
2022 Draft Retreat Agenda 
Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 

January 6, 2023 
Pitkin County Administration Building 

Board of County Commissioners Meeting Room 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83177799899?pwd=YlhqWWNBRElBNFg4bzdEM1NnM1RqUT09 

12:00 -12:30 Lunch Provided to AAB Overview: Rich and 
Jacque 

Welcome and Overview 
1. Quick review of Working Agreements
2. AAB discussion of 2023 Work Plan

• Do we establish task force’s, subcommittee’s,
working groups etc.

3. Community Outreach Discussion
4. Criteria Pollutants

 Introduction of other partners 
 Discussion towards policy development 

Overview: Jacque, 
Meg and Rich 

12:35 – 2:30 

2023 Work Plan 
• Update FAA/FBO – (Dan)
• Review of Resolution 105-2020 Recommendations and

Sub-recommendations related to ALP Process.  Discuss
the most effective way to engage the AAB and support
implementation on items or categories that can be
taken on outside of ALP approvals. (Rich Presentation)

Full Board 
Participation 
Moderators: Jacque 
and Meg 

2:30 – 2:45 Break 

2:45 – 3:45 

Community Outreach 
• Discussion on establishing communication methods

based on the work plan discussion. 
• Focus on Public Engagement process related to the

Terminal construction project

Full Board 
Participation 
Moderator: Marci 
Suazo – Pitkin County 
Communications 
Manager 

3:45 – 5:00 

Criteria Pollutant 
• Begin to dig into what Criteria Pollutants means, the

Airports role and understanding what the County, City 
of Aspen and CORE are doing in close proximity. 

• Begin to identify what steps can be included in future
development that can assist in reducing criteria
pollutants.

• Next steps to begin to develop a policy for a future
discussion and vote.

Full Board 
Participation 
Moderators: Jacquelyn 
and Meg 
Presentations from: 
Pitkin County, City of 
Aspen and CORE 

5:00 Adjourn 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83177799899?pwd%3DYlhqWWNBRElBNFg4bzdEM1NnM1RqUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1673190026082578&usg=AOvVaw2MgVGVGeE_KWt8z5kLsMsI


AIRPORT ADVISORY BOARD 
WORKING AGREEMENTS 

Adopted 10/20/2022 

 

We agree that we are an advisory board to the Board of County Commissioners. As such: 
We agree: to learn about the many issues that affect the airport and providing informed 
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners on said issues. 
We agree: and understand that our advisory board input will be crafted as policy 
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for the Board of County 
Commissioners to consider as part of their decision making process. 
We agree: that we are not responsible for day to day operations of the airport and will keep 
our policy recommendations in line with Resolution 105-2020. 
We agree: to start and end meetings on time unless agreed upon to extend the times. 
We agree: to make decisions by consensus when possible and to accept the majority position of 
the Airport Advisory Board when consensus does not exist, as well as to respect any minority 
position. 
We agree: that Board meetings are a priority. Every effort will be made to attend meetings, 
come to the meetings prepared, meet on time, keep meetings on schedule, complete 
discussions, and bring issues to closure when possible. 
We agree: to demonstrate honesty and integrity in our actions and statements. 
We agree: that any member may differ on an issue. When that happens we commit to work 
effectively together by disagreeing openly, respecting differences and being tough on the issues 
and not on the people discussing them. 
We agree: to share all relevant information and examine issues thoroughly to ensure the 
Airport Advisory Board and public are well informed prior to making recommendations to the 
BoCC or Airport Director. 
We agree: to keep discussions and dialogues focused on the topic at hand. Efforts will be made 
to be specific, use examples, and explain statements to clarify individual positions. 
We agree: that all ideas are worthy of consideration, and to treat everyone respectfully. 
We agree: to use passion towards issue rather than person. 
We agree: to ask questions to determine if we understand another point of view. 
We agree: that if you miss a meeting, support decisions made in your absence. 
We agree: that differences of opinion are natural and useful. 
We agree: to respect confidentiality where appropriate. 
 
PROCEDURAL AGREEMENTS 
We agree: to forward communications intended for staff through the Airport Director. 
We agree: to encourage an inclusive public process. 
 
 
 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board Retreat 
 Minutes January 6, 2023 

 

 

In Person Attendance: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Rick Heede, Valerie Braun, Auden Schendler, Bruce 
Gordon, Howie Mallory, Barry Vaughan, Mike Solondz, Sara Ott and Catherine Christoff 

Virtual Attendance: Clint Kinney 

 

(0:36) Agenda Overview – Rich 

(3:43) Working Agreements – Reminder, additions, changes – Rich 
-(4:28) Barry stated that he feels the Working Agreements are good and if anything needs to 
be changed in the future it can be addressed then. Jacque agreed. 

