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- ACTION ALERT -

HELP

There will be Five More Years
of Unfettered Heli-Skiing in the
Wasatch

Can Your Conscience Bear Such a
Grim Burden

During Autumn, 1997 the Supervisor of the Wasatch-Cache
National Forest used a "Categorical Exclusion” to grant Wasatch
Powderbird Guides a 1-year Special Use Permit to allow them to
continue operating this winter season.

Late in December the Supervisor.opened a new Scoping
Process with a request for public comments for the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement that would be used to guide forest
officials in rejecting, modifying, or granting a five-year permit for
the heli-skiing concession. The public comment record of the
aborted 1997 Scoping Process, the officials assured, would be
included in the "new and improved" EIS process.

Members of Save Our Canyons and others interested in the
issue are urged to submit their comments. A summary of the
controversial heli-skiing concession, the impropriety of the
Categorical Exclusion, and Save Our Canyons' proposals appear on
pages 8, 9, and 10 of this newsletter.

THE END OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD NEARS!!
PREPARE TO MAKE THY FINAL STATEMENT!!

Comment Deadline: January 30, 1998



THE PRESIDENT'S CORNER

'The Vampires' Curse

By GALE DICK

Last night I had nightmares about
vampires. I really did. Vividly. And I
think I know why. I had been reading the
remarks of Forest Service officials talking
about a new "era of partnership” with the
ski industry. When you consider the old
era of rather covert partnership and let
your imagination race ahead to the new
one, you won't be surprised if you, too,
dream about vampires. The legend of
vampires haunts us since it invites us to
think of the possibility that some of those
around us are totally alien and sinister,
not at all what they seem or purport to be.
Threatening. It is very alarming to
consider that what used to be the Forest
Service's dirty little secret might be in the
process of becoming official policy
endorsed by their Chief, Mike Dombeck
and an Underscretary of Agriculture, Jim
Lyons.

Dombeck (Salt Lake Tribune 12/4/97)
pointed out that recreational use in the
National Forests is now a bigger business
than logging there, up from 560 million
visits in 1980 to 860 million in 1996.
(Among those 860 million, 31 million are
skiers, according to the same report. That
is a lot of skier visits but, you will note,
only a miniscule 4% of the total.)
According to the same Tribune report, the
Forest Service director used the occasion to
stress partnerships between the ski
industry and the Forest Service.

Such overtly cozy arrangements
between industry and agency should be
perceived as a betrayal of a public trust.

I urge you to read SOC Director Joro
Walker's thoughts in this Newsletter on
the question of the very legality of such
partnerships. As she points out in her
remarks, overt partnerships between the
Forest Service and the ski industry can
only serve to undermine our already

dwindling confidence in the ability of the
Forest Service to protect the public's
interest in the public use of public land.

Only 4% of the burgeoning
recreational use of Forest Service lands is
involved with the ski industry and that
industry already wields a grossly
disproportionate voice in the use of areas
such as Albion Basin and Snowbasin. (See
below).

It is important to stress over and over
again that the National Forests do not exist
for the sole or primary benefit of the
commercial ski industry.

In a follow-up story (Tribune 12/6/97)
Jim Lyons, U. S. Undersecretary of
Agriculture, was quoted as saying "We
want the Olympics to highlight the
stewardship of the Forest Service with a
world audience looking on." The world
audience will see a sorry spectacle won't
they? The public-private stewardship
example, at least in the case of the
infamous Snowbasin land exchange
legislation, is an example where public
input has been stifled by the congressional
provision rammed through without public
hearings by congressman Jim Hansen,
that developments on the exchanged lands
will be exempt from National
Environmental Policy Act reviews. These
reviews are the sole opportunity for public
participation. Is this what we have to look
forward to in the "partnership era"?

This nightmare-inducing news is just
another warning that your participation in
organizations such as SAVE OUR
CANYONS is more crucial than ever. Get
involved. Our public defenders are
apparently being wooed and won over by
the very forces against which we need
their protection. It's frightening. What
will it be tonight? Werewolves?




Albion Basin Decision

On November 24, 1997 Bernie
Weingardt, Forest Supervisor
of the Wasatch-Cache National
Forest, issued a "Record of
Decision #2" relating to
projects proposed by Alta Ski
Lifts in Albion Basin. Many of
you showed great interest in
these projects, interest
sufficient to convince the
Forest Service to delay
decisions on some of them until
there was an opportunity to
participate in field visits last
summer when the snow cover
was off. Alta conducted these
visits on August 7, 9, and 14
and quite a number of you
participated. The delayed
decisions concerned (1) Trail
modifications and snowmaking
lines on Roller Coaster, Devil's
Elbow and Crooked Mile ski
trails; (2) Implementation of
the Vegetation Management
Plan; and (3) Realignment of
the Sunnyside lift.

Disappointments

Many will be disappointed with
the decisions. It is not an
exaggeration to describe them
as giving the lift company
almost everything it asked for
and offering only minuscule
compromises to the
unprecedented amount of
public objection to the projects.
Trail modifications, the
euphemistic term for blasting,
excavation, and wetland
disturbance, were approved
pretty much along the lines of
Alternative 3 (for those who
have followed the process in
detail). Slight changes in the
proposed plans were
introduced in connection with

Gale Dick

Roller Coaster: no
snowmaking lines and no
regrading of pitches 1 and 4.
This decision, however, still
would permit the extensive
blasting of rocks and cliffs as
well as tree removal proposed
for Roller Coaster pitches 2
and 3. SAVE OUR CANYONS
has consistently opposed these
acts of destruction. Tree
cutting and ground disturbance
eventually heals even though
it may take many decades. The
removal of rocks doesn't. The
Record of Decision justifies
these projects by claiming that
they meet a "need" for the
existence for two groomed
trails in the area. The
justification for this so-called
"need" remains vague or non-
existent.

More Surpises

Another nasty surprise in the
decision is permission to
realign the existing Sunnyside
lift when it is replaced. We
have always objected to this
realignment which involves
removal of about 200 mature
trees from a new lift corridor.
In the environmental study
process the replacement of this
lift without alignment was part
of "Alternative 3", a
modification of the original
request from Alta Lifts. In the
decision, this much-to-be-
preferred alternative is
dropped without comment and
the realignment justified by
appeal to the fact that "the
current lift is over 26 years old
and becoming increasingly
difficult to maintain.” This
would seem to have nothing

whatever to do with
realignment and everything to
do with replacement.

