional Trail Return Loop
	Perkins Flat / South Slope Regional Connector Trail
	Perkins Flat / South Slope Regional Connector Trail
	Perkins Flat / South Slope Regional Connector Trail
	Killyons Local Trail
	Killyons Local Trail
	Pinecrest Local Trail
	Pinecrest Local Trail Private Land Owners
	Pinecrest Local Trail
	Burr’s Fork Local Trail
	Burr’s Fork Local Trail
	Burr’s Fork Local Trail
	REAAMS LLC Land Parcels
	Findings Recap
	Appendixes
	Appendix A: Group Memberships
	Appendix B: Timeline
	Appendix C: Definitions
	Appendix D: Perkins Flat Wetland Designation
	Appendix E: Community Meetings
	Appendix E: Community Meetings
	Appendix E: Community Meetings
	Appendix E: Community Meetings
	Appendix E: Community Meetings
	Appendix F: References
	Appendix G: East Slope Regional Trail Easement Swap
	Appendix H: Maps
	Slide Number 75
	Slide Number 76
	Slide Number 77
	Slide Number 78
	Slide Number 79
	Slide Number 80

	I_Vegetation in Emigration Canyon
	J_Salt Lake County 1999 Wildlife Habitat Map
	Layout1