(4:58) Purpose of AAB 
 2023 Work Plan Presentation – Rich 
       Board Discussion Follows 
 (17:50) Resolution 105-2020 – Common Ground Recommendations – “Goal Line 

Vision” 
• #1 (19:06) Maximizing the Safety of our Airport 
• #2 (22:23) Maximizing the Sustainability of our New Airport 
• #7 (29:20) Build New Terminal 
• #3 (33:37) Seamless Ground Connectivity 
• #8 (37:18) Enhance the Traveler and Staff Experience 
• #9 (39:12) Open Air Jet Ways 
• #10 (39:49) Provide and Design for 6 to 8 Gates with Comfortable Waiting Spaces 
• #11 (41:25) Flexible Gates 
• #6 (49:14) FBO Reflects Community Values 
• #5 (54:23 ) Non-Airline Reserved Parking (Ramp Space) 
• #4 (1:00:48) Improve Airline Service Reliability 
• #12 (1:06:26) Replace the Current ADGIII ALP with an Improved ADGIII ALP that 

Accommodates Aircraft that Meet Community Goals 
• #13 (1:20:39) Leave the Runway where it is 
• #14 (1:23:27) Construction Phasing 

Short Term, Mid Term, and Long Term Maps 
 (1:42:25) AAB Action Items Summary  

Board Round Table Comments/Discussion 
 
(2:39:55) Break 
 



(2:51:33) Community Outreach Presentation – Marci Suazo 
 (2:57:09) Draft Communications Plan Overview – Marci Suazo 
 (3:00:03) Exercise and Discussion – Miles Graham 

 
(4:07:45) Criteria Pollutants – Rich 
 Introductions/Discussion – Pitkin County, City of Aspen, CORE 
 
(4:20:47) Monitor Location Placement Map 
  Board Discussion 

 

Retreat Ends - 5:00PM 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: January 19,2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 

Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 

IV. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Old Business 
a. Retreat Follow Up: - Meg, Rich and Dan 

i. AAB Member Assignments Review and Ratify 
ii. Community Outreach Strategy 

b. Safety Task Force Update 
  

VII. New Business 
a. Terminal – Ideas for inclusion into the RFP – Rich and Dan 
b. 2023 AAB Work Plan (Including ALP) – Dan and Brad 
c. ASE Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
VIII. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
IX. Board Follow Up Comments 

 
X. Adjourn 

 

file://PKCASPMAIDS19/Airport/AIRPORT%20ADMIN%20&%20MGMT/AIRPORT%20ADVISOR%20BOARD/Meeting%20October%2020,%202022/AAB%20Working%20Agreements%20Final.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes January 19, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Meg Haynes, Howie Mallory, Auden Schendler, Barry Vaughan, Mike Solondz, 
Clint Kinney, Sara Ott 
Virtual: Bruce Gordon 
Not in Attendance: Jacque Francis, Rick Heede, Catherine Christoff 

III. Approval of the Meeting Minutes 1:45:  
Motion to approve made by Auden, second by Mike. Meeting Minutes approved for 
12/15/22 
-Howie asked for clarification on page 2. Where Jacque stated that 30% was not the most 
important part of this GHG document. Rich believes what they meant was they were not 
focused on being at 30% but being as aspirational as possible – hoping to do much more.  
-Barry said that what he took from Jacque’s comment was that the number isn’t as 
important as doing everything we reasonably can to move in that direction. 
-Howie added that this is one of the top 3 CGR and has to be upheld. Barry replied he is not 
suggesting that we be okay with less than 30% but merely stating his understanding of the 
statement Jacque made.  

IV. Public Comment (4:44): 
-Ellen Anderson states that she is on the Board of AspenFly Right (Treasurer) and she has a 
handout to give to each board member. Their purpose is to supply educational information 
based on science to all concerned in the community. Ellen added that they have had 5 full 
page ads in the newspaper and there are accompanying essays on their website covering 
different topics. (All in the handout) All future information will be provided to add to it. Ellen 
encourages everyone to go to the website as there is a lot of information there. 
-(9:08) Auden asks Ellen what is the goal of AspenFly Right – what is their vision of what the 
ideal airport is in ten years? Ellen replies she thinks we are all on the same side – we all want 
the very best airport this community can come up with, with every educated person 
weighing in that has an opinion. She adds that she can’t answer that question right now as 
they are trying to gather information to share, and also researching  what aircraft might look 
like in the coming years. Ellen added that Amory Lovins is more qualified to answer the 
engineering and physics questions, but she can say that the purpose of AspenFly Right is to 
provide information to all of the community so they can form their own conclusions based 
on science. 