Snowmaking

As for the installation of
snowmaking pipelines, the
decision approves the
requested 22 to 30 foot width
corridors of ground disturbance
in spite of the fact that it
appears to be possible, using a

_ different but admittedly more

expensive technology, to limit
this corridor to a 15 foot width.
When considering a resource
such as Albion Basin, we
believe that the least damaging
methods should be the ones
approved.

We came to agree that the
Vegetation Management plan
should be adopted.

An Unholy Alliance

The result of many years of
participation by SAVE OUR
CANYONS in the planning
process for Alta Lifts
development plans has been
discouraging. Cooperation
with the process does not seem
to offer much opportunity to
influence it. As the Forest
Service moves, apparently,
ever more in the direction of
open alliance with the
downhill ski industry, the
effective ignoring of public
input in planning processes is
truly alarming.



Snowbasin Saga Continues

FOREST SERVICE IS WRONG, AGAIN

NEW ISSUES ARISE By Tom Berggren

While Save Our Canyons did not want Congress to
pass the Snowbasin Land Exchange Act, it would like
to see the key timetable component of the law
enforced. The Forest Service, however, is not requiring
Snowbasin to comply with the express provisions in
the Act regarding the schedule for the exchange,
allowing the resort to avoid the negative consequences
of failing to meet the dates specified in the statute.
Among other things, this failure to comply with the
law shows the complete hypocrisy of the effort to
legislatively mandate the exchange pushed through by
Rep. Jim Hansen, with the support of the higher ups
in the Forest Service and the help of the Salt Lake
Olympic Committee.

Save Our Canyons opposed the Snowbasin land
exchange legislation enacted by Congress in 1996 on a
number of grounds. We lost, because the proponents
said it was necessary for the success of the 2002
Winter Olympics, and the administrative process
would take too long (i.e. they did not want further
challenges by environmental groups like Save Our
Canyons which were initiated when the original

conceptual approval was given in 1990). We said that

only a very small portion -- about 50 acres -- of the
1,320 acres (two square miles) to be traded to the
adjacent ski resort was arguably necessary for
Olympic related activities. The rest, we noted, would
be used in a huge real estate project with thousands
of condos, homes, townhouses, and hotels, together
with commercial development and a golf course. We
argued that the conversion of this beautiful mountain,
so close and accessible to the residents of the Wasatch
Front and currently used for a variety of non-
commercial, recreational purposes was a mistake. We
also said that the Forest Service will regret, at some
point, the terrible precedent the legislation created.

So to avoid the time-consuming nature of NEPA, the
land exchange act was passed (as a very small part of
an Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act
of 1996, which involved hundreds of mostly non-
controversial projects located in the districts of most
Congressmen and in nearly every state). The
legislation was very clear about the schedule. Under
Purposes and Intent, it states that

“It is the intent of Congress that this exchange
be completed without delay within the period
specified by subsection (d).[since the subsection
containing dates relating to the exchange
process is (c), the reference to (d) must be a
typo.]

Subsection (c)(4) states that:

"In order to expedite the consummation of
the exchange directed by this section, the Sun
Valley Company shall arrange and pay for
appraisals of the offered and selected lands by a

qualified appraiser with experience in
appraising similar properties and who is
mutually acceptable to the Sun Valley Company
and the Secretary. The appraisal of the Federal
selected lands shall be completed and
submitted to the Secretary for technical review
and approval no later than 120 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, and the Secretary
shall make a determination of value not later
than 30 days after receipt of the appraisal.
[emphasis added]

The date of enactment was November 12, 1996, so
Sun Valley (the owner of Snowbasin) should have
submitted the appraisal on March 12, 1997.

Last summer, the Forest Service said in a progress
report that "progress on completion of the Snowbasin
Land Exchange has been somewhat slower than
expected”, and that the Forest Service and Sun Valley
"hope to complete the land exchange by next spring".
We asked the Forest Service by what authority it was
authorized to grant an extension beyond March 12,
1997 of at least a year. The response was that, since
the statute did not say what happened if the schedule
was not met, the Forest Service would not insist upon
compliance with the dates set forth in the law. We
have argued, unsuccessfully so far, that the legislation
by its own express terms required Snowbasin to turn
in the appraisal by last March 12th. We said that
the only reason for the legislation was to expedite the
land exchange to avoid the supposedly slow
administrative process, and if Snowbasin and the
Forest Service really needed the specified timetable to
be followed for the Olympics, then they should have
complied with the schedule. The fact that the resort
has not shows that the fundamental premise of the
law was false and Congress was misled. Moreover, it
should be noted that the Act requires the appraised
value to be determined by a fixed date, November 12,
1996, and that as time passes, the Forest Service is
permitting Snowbasin to purchase the land sometime
in the future for an outdated value, which is unfair to
the public. We wish the Forest Service would not
ignore the law in the respect, and would tell
Snowbasin to pursue the administrative process now.
Save Our Canyons is currently evaluating its legal
options regarding the Forest Service's unwarranted
acquiescence in the resort's attempt to avoid the parts
of the law it finds inconvenient.

Long-time followers of Snowbasin's efforts to obtain
the right to commercially develop Forest Service lands
at the base of the ski runs will find this latest delay
particularly appalling. In 1990, Forest Supervisor
Dale Bosworth said that he approved a possible 220
acre exchange, so as to allow reasonable base facilities
for the resort, but not a major real estate development
involving more property than that. Regional Forester




Stan Tixier overruled him later, and upped the
acreage to 700 acres. Save Our Canyons appealed
administratively, but the Chief of the Forest Service
ultimately ruled our appeal premature, saying we
should wait until a decision to actually approve an
exchange was issued. The next step was for
Snowbasin to submit a master plan so that an actual
exchange could be evaluated pursuant to NEPA
procedures.

We waited. So did the Forest Service. Snowbasin
did not provide its master plan, as far as the public
record shows. Finally, the legislative effort surfaced
in the fall of 1995. The main argument? As noted
above, it was that the administrative process was too
slow, and now the Olympics were approaching. The
ball was in Snowbasin's court during those four plus
years to move the administrative process along, and
not much happened. Sound familiar?

Other Issues Have Arisen.

Market Value. In addition, there are indications
that the appraisal may not properly reflect the true
fair market value of the 1,320 acres located at the
base of a world-class ski resort that will eventually be
just 45 minutes from an international airport. In a
letter to Save Our Canyons dated August 20, 1997 (in
response to our point that a prop\er appraisal should
take into account the proximity of the ski area,) the
Director of Recreation and Lands for the Forest Service
stated:

"Without getting into the mechanics of the
appraisal and a lengthy discussion of appraisal
principals, suffice it to say that a 1320-acre
property located in an area where no ski area
developments may be considered by the
appraiser is not the least bit comparable to two-
third acre lots in a nationally recognized
destination ski resort (Deer Valley Resort). We
must also remember that this property is being

appraised with a date of value of November
1996."

We have expressed our mystification as to why "no ski
area developments may be considered by the
appraiser”. It is true, as we have acknowledged, that
the statute provides that the existence of private
lands owned by Snowbasin may not cause an
increase in the valuation in the exchange lands. But
the Act does not say that the existence of public lands
should not be considered. The existence of national
forest lands adjoining the 1,320 acres for which the
Forest Service has granted a ski area permit must be
evaluated by the appraiser. The development of the
federal lands to be acquired in order to expand the ski
resort in order to support the Olympics was the entire
point of the legislation. Therefore, we have argued, the
appraiser must take into account the desirability of
private property at the base of such an important ski
area. How the Forest Service instructs the appraiser
on this point is yet to be seen, which leads into the
other set of major issues which have not been
resolved.

Unanswered Questions. There are a host of
unanswered questions concerning the legitimate role of
the public in the land exchange, and what will be
disclosed by the Forest Service in connection with the
appraisal and the implementation of the exchange.
We have initiated a Freedom of Information Act
request as to certain existing matters, and have been
pressing to get the Forest Service to acknowledge what
will be released pursuant to the FOIA request as the
exchange process unfolds. The Forest Service response
to date has been very unsatisfactory.

We still do not want the exchange to go through,
but if it does, we absolutely want the public to get as
much new public land as possible. A proper appraisal
of the 1,320 acres is essential to that end, and the
public's involvement is necessary to get that proper
appraisal.

Lawsuit Over Water for Homes in Albion Basin
by Bob Woody

More cabins, homes --- or condos --- in the Albion
Basin?

No! At least not for the time being.

Federal Judge Bruce Jenkins has ruled the Town of
Alta is not obligated to issue building permits or
extend water service to a family which bought four lots
in the Basin in 1994 with expectations of building
family homes or other recreational structures there.

According to a story in the Salt Lake Tribune, the
judge held Salt Lake City, not Alta, is the owner of the
available water. And in a 1976 agreement to provide
water to Alta Town, Salt Lake City forbid Alta to
extend water lines outside of Alta's 1976 boundaries.

Plaintiffs Raymond A. Haik, a Minneapolis
attorney, and son Mark C. Haik, Salt Lake City, sued
to force Alta and Salt Lake City to provide the
building permits claiming they and other similarly
situated Basin owners suffered discrimination because

Alta had been providing permits and water service
toother building projects in the west end of the town.
Alta replied it was bound by its agreement with

Salt Lake City. It said it annexed Albion Basin in
1981 to provide owners with only certain services --
police, fire, avalanche warning, and planning and
zoning.

It said it did not say Alta would provide water and
sewage service. And it added that Albion Basin
owners consented to the annexation -- and attendant
protections, benefits and reservations!

Had the plaintiffs prevailed, the outcome might
have required building permits be issued and sewer
and water lines connected with up to 80 lots, 23 of
which now have structures on them.

We have just learned that the Haiks have appealed
Judge Jenkins' ruling.



- Help Wanted -

SAVE OUR CANYONS needs volunteers
interested in working on the following projects:

1. Grant Requests. We need a team of three
to prepare requests for grant funds.

the Team Leader has some experience. Phone
Wes Odell 943-3835 or David Waid 359-1831.

2. Newsletter. We need one person to help
our Editor assemble the Quarterly SOC
Newsletter. Some computer experience
necessary in Microsoft Word. Phone Alexis
Kelner 359 5387, David Waid 359-1831 or Wes
Odell 943-3835.

3. Big Cottonwood Canyon Ski Resorts.
The 5 year Master Development Plans have
been submitted by Solitude and Brighton to the
Forest Service which is now in the process of
developing Environmental Impact Statements.
When those Drafts are released, SOC will need
to prepare a response for each. Phone Jim or
Avis Light at (801) 647-7707, or Tom Berggren
355-7T117.

4. Little Cottonwood Canyon Ski

Resorts. The 5 year Master Development
Plans have been submitted by Snowbird and
Alta to the Forest Service which is now in the
process of developing Environmental Impact
Statements. When the Draft EIS for Snowbird
is released, SOC will need to prepare a
response. SOC is particularly concerned about
Snowbird's expansion into White Pine Canyon,
Mineral Basin, and the proposed 3-story glass
Convention Center/tram facility on top of
Hidden Peak. Phone Steve Lewis 272-2598, or
Wes Odell 943-3835.

5. The S. L. City Dept. of Public Utilities
is in the process of reviewing and revising its
Watershed Management Plan and has asked for
public comments. This is an important project
Just at the beginning of its cycle. Phone Tom
Berggren 355-7117, Joyce Maughan 359-5900, or
Wes Odell 943-3835.

6. The S. L. County Zoning Ordinance is
being revised and public input needs to be
prepared. Contact Joyce Maughan at 359-5900.

Prior
experience is helpful, but not necessary since

7. Membership. The SOC Membership
Committee could use two additional people.
Phone Jeff Streba at 359 7452.

8. Voice Mail. SOC needs an individual to
update our message with current topics and
retrieve messages that are left for us. Work can
be done any time and any day. Phone Wes
Odell 943-3835.

9. Helicopter Skiing. Last year, the Forest
Service initiated the Environmental Assessment
process. pertaining to the renewal of a 5-year
permit for the Wasatch Powderbird Guides. In
July it terminated the EA and in September
issued a one-year permit. The Forest Service
recently reactivated the EA to continue process.
This is a major SOC project. Two or three
highly committed individuals who have a keen
interest in back-country ski-touring or snow
shoeing are needed to add to the existing SOC
team. Work will continue through 1998. Phone
Steve Lewis 272-2598 or Wes Odell 943-3835.

10. Little Cottonwood Canyon Water

Grab. An individual, Wayne Crawford, and the
Snowbird Resort have filed claims with the
State of Utah Engineer for 7 CFS of water for
residential and resort development purposes.
This is equivalent to 11,000 new residences'
worth of water. SOC is a "protester"” in the
process. In anticipation of additional work that
may need to be performed related to water and
development in the canyons, a Project Team
needs to be set up to continue this work. Phone
Wes Odell 943-3835 or Gale Dick 359-5764.