V. Board Comments (11:16):  
-Howie stated that as requested, he and Mike created a letter to go to Dan and Rich 
regarding Air Space Management and Congestion Pricing. He asked if staff had drafted a 
response yet. Dan replied that staff is reaching out to all the different entities to give them 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


background information and then will their contact info so you can reach out to them 
directly. 
-Howie asked if there is written analysis or written opinion about how these programs work 
and will we get this information. Dan replied you should get a fair amount from Air Traffic 
Control as they have history with it. He added that the airlines and Atlantic would be 
impacted so they need to be part of the conversation as well. Dan said ATC would be a great 
place to start. 
-Howie stated that 5 members of the AAB attended the FlyRight presentation at the 
bookstore and there was good dialogue with Amory – overall he feels it was a beneficial 
event. 
-Howie also brought back up the 30% emissions management – this is relying on fuel sales 
reports from Atlantic. He asks when will they start receiving them. Dan replied that the 
County Finance Department should be receiving those. Howie would like an example or a 
prototype of the report at the next meeting. 
-Rich added that the GHG Policy is going to the BoCC in a Work Session on Feb. 7, and then 
on Feb 8 it will be a One Read Resolution and they will adopt it. 
-(17:18) Valerie wanted to mention that the presentation by Amory Lovins was a full house 
and there are many people in the community interested. It was comprehensive and easily 
understandable. Valerie added she was please other members of the AAB were interested. 

VI. Old Business (18:00): 
a. Retreat Follow Up – Rich   

AAB Member Assignments Review and Ratify 
• Safety 

-Auden, Rick Barry – “Let’s know the stuff” 
-Barry Michael, Bruce – FlightOps Taskforce 
-Michael, Howie, Bruce – Reservation System/GA Pricing Program 

• Environmental 
-Jacque, Rick – GHG Policy 
-Rick – Create Financial Incentives 
-Jacque – Criteria Pollutants (Rick, Auden, Sara will review) 
-Valerie, Barry, Sara, Bruce – Noise Policy 

• FBO 
-Full AAB Board  
  Develop list questions for short list presentations after RFP’s are submitted 
  Attend short list presentation to provide feedback and ask questions     

• -(27:35) Bruce asked about Pitkin County running the FBO – Rich replies 
• TBD – Analyze if additional hanger space would reduce drop and gos. Mike said 

that they are already looking at this included in their Reservation System 
research  
- Barry asked how to get better educated on GA parking, amount of available 

space, and who does GA write their check to every month.      
• TBD (35:44)– Fleet Mix and Forecasting Responses 
• New Terminal (36:59) – Meg (Liaison/Lead) 

-Terminal Construction/Environmental Aspects – Mike, Auden, Rick 
-Terminal Financing – Howie 



-Open Air Jet Ways – Need to discuss 
-Seamless Ground Connectivity – Sara, Clint, Barry, Jacque, Catherine 
(44:45) Board gave a unanimous thumbs up to names associated with groups 

• New Terminal Facility (Items to be included) (45:46) - Rich 
Community Outreach Strategy (53:00) – Marci and Miles 

Action Items: 
• Introduce the public to the AAB 
• FAQs “Lets know the stuff” 
• Breaking Down reasons why change is needed at ASE – education for the public 
• How work for the AAB is driven by and around the CGR. 

What we heard at the Retreat: 
• Defining Success Slide: Goal #1 – Proactive 
• Defining Success Slide: Goal #2 – Intentional 
• Defining Success Slide: Goal #3 – Nimble 
• Key Message Areas 

o Who is the AAB and what is their charge 
o Why is redevelopment needed at the airport 

• 2023 ASE Editorial Calendar 
• Our Voice / Our Vision (1:07:50) 

-Howie suggested they not use a GA plane in the ad 
-Meg asked how these ads will be used. Marci replied on the website and social 
media. Not pay ads. 
-Barry added he thinks it is terrific – great stuff 
-Howie added that the flying safety has been addressed but the building also 
has safety issues that should be addressed. 
Next Steps (1:13:42): 

b. Safety Task Force Update (1:21:42) – Barry 
VII. New Business (1:23:52):  

a. Terminal Ideas for Inclusion in the RFP – Dan and Brad 
• Terminal Architectural Considerations 

o Team Makeup 
o Key Focus Items 
o Process (Selection) 
o Process (Project) 

• Terminal Design Team Structure – Most Important! 
• Terminal Design Process  

Brad Jacobsen Introduction (1:36:27): His job is working to put the CGR 
into a format that is acceptable to the FAA for their approval. Discussion and 
questions/answers follow 

b. Tentative 2023 Work Plan (1:46:39) – Dan and Brad – Calendar Breakdown 
-(1:50:20) Board Fleet Mix Discussion  
-(1:59:20) Meg asks if the Board would like to go past the meeting 2 hour time frame. All 
agree and Fleet Mix discussion continues. The discussions centers on the fact that the 
FAA changed how they describe the runway width requirements within the updated 
Advisory Circular. 