11. Wasatch-Cache Nat'l Forest Plan.
Every 15 years each national forest must revise
its "forest plan." The Wasatch Forest is expected
to do this in the next two years. An SOC project
team is being organized to provide responsible
public input. Phone Wes Odell 943-3835 or
Gale Dick 359-5764.

12. Snow Basin Land Swap. This federally
mandated 1320 acre land swap which will

enable Snow Basin to build a four season resort
complete with condos and a golf course requires




constant monitoring. The appraisal process is
far behind schedule. A swap for lands of
marginal value may occur. Phone Ron Younger
292-4040, or Tom Berggren 355-7117.

13. Guardsman Pass Road Traffic. As
development continues on the Park City side of

the mountains, there will be increased traffic
into Big Cottonwood Canyon and pressure to
pave thes Guardsman Pass road and possibly to
keep it open during winter. SOC needs a
Project Team to monitor this. Phone Tom
Berggren 355-7117 or Wes Odell 943-3835.

Should the Forest Service be in Partnership
with the Ski Resorts?

by JORO WALKER

May the U.S Forest Service favor resort skiing
as a recreational use of the national forest
above other non-recreational and recreational
uses?

Clearly, by forming a "partnership" with the
ski industry, the Forest Service will compromise
its duty to safeguard the national forest and to
serve the public. This alliance will create a bias,
whether actual or perceived, toward particular
corporate actors and development of the forest
for a particular type of use. Such a partnership
will also undermine the public's confidence in
the Forest Service's ability to approach its
responsibilities in an objective fashion and
thereby, will violate the law.

The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requires a federal agency to inform
itself and the public regarding the potential
environmental consequences of a proposed
action before it makes any decision relative to
that proposal. Marsh v. Oregon Natural
Resources Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989)
("[NEPA] ensures that the agency will not act on
incomplete information, only to regret its
decision after it is too late to correct"). Thus,
unless the Forest Service approaches its
decision making, including decisions which
impact the ski industry, with a willingness to
conduct a meaningful analysis of afty proposals
and to make a decision in light of that analysis
(and not based on any previous commitments to
or understandings with the applicant), the
agency will violate NEPA. The creation of a
partnership will undermine the Forest Service's
ability to approach its decision making as
dictated by NEPA and will send a message to the
public that the Forest Service will not

undertake NEPA analysis with the requisite
open mind.

Pursuant to its responsibility to manage the
public lands for the benefit of the public, the
Forest Service is required to put the public
interest before the needs of an individual
applicant. As the Forest Service Manual directs:

A permit shall not be granted simply to
provide a commercial profit-making
opportunity. The Forest Service is not required
to accommodate a desire of an individual
applicant. A real public service or other
justification must be evident . . . to show at least
that the use meets a public need *

Again, a "partnership" with the ski industry
violates this directive, either in spirit or in
actuality, by encouraging the Forest Service to
cater to the economic needs of the ski industry.

The Congressional directive to the Forest
Service is the Multiple-Use and Sustained-Yield
Act of 1960, 16 U.S.C.A. 528-31, which
commands the Forest Service to administer the
forests for range, timber, watershed, wildlife,
fish and outdoor recreation purposes and
prevents the Forest Service from considering
one of these uses at the expense of all others.

By creating a partnership and predisposing
itself to the needs of the ski industry, the Forest
Service will unlawfully stress commercial
recreation over other uses of the forest and will
improperly emphasize skiing over other uses.

Again, such a predisposition will impair the
Forest Service's decision making and will send to
the public a message that the Forest Service has
inappropriately favored corporate interests and
the interests of one set of forest users over the
needs of the forest and the rest of the public.

* Forest Service Manual 2710.3.



Wasatch Powderbird Guides (WPG) commenced
operations in the mid-1970's, with the Forest Service
acting the role of a kindly corporate mentor to the
fledgling enterprise. Over the years, forest officials
have allowed WPG to assimilate into their permit
most of the skiable non-wilderness terrain in the
nearby Wasatch. But during the last decade, the
outback of the Wasatch has been attracting ever

increasing numbers of backcountry recreationists.

Concerned tourers soon began asking Forest
officials how they could justify allowing a very small
and exclusive group of heli-skiers to spoil and
endanger the back country recreational experiences of
so many.* Many canyon property owners also began
complaining of unacceptable noise levels generated by
helicopter over flights.

When the five year heli-ski Special Use Permit
came up for renewal in January, 1991, forest officials
initiated a mediation process to resolve friction
between back country skiers and the heli-ski
concession. In a lavish brochure distributed to their
clientele, WPG managers declared that their permit
could not be revised "to the satisfaction of both
parties," essentially a No Compromise position.

After the failure of mediation, Forest officials
continued the process, resulting in renewal of the
permit. The stage is now set for the 1997 edition of
the permit renewal process.

Salt Lake District Ranger Mike Sieg and his staff
initiated the 1997 process with a well-publicized
committment to make a decision that would be easy

to understand, easy to monitor, fair to backcountry
users and would be "relevant to the situation today."
Proposed alternatives, the officials stated, would
"consider limits on the number of helicopters used
and /or helicopter days in certain circuits."

The public comment portion of the process
generated some 270 letters. Of these, 195
respondents urged either elimination (95 letters) or
time/terrain limitations on copter skiing.

On June 30, '97 the Forest Service received a Cease
All Work notice from WPG, who had contracted the
FS to assemble the assessment. Rather than
terminate the Permit, higher-ups in the Forest
Supervisor's office issued a 1-year Special Use Permit
(as proposed by WPG) to allow the concession to
continue operating through the 97-98 season.

Early in Jan, 98 Forest Service officials commenced
a new "Scoping Process" with an invitation for the
public's input. Comments are being accepted until Jan.
30. All comments received previously, the officials
assured, would be incorporated into the new
Environmental Impact Statement.

Today, proponents of stricter heli-skiing
regulations are armed with reams of data on conflicts
and diverse allegations of heli-skiing abuses: Leaders

*During 1997, according to a Dec. 16, 97 S.L. Tribune
article, some 17,000 tourer/boarder days were logged in
the nearby Wasatch, compared to only 1,400 heli-ski
days.

-

‘resident Ellie Ienatsch has observed the WPG copter

-~ACTION ALERT--
Helicopter Skiing In The Wasatch

of a Girl Scout camp near Provo have threatened to
have heli-skiers arrested for trespassing. A Provo,
Canyon landowner has complained of unwelcome
helicopter landings on his property. Salt Lake

)

repeatedly spooking golden eagles from nesting sites
in Big Cottonwood Canyon. And More!