-(2:14:43) Meg again takes a break to ask if the Board would like to continue the 
discussion. Howie leaves but others agree to continue. 

c. Holiday Operations at ASE Presentation (2:30:22) – Bill Tomcich 
VIII. Public Comment ( 2:31:45): 

-Ellen asked that the AAB invite the FAA to come and answer questions. According to Valerie 
it seemed as if the Board was behind this idea. Ellen also wanted to make sure that the 
Board knew that people recently had to sleep in the airport; there was a curfew violation, 
and the PAPI lights were out. Ellen feels that all of these things should be reported to the 
public. 

IX. Board Comments (2:33:11) 
-Barry added that if the PAPIs are out the pilots are who needs to know. Ellen disagreed as 
this could cause delays for passengers at night.  

X. Next Meeting: February 16, 2023 
Meeting Adjourned (2:33:48) 

 
 

 

ACTION ITEMS: 

• Howie would like an example or a prototype of the report operations/fuel report that we 
receive from Atlantic at the next meeting. Liz will cover 

• Barry asked how to get better educated on GA parking, amount of available space, and who 
does GA write their check to every month.   Liz can answer some of these questions.  
  

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: February 16,2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 

IV. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• Discussion on Reporting Procedures and Consultant Outreach 

 
VII. Old Business 

a. FAA Update 
b. Future Runway Width Discussion 
c. New Conference Room 
d. FBO Solicitation 
e. GHG Work Plan Next Steps – Rick Heede 
f. Brainstorm for Terminal Design RFQ 
 

VIII. New Business 
a. Website Update 

• Airport Information Dashboard – Liz 
b. Closure 
c. Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
IX. Action Items 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow Up Comments 

 
XII. Adjourned 

 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes February 16, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Rick Heede, Valerie Braun, Howie Mallory, Auden 
Schendler, Barry Vaughan, Mike Solondz, Clint Kinney, Sara Ott 
Virtual: Bruce Gordon 
Not in Attendance: Catherine Christoff 

III. Approval of the Meeting Minutes: 
-Valerie asked to add that the Board seemed to be in agreement with Ellen’s request to have 
the FAA come before the AAB to answer questions. 
-Howie requested we add that the FAA changed how they describe the runway width 
requirements within the updated Advisory Circular 150/5300-13B dated March 31, 2022. 
Motion to approve with the additions made by Meg, second by Auden. Meeting Minutes 
approved for 02/16/23. 

IV. Public Comment (1:20) 
-Ellen Anderson stated that on 1/16 she reported a curfew violation and she hasn’t gotten 
any feedback. She added that she spoke with Ry and he said they were waiting on United to 
submit their report. Ellen said according to County Code it should be done within 24 hours 
and she is wondering why it is taking so long and when will she hear back. Rich replied that 
this did go before the BoCC in an Executive Session and he will reach out to Ry and report 
back.  
-Ellen also said she picked someone up at the airport whose flight was supposed to be in at 
12:05 but sat for one hour before it got a gate. She thinks we can do better than that. 
-Jacque added that the Board should know the process for a curfew violation. Dan followed 
up with an explanation of the process. (3:47) 
-(5:49) Howie asked how many curfew violations do we have a year. Dan replied very few – 
it is rare. Rich added that it is a $1000 fine, which is not much for an airline or a private jet 
owner. The only way to change that is to get a legislative change because it is in the Pitkin 
County Code under fines. 
-(7:00) Ellen added that she now feels there have been two violations – the curfew violation 
and the failure to respond within 24 hours. She doesn’t understand why the County lets 
them not follow procedure. 
-(7:40) Tyson Weiss, a resident and GA pilot and is also on the Safety Task Force. He spoke in 
response to what question should the Board be asking about the FBO renewal in order to be 
aware of concerns from the GA pilots. 
1) Have we made improvements that benefit the local pilot community and address their 
concerns. 
2) What are their concerns? 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


3) Is there more space available for county residents to park or hanger their aircraft? There 
is a very long waiting list – can we provide more space. 
4) How do we improve the quality of space? For example, until recently the facilities on the 
North Ramp were a Porta Potty.  
5) Have they made better use of the space available to GA pilots and county residents? 
6) How do we reduce the cost of using the airport? The cost to land and the cost for gas is 
50% to 60%more than other airports. 
-Tyson added that GA pilots are an important part of the community. 
-(10:51) Peter Hutter asked how the County wants to handle search and rescue as far as 
noise and curfew. In the past, they have had to write a letter to the county. Dan replied that 
emergency flights are exempt but there may be some paperwork involved. 
-Jacque asked Sandra to add to the website that emergency and medical flights are exempt. 
(Done) 