The Current Scoping Process

&

In the present Scoping Process only 2 alternatives
have been identified: 1. eliminate copter skiing along
the Wasatch Front and 2. permit WPG to continue at
roughly its present levels of use. Other alternatives,
officials promise, will be considered in the EIS.

It is up to the public--that's YOU--to suggest
solutions to the problem and other alternatives.

A summary of a Citizens' Alternative (in lieu of an
outright ban) is reprinted on the opposite side of this
flyer. Study it. Add your own thoughts and
experiences. And mail your comments to the Forest
Service before Jan. 30.

SOME OF THE ISSUES:

Number of Copters. WPG has proposed a
reduction of permitted copters from 3 to 2. But have
they ever utilized 3 copters? While 3 ships may have
been permitted, 3 ships never flew on the same day
and 2 ships rarely flew, in the past 5 years.

Heli-ski Season. Back in 1991 the initial heli-ski
decision issued by the Forest Supervisor anticipated a
Dec. 15 - Mar. 15 season in the Central Wasatch.
Since then, forest officials and private individuals
have come to recognize that golden eagle mating and
nesting habits are irreparably disrupted by
helicopters. No copter skiing should be permitted
outside the Dec.15--Mar.15 period.

Proposed Heli-ski Cap Limits. There shuld be a
40 calendar day cap limit in the Central Wasatch
rather than WPG's virtually unlimited 2400 skier day
proposal that is next to impossible to monitor.

Heli-ski Bombing. Bombing for avalanche testing
should be eliminated. If it is not eliminated it should
be capped at the historical average of 225 bombs per
season.

New Heli-Free Circuits. Areas that have had little 1
or no use by heli-skiers, (such as Millcreek, Lambs, ‘
and Snake Creek canyons) should become Heli-Free. xl
Heli-ski use in these areas results in overflights that

impact Tri-Canyon and Central Wasatch residents

and users.

Weekends. WPG should not fly or ski in the Central
Wasatch on Fridays, Saturdays, or Sundays, days of
the week where WPG has the greatest potential of
impacting other canyon recreationists and residents.

Send Your Comments by January 30th.!!
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# HELP STOP FIVE MORE YEARS OF LARGELY UNREGULATED #
HELI - SKIING IN THE CENTRAL WASATCH?

JANUARY 30th - 1998 Is The Public COMMENT DEADLINE ,# WRITE TODAY!

# WITHOUT YOUR HELP &4
YOUR LETTERS, COMMENTS & ACTIVITY,
Wasatch Powderbird Guides - Will make another private one-sided deal with the Wasatch- Cache
Forest Supervisor, and may attempt to further exclude you from using public forest lands.

«FOREST SERVICE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:
JANUARY 1 through JANUARY 30 - 1998

«WHO TO WRITE TO:
Bernie Weingardt, Wasatch - Cache Forest Supervisor [Deciding Officer]
c/o Salt Lake Ranger District
6944 South 3000 East, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

«PUBLIC CONCERNS & COMMENTS:
DIRECT NOISE , NOISE FROM OVER-FLIGHTS, NATURAL QUIET;
USER CONFLICTS, PUBLIC SAFETY, BOMBING, SMELLS
WILDERNESS CONGESTION, GOLDEN EAGLES, WILDLIFE, CANYON CONGESTION

«HELI - FREE RECOMMENDATION - NO ACTION:
vt The Special-Use-Permit issued to WPGuide for helicopter skiing should not be renewed.
v Medical and County choppers should continue to conduct necessary rescues;
Yr UDOT should contract with private and/or public agencies for canyon avalanche control work.

“MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES - Address All Relevant Issues!
* WPG should stage, base, fly or operate no more than 1 helicopter in the Central Wasatch -
"Parleys Canyon on the north to A.F. Canyon on the south" - at any one time.
* Weekends: WPG should not ski or fly in the Central Wasatch on Friday, Saturday or Sunday.
% New Heli-Free Circuits should be established in Millcreek, Lambs and Snake Creek Canyons.
* Heliski Season in the Centrgl Wasatch - December 15 through March 15 - no heli skiing
should be allowed in this region before or after this date.
* The archaic and confusing heliski "Skier Day" concept of -"2,400 skier days per winter"- should be
eliminated and replaced with a specific 40 Calendar Day - Central Wasatch heliski cap limit.
Examples: "Northern Powder Circuit": Silver Fork, Days, Cardiff and Mineral - 20 days
Millcreek - 5 days, White Pine - 5 days, American Fork 10 days
Heliski Bombing and Control Work should be eliminated or minimized at 225 bombs/season.
Recommend that WPG operate in remote- non Central Wasatch - terrain as often as possible.

* %

«BACKCOUNTRY USERS
4 Forward a copy of this flyer to friends and interested parties.
4+ Document and forward to the Forest Service, written complaints re the heliski operation.

«NEED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION?
4+ Contact Rob Cruz, Salt Lake Ranger Dist. - Environmental Coordinator - 943-9483

4 Contact Save Our Canyons, 363-SAVE (363-7283) *
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Forest Service Grants "Categorical Exclusion”
to Heli-Skiing Permittee

by JORO WALKER

In a move that undermines the public's faith in
the agency, the Forest Service gave Wasatch
Powder Guides (WPG) a one-year extension of
the permit which allows the company to run a
helicopter skiing operation in the Wasatch
Range. At the time, the Forest Service was
immersed in the legally mandated, public
process of analyzing of the WPG five-year
permit renewal for environmental impacts.

When WPG stalled this process, the Forest
Service acquiesced, even though the agency had
promised the public full environmental review
of the WPG five-year permit had set up a time
table to that effect and had begun soliciting
public comment.

The Forest Service's conduct is

back-country users and the health of the forest.
Under NEPA, a categorical exclusion is not
appropriate where there is this potential for
significant impacts.

In addition, by initiating environmental review
of the WPG permit, the Forest
Serviceacknowledged that the permit should be
subject to NEPA analysis -- and a "temporary"
permit for WPG has the same potential for
environmental impacts as does a five-year
permit. After all, the significance of impacts to
the public safety, the opportunities for solitude
in wilderness areas, golden eagles and the forest
will not vary based on the duration of the WPG

permit.
Finally, the Forest Service's

highly disturbing. Its actions
violate the National
Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA); disrupt, if not
completely forestall, public
participation in the permitting
process; and reward WPG's
clear attempts to circumvent its

"This [Forest Service]
acquiescence to WPG
sets a dangerous
precedent and fosters
the understandable
public perception that
the applicant, not the
public, has the ear of
the Forest Service."

actions serve to betray the
public. From the outset, the
agency promised the public
full participation in the
agency's environmental review
of the WPG permit
application. In response, the

public exhibited an

legal obligations.