V. Board Comments (13:04): 
-Jacque got a request from a member of the public for information on use of fuel. She has 
the data but is wondering what the process is for a Board member to give out information. 
Dan said that everyone should be directed to Sandra who will direct him or her to make an 
official CORA request. This will allow us to track and to make sure the correct information is 
given. 
-(15:07) Jacque also added she has started looking into and working on the Criteria 
Pollutants Policy. 
-(15:35) Mike commented that Gulf Stream has completed a successful two and a half hour 
test flight using 100% sustainable fuel in their G650 airplane. 
-(17:04) Rick added that he talked to Rich after the BoCC about being more transparent in 
terms of what data we release. For example, fuel sales when the final data comes from 
Mead & Hunt. He also presented a document that he shared with the BoCC on emissions 
from fuel sales from 2007 to 2022, which shows a rapid increase. 
-(18:18) Howie asked about an action item from the previous meeting about getting a fuel 
sales report from Atlantic. Dan replied that Liz Woods , Director of Finance, would speak to 
that during her presentation on a Finance Dashboard. 
-(19:05) Barry added that he sent a report to Dan and Rich about an incentive program for 
locally based pilots at Truckee North Lake Tahoe Airport. 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (19:44):  
Safety Task Force Update (19:56) – Barry announced that John McBride resigned from the 
Task Force. He proposed Michael Waters as a replacement and he is hoping for a motion 
today to recommend to the BoCC he be appointed to fill the open spot.  
Motion to approve made by Meg, second by Michael Solondz. Unanimously approved. 
-Barry continues with Task Force Update. 
Noise Subcommittee (25:05) – Valerie gave an update of her work with Bruce Gordon thus 
far. (30:58) Board comments and discussion follows. 
Terminal Subcommittee (35:57) – Meg had nothing to report 
Subcommittee meeting with the FAA (35:09) – Mike and Howie had nothing to report. 

VII. Old Business (35:38): 
a. FAA Update – Rich said the Board had requested a sit down with the FAA. John Baurer is 

willing to come we just don’t know when yet. The format will be a joint meeting with 
the BoCC and the AAB. There will be a Zoom option and it will be open to the public but 



it will not be an open forum. Staff would like the AAB to come up with a list of questions 
to ask. 
-(36:51) Miles presented a working draft on the FAQ’s that he has been working with 
Barry, Auden and Rick. The community can access this through AAB general email. 

b. Future Runway Width Discussion/Presentation (43:10) – Dan 
c. New Conference Room – Dan describe some of the updates and adds that it is still a 

work in progress.   
d. FBO Solicitation (58:10) – Rich, Presentation/Discussion 

*Press Release will go out on Tuesday 
e. GHG Work Plan (1:05:45) – Jackie and Rick Explanation/Discussion 
f. Brainstorm for Terminal Design RFQ (1:08:30) – Dan Presentation/Discussion 
g. Electric Airport Vehicles (1:17:30) – Dan 

VIII. New Business ( 1:19:28): 
a. Airport Information Dashboard (1:20:40) – Liz Woods 

Presentation/Discussion/Questions 
b. Airport Closure (1:41:08) – Dan 
c. Commercial Passenger Update (1:44:53) – Bill Tomcich 
d. Website Update – AAB Page (1:47:47) – Marci  

IX. Action Items (1:53:35): 
• SAF question from Howie 
• Draft Terminal RFQ 
• Follow up on Board appointments. Rich stated that the BoCC does not want to re 

interview you all. Renewal forms will be sent out to AAB. 
X. Public Comment 1:56:40): 

-Ellen Anderson was surprised by the way the Safety Task Force replaced John McBride. The 
Chair just appointed someone which is unusual in a public process. No one else was 
considered or had the opportunity to apply. Why so fast? Ellen stated she knows a lot of 
long time pilots that she would like to suggest. She also thinks it would be nice to have a 
woman on the Task Force. 
-Ellen also added because it was mentioned in the Fly Quiet discussion about changing 
behavior that :  
1) Everyone has to know the rules 
2) There has to be a perception that there is a high likelihood of being caught 
3) Consequences must be immediate 
Regarding the curfew violation, the third part is not happening. It is going on and on. Ellen is 
encouraging staff/attorneys to work a little faster so that people know that we care and are 
serious. 

XI. Board Comments (1:59:10):  
-Valerie would like staff to get the Noise data from Mead & Hunt. Rich asked her to put her 
request in an email. 
-(1:59:44) Jacque added that she is in agreement with Ellen that the Board should know the 
curfew rules and violators should be notified immediately and action taken. 
-(2:00:01) Valerie believes, after seeing Liz’s presentation, that there has to be software out 
there that can take care of the noise monitoring for us. 