To cater to WPQG, the Forest
Service issued a "categorical
exclusion" which allows WPG to use the forest
without subjecting the operation to
environmental analysis. A categorical exclusion
is normally used to exempt only the most minor
forest uses from NEPA and therefore is
inappropriate in this context. The WPG
operation affects thousands of acres of forest
lands and impacts thousands of back-country
users each year. The operation also endangers

_ golden eagles and other wildlife and threatens

the opportunities for solitude in many
wilderness areas.

Further, a draft environmental document
prepared by the Forest Service in reviewing the
WPG permit application, reveals that the agency
itself believed that significant impacts could
result from the WPG operation. For example,
Forest Service personnel and avalanche
professionals determined that WPG's bombing
practices could pose a serious safety hazard to
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overwhelming desire to be
involved, attending several,
~ standing-room only hearings to
establish a time-line for NEPA review and to
comment on the process.

Yet, at the mere behest of WPG, the Forest
Service aborted this process -- an unfair move
compounded by the fact that WPG gave no
legitimate reason for this delay. This acquiesce
to WPG sets a dangerous precedent and fosters
the understandable public perception that the
applicant, not the public, has the ear of the
Forest Service. Certainly, the public knows that
if it does not comply with the various timeliness
and appeal periods for the NEPA process, it will
conclusively lose its opportunity to be involved
in the process.




2002 Clympic Cross Country and Biathion Venues

The Salt Lake Organizing
Committee Board approved the
recommendation by the
Environmental Review Group
and the Sports Feasibility
Committee to locate the Cross
Country and Biathlon Venues
at Soldier Hollow. Soldier
Hollow is adjacent to Deer
Creek Reservoir, at the other
end of the Park from the Golf
Course, in the southern end of
Wasatch Mountain State Park .

This successfully ended a
year-long involvement of Save
Our Canyons and many other
environmentalists and state,
federal, and local agency
representatives who had been
asked by Mayor Corradini and
then by the SLOC to review the
environmental problems that
would be associated with a
move of the venue from the
Mountain Dell Golf Course
up-canyon to a meadow above
the Little Dell Reservoir.

Save Our Canyons and the
environmental groups

aggressively opposed SLOC's
planned relocation of venues to
"Little Dell" because it is one of
the few remaining pristine
riparian areas in the State, and
home to a wide variety of
wildlife and fish, including elk,
eagles, Bonneville Cutthroat
Trout, and many neo-tropical
songbirds.

The ski organizations wanted
a venue that would provide a
long term "Legacy," but the
SLC Public Utility Department
held firm and insisted that
"nothing permanent" could
remain after the Games.

SOC and the others
concerned with the issue felt
that the best "legacy" would be
the area left in its current
natural state. We urged the
search for a more suitable site
somewhere else.

The venue problem arose
because Olympics organizers
had included Mountain Dell in
the bid package even though

they knew it would be an
unsuitable venue.

After award of the 2002
Games SLOC selected Little
Dell because of its proximity to
Salt Lake City and the skiers'
Village, but without
consideration for the
environmental consequences.

Environmentalists and the
newly appointed SLOC
Environmental Coordinator

‘were eventually able to

convince SLOC of the Federal
and State permitting problems
that could delay for years the
preparation of the venue site,
so SLOC stepped back and
asked the public for alternative
sites.

After a "bid" several good
alternatives were identified.

The evaluation process led
to the selection of Soldier
Hollow where the The State of
Utah plans to provide a Cross
Country and Biathlon Legacy
Facility after the 2002 Games.

The

Predator Education Fund

Join the Predator Education Fund in its fight to protect predators

throughout the Intermountain West.

® Fighting to ensure a future for the cougar in Utah

® Working to protect critical predator habitat from logging,
roads, and other development

@ Actively opposing the use of toxic chemical predacides on

our public lands

The PEF is:

For more information about the PEF, or to join, please contact us at

165 S. Main St., Lower Level
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

email: Utah Predator@Worldnet.att.net

Phone: (801)575-7101
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Concems Over White Pine
Canyon as an Area for

Back Country Ski Tourers
by Wes Odell

THE ISSUE

The Snowbird Ski Resort has filed
with the US Forest Service its
Master Plan Update and the Forest
Service has commenced the
Environmental Impact Statement
Process. There are three com-
ponents to the Master Plan that
SAVE OUR CANYONS feels are
not in the public interest. They
are:

1. The construction of the Gad III
lift whose terminus would be on
the ridge at the top of White Pine
Canyon.

2. The construction of a 3-story
80,000 sq. ft. glass sheathed build-
ing on top of Hidden Peak which
would include restaurants and con-
vention center facilities.

3. Access into the American Fork
side of the mountain into Mineral
Basin.

SAVE OUR CANYONS
POSITION

Citizens' Committee to Save Our
Canyons does not believe it is ap-
propriate to create a de facto ex-
pansion of the Snowbird Permit
Area by constructing a ski lift to
the White Pine ridge as proposed
by Snowbird in its MDP. We
believe White Pine Canyon should
be left in its current natural state
and used primarily by back country
skiers and snow shoers. We also
object to the Hidden Peak conven-
tion center as being in violation of
existing FS policies, and of the ex-
pansion into Mineral Basin.

Gad III: While it is now possible
to traverse to White Pine Canyon
from existing lifts in the Snowbird
area, the construction of the Gad III

lift would essentially open White
Pine to commercial downhill skiing
at the expense of the solitude that
current back-country ski-tourers
and snow shoe users now enjoy.
White Pine is the only intermediate
back country ski area in Little Cot-
tonwood Canyon. If having
heli-skiers land above you in the
back country is disagreeable, then
you can imagine what a ski-lift to
the White Pine ridge will do.
While it is theoretically possible to
place White Pine Canyon "off
limits" to users of Gad III, Snow-
bird and FS personnel have both
stated that "White Pine is public
land and we can't keep the public
out." We do know that this type of
restriction can be enforced because
the Forest Service does so at
Crested Butte in Colorado. Since
the FS and Snowbird have no
desire to restrict access into White
Pine from Gad III, the only viable
option we see is not to construct
Gad IlI. Furthermore, we believe

A Convention Center
Atop
Hidden Peak?

creating a ski lift which will
provide access to White Pine
Canyon will be only the first of
many steps that will be promoted
by Snowbird "in the public's inter-
est" such as the expansion of the
Ski Patrol's area, re-routing from
the base of White Pine to Snow-
bird, clearing of runs, and snow-cat
grooming in White Pine Canyon,
all of which will essentially create
an expansion of the Snowbird
"permit area" to include and
dominate White Pine Canyon. We
know from previous discussions
with Snowbird management that
they have not ruled out a "land
swap" that would give them White
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Pine Canyon as part of their permit
area.