-(2:00:31) Barry supports the idea of immediate feedback but he stated that noise and 
curfew are 2 different things. With curfew, there are violations but with noise, there are no 
violations. He agreed that the noise program needs to be refreshed.  
-(2:01:13) Howie asked if reporting on the decibel standards should become an agenda item. 
Barry responded it is a standard to be measured and commented on, not sanctioned. 
-(2:02:12) Rick brought up the Safety Task Force nomination and a Board discussion follows. 
-(2:23:55) Jacque made a motion that the Board come up with a process going forward 
that addresses how the nominations come about, how seats get filled on the 
subcommittees, and an organizational structure for the subcommittees and task forces. 
Second by Meg. Alternates allowed to vote due to voting members leaving. Approved 
unanimously 

XII. Meeting Adjourned (2:28:24)  

 

 
  
  
 

 
 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: March 16,2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Approval of Meeting Minutes 
• Change to Draft Minutes Distribution 

 
IV. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  

 
V. Board Comments 

 
VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 

 
VII. Old Business 

a. Subcommittee Discussion 
 Member Nomination Process 
 Subcommittee Name, Members, Lead 

b. Action Items From February Meeting 
 Sandra to add language to the website Curfew page about emergency 

flights being exempt – done 
 Questions on Dashboard presented by Liz Woods 
 Feedback on Terminal Design RFQ 

 
VIII. New Business 

a. Terminal Subcommittee – Meg Haynes 
b. Special Meeting with the FAA 
c. Airport Redevelopment Thoughts – Auden Schendler 
d. FBO Selection – John Ely 
e. Criteria Pollutant Update 
f. CRJ Aircraft Discussion – Bill Tomcich 
g. Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
IX. Action Items 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


 
XI. Board Follow Up Comments 

 
XII. Adjourn 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes Mach 16, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Valerie Braun, Howie Mallory, Auden Schendler, Barry Vaughan, 
Mike Solondz, Clint Kinney, Sara Ott, Bruce Gordon 
Virtual: Meg Haynes, Rick Heede, Catherine Christoff 
*(00:48) Rich brought up a request from the public to switch the order of Public Comment 
and Approval of the Meeting Minutes which would fall in line with the BoCC. Staff did post 
the DRAFT minutes with the Agenda so that the public has an opportunity to see them. 
Switching the order of the two will allow the public to comment on them before they are 
approved. 
(2:08) Motion made by Valerie to change the order of Public Comment and Approval of 
the Meeting Minutes on the AAB Agenda. Second by Howie. Vote was unanimous to 
change the order.  

III. Public Comment (3:05): 
-Ellen Anderson said thank you to the Board for being responsive to letting the public see 
the minutes and changing the order on the agenda. Ellen also asked if the Board had seen 
the Aspen Daily News article from AspenFlyRight about air quality with the accompanying 
32-page essay. She highly recommended the Board read it. Ellen added that the United 
Curfew Violation is going to court on Tuesday April 18 at 8:30 AM. Ellen also appealed to the 
BoCC to vote no on the appointment of Michael Waters to the Safety Task Force but the 
Commissioners voted to go ahead. She felt it would have been nice if the public or a woman 
had had a chance to apply but it was not advertised. Ellen stated that she did not attend the 
last Safety Task Force meeting and while watching the recording it was very difficult to see 
who was speaking and there was no roll call, which makes it hard for the public to know 
who is there. (6:05) Two quotes were made by Barry Vaughan during the meeting that 
saddened her. Ellen followed with a recount of what she heard during the meeting. Finally, 
she asks that this Board not allow those types of comments in a public meeting.  

IV. Approval of the Meeting Minutes (8:20): 
-Valeria asked to be added as her name in the attendance was omitted. 
-Howie asked that staff add the Advisory Circular number and date. 
-Barry asked that we change the word measure to measured. He also wanted to change the 
wording of the sentence a bit but it was suggested not to change sentence structure in the 
minutes. 
(11:00) Motion by Auden to approve the minutes (as amended). Second by Howie. Vote 
was unanimous.  
 
 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


V. Board Comments (11:28 ): 
-(11:35) Jacque spoke about the panel discussion she was invited to attend by AspenFlyRight 
with Amory Lovins. Many of the AAB had already seen his presentation because he had 
given it at Explorer Book Store and the Rotary. The Q & A had an interesting exchange of 
ideas. There were several things that Jacque went over with Rich and Dan that will need to 
addressed when this Board does speak with the FAA – things that this community is 
concerned about surrounding this airport. Jacque added that the AAB is doing an incredible 
job of trying to address these concerns and that for the 20 years she has been working on 
Airport Committees and Boards we have come a long way and discussed many of these 
issues raise by AspenFlyRight and in Amory’s presentation. The AAB is working with the 
Safety Task Force, Emissions, and Local Pollutants. Meg is also taking on the Terminal 
Design. We want the community to know that these are all things that are coming up as 
tasks. Jacque thinks that it is great that the community and AspenFlyRight is helping this 
Board think creatively. The AAB is the officially appointed Airport Board and we do not have 
the luxury of speculating on the future. We have to stay within the parameters that an 
airport operates in. The Board has to put in the infrastructure for one of the best airports in 
the world using realism and with the idea of the restrictions that airports must abide by. We 
have to hold ourselves to an incredibly high standard and we all know we are doing that. 
The AAB has to be bound by facts and use the best available data to make our decisions 
because the BoCC is listening to us. We must follow procedures and work productively with 
the FAA and other agency partners using methodical processes, which can be slow but are 
necessary given the importance of our upcoming tasks. The AAB will be bringing in the FAA 
as soon as possible to hear directly from their regulatory agency. We are also establishing 
baselines for the local emissions and noise using real data and trying to put those processes 
in place. The AAB will be working with the new FBO, even if it does turn out to be Pitkin 
County and we will be holding them accountable as soon as they are selected. The AAB will 
advising on the Fleet Mix and using science to understand what our future aircraft will most 
likely be. We will be initiating the critical process to sustainably design a new terminal that 
reflects the high expectations of our community. Jacque added that she wanted the 
community to know all of this and the Board to understand the responsibility they have 
going forward. 
-(15:47) Valerie stated that she was glad Jacque got to be on the panel and she did a great 
job. In addition, she agrees there is a lot of energy in the community surrounding the 
airport. 
-(16:23) Bruce thought the meeting was good and he is glad AspenFlyRight is involved and 
people are listening. He also added that we need to get the younger people engaged, 
involved and thinking about the future of this community. 
-(17:15) Barry added that the remarks attributed to him from the last public speaker were 
not accurate. He is a supporter of equity and diversity and he thinks it would be great if 
there was a recommendation that a safety officer or person be hired by the County to carry 
forward with the Safety Recommendations. Barry added it would be great if it were a 
woman. 
-(17:58) Howie stated that he pulled up the core Visioning Committee goals for the County 
and #3 was to manage growth of airline enplanements to be consistent with approximately 
.08% growth per year. He then asked what is the definition of growth and how are we 



incorporating that into our decision-making. Howie asked if it is airline enplanements or 
airline and GA enplanements. Jacque replied that it is based off commercial flights only. 
-(19:23) Howie added that it doesn’t make sense that GA is not included when 83% of the 
activity is coming from GA and can we require the new FBO to gives us this enplanement 
data. Discussion follows. 
-(23:05) Jacque suggests to move on in the essence of time but asks staff to possibly add the 
request to the contract negotiations.  
-(23:43) Jacque asked that AspenFlyRight provide their emissions monitoring data.  Ellen 
responded that it is available on their website. 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (25:10): 
• Safety Task Force (25:12): Update from Barry. 
• Noise Subcommittee (27:58): Update from Valerie and a discussion follows. 
• Terminal Design (36:45): Update from Meg 

VII. Old Business (41:03):  
• Subcommittee Discussion 

a. Member Nomination Process (41:20) – Rich, Handout and Dialog 
-(50:29) Jacque states that considering everything on the agenda she 
suggests the Board review/edit the handout and it be brought back on a 
future agenda. Rich agreed and added that the goal is to develop a formal 
process. 

b. Action Items from February Meeting (51:29) 
-Sandra added language to the website Curfew Page about emergency 
flights 
-No Board Questions on the Finance Dashboard 
-Dan asked for more feedback for the Terminal Design RFQ  
-(52:32) Dan gives an update on the RFQ status 
-(56:58) Miles and Marci give an update on the outreach efforts. 

VIII. New Business (1:00:40):  
a. Special Meeting with the FAA Update (1:01:08) – Dan, discussion follows 
b. Airport Redevelopment Thoughts (1:03:11) – Auden, discussion follows 
c. FBO Selection (1:08:55) – John Ely, questions/discussion follows 
d. Fleet Mix/Forecast Update (1:29:34) – Brad Jacobsen, questions/discussion follows 
e. Criteria Pollutants Update (1:43:15) – Dan and Jacque 
f. CRJ Aircraft Discussion (1:44:42) – Bill Tomcich 
g. Commercial Passenger Update (1:57:11) – Bill Tomcich 

IX. Action Items (1:59:46): 
• Dan will send out the FBO RFQ to the Board 
• Staff will send out a link to the FBO Press Release 
• Dan still looking for more feedback on Terminal design 

X. Public Comment (2:02:16): 
-Ellen Anderson stated that Mead & Hunt has been saying for years that there is no need to 
measure for Criteria Pollutants because it can be done through modeling, basically on fuel 
sales, and also because you can’t distinguish between highway pollution and airport 
pollution. AspenFlyRight said we could surmount all of those things. Ellen really encouraged 
everyone to go to the white pages where it would answer all of your questions on the 



monitoring they did. Their findings suggest that this needs to be professionally monitored. 
AspenFlyRight is just the beginning; it needs to be studied further. 