Hidden Peak: Briefly, this is our
objection to the convention center
building: The Wasatch-Cache Na-
tional Forests Master Plan, which is
the document that describes the
policies and practices of the FS
does not allow construction on
ridgelines nor the use of reflective
materials in any construction.
While the existing Ski Patrol,
restrooms, and warming hut
facilities are inadequate ("a dis-
grace" in Dick Bass' words), the
justification for their replacement
with a convention center is disin-
genuous to say the least.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
SNOWBIRD'S MDP

The Snowbird Resort's MDP is
now just at the beginning of the
EIS process, having completed the
Scoping/Commenting process. In
addition to the usual Open House,
in July Snowbird invited interested
parties to a tour of their mountain
where the various projects in their
MDP were explained. The time for
public comment on the plans has
closed. The next legal opportunity
the public will have to comment
will be after the DEIS has been
released, which will be in 1988.
However, the Salt Lake Ranger
District has on occasion received
and reviewed responsible comments
after the close of the Scoping
period and before release of the
DEIS.

BACKGROUND

Periodically the US Forest Service
requires permittees using the Na-
tional Forest to submit 5-year
Master Development Plans (MDP)
and Updates, particularly when
their projects have an impact on
public lands. In addition, whenever
a permittee desires to construct
something or do something not in-
cluded in their permit or plan, the




permittee must submit a description
of the project for review. If the
Forest Service deems any project to
have an environmental impact, then
under the regulations of the NEPA
an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) or an Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) must be performed. For
example, the Wasatch Powderbirds
Heli-Skiing operation is currently
undergoing an EA as part of the
Permit Renewal process. Each of
the four major ski resorts in the
Cottonwood Canyons has its MDP
under review. Alta's is almost
complete, and the others are in
various stages of the process.

REVIEW PROCESS

The process generally goes
through these steps: The permittee
submits an MDP to the Forest
Service (FS) which reviews it and
negotiates changes with the Permit-
tee. FS then issues a Scoping
Letter to interested parties and
requests comments on the projects
and the alternatives described in the
Scoping Letter. There is a finite
limit on the time to comment.
Typically, the permittee will have
an Open House where its plans are
on display and their representatives
along with FS employees are avail-
able to answer questions. After the
close of Scoping Comments, the FS
will contract with an environmental
consulting / engineering firm to
prepare the EA or EIS. In some
cases the FS will do the EA or EIS
itself. This can take 3 to 12
months. A Draft EA or Draft EIS
(DEIS) will be issued along with a
request for comments from the
public during a finite period.

When the commenting period
closes, the FS reviews the com-
ments and prepares a Final EA or
Final EIS. This then becomes the
basis for the permittee to proceed.
If an individual wants to become
"an interested party” in the EIS
processes, he/she has only to write
a letter to Mr. Mike Sieg, District

Ranger, Salt Lake Ranger District,
6944 So 3000 East, SLC 84121,
and ask to be placed on their mail-
ing list for future projects. It is
usually possible to ask to be placed
on a mailing list for an in-progress
DEIS such as Snowbird's, by
requesting to receive a DEIS when
it is completed. (Normally, if an
individual receives a Scoping Letter
and does not comment, he/she will
not receive the Draft EA/EIS))

WHAT YOU CAN DO
REGARDING GAD III &
WHITE PINE CANYON

If you feel the Gad III chairlift to
the White Pine ridgeline is
egregious, then make your feelings
known to the management at
Snowbird, the FS, and the media.
When doing so, don't be emotional
in your argument. State specifical-
ly why you object and what basis
you have for your objection.
"Beauty" does not win over "facts."”
You might want to ask to have
your name added to the FS list of
interested parties so that you can be
kept informed of their activities. If
you care about keeping White Pine
Canyon as it is and if you would
like to support SAVE OUR
CANYONS' activities on behalf of
White Pine Canyon, you can do so
by contacting us at:

363 SAVE
or by E-mail at
Info@saveourcanyons.org

SALT LAKE
COMMUNITY
ACCESS TV

Members of Save: Our Canyons
Board of Directors attended the
initial meeting in December of
persons interested in securing a
Community Access Television
Channel in Salt Lake. The process
1s in its initial steps, but if all goes
well, SLCAT could be in operation
in 1998. Salt Lake City is one of
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the largest cities without Com-
munity TV in the USA. Believe it
or not, it even exists in Central and
Southern Utah.

With Community Access
Television, local groups ... such as
environmental groups ... could run
programs, getting the word out to
people who might never pick up a
newsletter.

And with color graphics.

TCI is required to provide a
channel. They pay Salt Lake City
a franchise fee to be the cable
provider. In many cities, the
franchise holder (city) allocates a
portion of the franchise fee to the
local non-profit CATV. If you
would like more information on
SLCAT or would like to assist the
efforts to get it, call Wes Odell 943
3835 or Joyce Maughan 359 5900.

The critical need right now is to
demonstrate to the SL City Council

Television coverage of
"development" in
the Wasatch Range

that there 1s sufficient interest for
them to allocate franchise fee funds
to SLCAT instead of putting all of
the fee into the general fund.

WHAT CAN YOU DO?

Phone Ken Connaughton in Mayor
Corradini's Office at 535-7915

and voice your support for Com-
munity TV.

E-MAIL ADDRESSES

If you have e-mail capability and
would like to receive Alert
Messages via your e-mail, would
you let us know your e-mail ad-
dress by sending a one-line
message to Save Our Canyons at:

Info@saveourcanyons.org



American Opinion

The Wall Street Journal sponsors
a poll of "American Opinion”
quarterly. It is conducted by the
polling organizations of Peter Hart
and Robert Teecter, representing
both Republican and Democrat in-
terests. The latest Poll results ap-
pear in a special section of the WSJ
from last Fall.

Here are some excerpts:

"The hot political topic?
"Environmental Protection Agency
regulations.”

"The political terrain for 1998,
and perhaps the presidential year
2000, is still being mapped.
Economic issues have been the
dominant backdrop for American
politics since the Vietnam War:
high inflation, tax cuts, unemploy-
ment, deficits, income inequality.
Now such issues are muted, thanks
to the
current good economy and the
summer agreement between
President Clinton and the
Republican-controlled Congress to
balance the budget and cut
taxes. While economic and fiscal
issues won't ever disappear -- and
would of course come roaring back

in the event of a recession -- both GOP factions. The most

parties, but especially Republicans, conservative Republicans are push-
are trying to find their voices in ing Congress to delay the regula-
social and quality of life issues tions, arguing privately that such
such as the environment, education pro-business defiance is essential to
an(} health:" ) ) fire up the party's base. But party
Ed}'lcatmn is the No. 1 issue moderates oppose delay, warning of
to‘?f“)" , a potential pro-environment back-
Environmental groups, lash against Republicans in critical
meanwhile, are telling politicians suburban districts.”
that, with economic issues off the The poll's obvious emphasis is
table, such causes as clean air, on National issues, but the
water and ozone protection gain importance of environmental issues
prominence. GOP leaders, ack- comes through clearly. Now
nowledging they can't compete ful- should be a good time to press
ly with Democrats on green issues, forward with local environmental
go so far as to advise their issues while the good economy

members to seek photo oppor-

permits. In my opinion, Clinton
tunities back home

has shown he's an election year

planting trees and joining river environmentalist based on his
cleanups. abandonment of the Staircase

"The political jousting over the cause. Our current utah delegation
environment is where Mr. (lower case) is still in the last

Rothenberg's analysis of EPA rules Century. The best the GOP can
comes in. The Clinton administra- come up with is "plant trees and
tion has proposed to tighten regula- clean up the river." One good sign

tons against o is that the Utah press is providing
smog-producing emissions, responsible coverage of
angering utilities, auto makers and environmental issues.

other manufacturers but cheering
environmentalists and health That is where we believe our

advocates. The issue has come to efforts will have the most effect.
be a defining one for competing

Pfeifferhom Conservation Awardl

The Pfeifferhorn Conservation Award for 1997
went to Diane Smith of Salt Lake City.

If not for Diane's vision and persistence, you
wouldn't know there was once a lake in the
middle of the valley. Decker Lake was part of a
series of wetlands, crucial habitat for waterfowl
and, in its pnime, a popular fishing hole.

Diane formed the Decker Lake Wetlands
Preserve Foundation to deal with the state,
county, and city bureaucracies. Under her
leadership, Decker Lake has been cleaned up,
restoring its banks for waterfowl and
providing the public with a shoreline trail
posted with information for naturalists.

This would have never happened without Diane N
Smith's hard work and charismatic leadership. Hers is Diane Smith r;ceives the Pfefferhorn

the sort of legacy we need more of.

h

Conservation Award from Audubon Society's
Penny Ciak.
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Trogyy Phaa

Joyce Maughan, a b
interviews University of Utah
on the religious implica

oard member of Save Our Canyons,

law Professor Ed Firmage
tions of conservation

««=On The Air---

THE SAVE OUR CANYONS REPORT

30 Minutes of Lively Conversation with Key Players in Utah's Environmental Arena

Listen to the SAVE OUR CANYONS radio
program the second and fourth Thursdays
of the month, 12:30 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. on
KRCL 90.0 FM. The program features
discussions with key players in Utah's
environmental arena about issues
pressing Utah's ecosystem.

Guests in recent months have been
representatives of Entrada, High Uintas
Preservation Council, Predator Education
Fund, Republicans for Environmental
Protection, Southern Utah Wilderness
Coalition (SUWA), Wildlands Project, Wild
Utah Forest Campaign (WUFC), Wild Utah
Project, Utah Wilderness Coalition, and
the U.S. Department of Wildlife
Management.

State Representative Ralph Becker and
Natalie Gochnauer of the Governor's
Office of Planning and Budget discussed
growth and planning on the Wasatch front
and the trade-offs required for '
preservation of open space.

For the Christmas program, University
of Utah Law Professor Ed Firmage

discussed spiritual messages on the
ecosystem from the perspective of a
number of religious and cultural
traditions.

If you have requests for future

programs call Joyce Maughan at 359-5900.

SOC board member Steve Lewis at the mike.
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PACIFICORP GRANITE WATER FLUME REPLACEMENT BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
by Wes Odell

In the Spring of 1996 the US Forest Service asked for Comments on the Pacificorp plan to replace the hundred
year old wooden water flume in the lower part of Big Cottonwood Canyon with a 42 inch steel pipeline. The ex-
planation given at the time was the wooden flume is worn out, is subject to rock slides, and is expensive to
maintain. The proposed alignments were unsatisfactory to Save Our Canyons and different alignments were
suggested by us. We have protested vigorously their preferred 30-50 foot wide mid-hillside alignment and in-
sisted that any chosen alignment be limited to thirty feet in width. The highway in Big Cottonwood Canyon is
only 27 ft 10 inches wide. We see no valid reason to create another "highway width construction corridor" mid-
way up the side of the canyon wall to install a four foot pipeline. There is stiff opposition from UDOT to the
selection of an alignment alongside the highway and under the shoulder, the alignment that we now support.

A final Environmental Assessment is expected in January 1998.

Save Our Canyons Needs You... and Your Donation
Citizens' Committee SAVE OUR CANYONS is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization founded in 1972 that is dedicated to the
preservation and protection of the Wasatch canyons from excessive development. Y our donation is tax-deductible.

Yes, I want to join Save Our Canyons
NAME O Assisting with mailings 363-SAVE
ADDRESS O Letter Writing
CITY O Researching info@saveourcanyons.org
STATE & ZIP O Organizing
TEL O Contributing. Enclosed find| http://www.saveourcanyons.org
EMAIL my tax-deductible contribution of

$
SAVE OUR CANYONS, P.0.BOX 58671, SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84158-0671

CITIZENS' COMMITTEE TO

SAVE OUR CANYONS NONPROFIT ORG.
P.O. Box 58671 U.S. POSTAGE
Salt Lake City, Utah 84158-0671 PAID

SALT LAKE CITY, UT
PERMIT NO. 7271

ANNUAL
MEMBERSHIP MEETING

January 29, 1998

The Annual Meeting of
Save Our Canyons will be from
7:00--9:00 pm on Thursday,

January 29th at the ,
Upstairs Meeting Room at RET.
3285 E. 33rd South in S.L.C.

The public is welcome.