XI. Board Follow Up Comments (2:03:46): None 
XII. Meeting Adjourn (2:04:20) 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: April 20, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie 
• Criteria Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee - Meg 

 
VII. Old Business 

a. Previous Action Items 
• FBO RFP: Dan sent out the FBO RFQ to the Board - Complete 
• FBO Press Release: Staff sent out the link to the FBO Press Release on 

short list - Complete 
b. Viewing Area Update - Dan 
c. Subcommittee Appointment Process (See Attachment) 

 
VIII. New Business 

a. Forecast / Fleet Mix – Brad Jacobsen 
b. FAA Visit Follow-up 
c. Airport Open House – Marci/Miles 
d. Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
IX. Action Items 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow-up Comments 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


 
XII. Adjourn 

 
 



Subcommittee Appointment Process 
 
 
 
• “Let’s know the Stuff” -Auden, Rick and Barry – “Let’s know the stuff” 
 Communication Team and AAB subcommittee members developed a list of questions. 
 Questions submitted to John Bauer ADO for FAA 3/2/202 
 Currently looking for a date to host joint BoCC and AAB Q&A 
 Developed a public website in which continuing questions, concerns or ideas can be sent.  

 
• FlightOps Taskforce – Barry, Michael, Bruce  
 BoCC adopted a resolution to appoint 8 members to the task force. 
 Work continues and recommendations are forth coming. 
• Conclusions and recommendations reported to AAB 
• AAB will review, discuss and make suggestions. 
• Document is published for public review between meetings. 
• AAB will review the final product and vote to forward to BoCC with public comment. 
• Staff will develop policy statements and resolution for BoCC review and discussion. 
• BoCC will consider the policy at a work session 
• BoCC will adopt policy at a regular meeting with a one read Resolution taking public comment. 

 
• Reservation System/GA Pricing Program Environmental - Michael, Howie, Bruce –  
 Email sent to Airport Director seeking information. 
 Tower needs upper FAA Management involvement.  

 
• Environmental – GHG Policy – Jacque, Rick 
 Policy 2023-001 Adopted by Resolution # by the BoCC 
• In the process of creating action steps for staff to take to begin to reduce GHG emissions. 

 
• Environmental – Criteria Pollutants Policy – Jacque, Rick, Sara and Auden 

• Draft Policy currently under review. 
• Upon receipt of the Airport specific plan from the team staff is setting up partnership meetings 

with ASE, AAB environmental leads, City and County and SkiCo. 
o RFP’s being drafted on Noise and Emissions  

 
• Noise Policy - Valerie, Bruce, Sara, Barry 
 Valerie presented early findings to AAB. 
 Valerie met with Airport Staff 
 Emails seeking further information have been submitted and received by Mead and Hunt. 
 Additional Mead and Hunt data requested. 
• In Policy development. 

 
• FBO – Airport Staff and Selection Committee 
 AAB developed questions for selection committee to put into the review process 

 
• New Terminal – Meg (Liaison/Lead) 

• Terminal Construction/Environmental Aspects – Mike, Auden, Rick 



• Terminal Financing – Howie 
• Seamless Ground Connectivity – Sara, Clint, Barry, Jacque, Catherine 

 
Process Discussion 
Definition of Terms: 
 A Subcommittee is defined as a subdivision of a committee usually organized for a specific 
purpose.  Staff would suggest that the AAB has now established subcommittee’s and those do not need 
to be formally approved by the BoCC since the original AAB was appointed. (Needs a Bylaw Change). 
 A Taskforce is defined as a temporary grouping under one leader for the purpose of 
accomplishing a definite objective.  Staff would recommend that the AAB formally advertise one time in 
Aspen Daily News and online, interview and appoint the appropriate number of members for each 
Taskforce as determined by the AAB. Staff would recommend that those do not go to the BoCC for 
affirmative appointment.  (Needs a Bylaw Change) 
 
Structure for Recommendations  

• All Taskforce meetings will be posted on the official airport posting site and the meetings will be 
open to the public, recorded.  

• Any meeting with 3 or more subcommittee members will be posted and open to the public. 
• Any lead of the subcommittee could request a meeting posting and open to the public if 

applicable.  
• No minutes will be taken at the task force meetings that will be zoomed and recorded.  
• Each Subcommittee and Taskforce will be placed on the AAB agendas to give periodic progress 

updates. 
• An agenda for taskforce meetings will be developed and public comment will be included. 
• Subcommittee leads can determine if agenda’s or zoom meetings are needed depending on the 

meeting content.      
• When the time comes to make recommendations the Lead will request time on the agenda as 

part of the agenda setting process with the Chair, Vice Chair and staff 
• The products developed from the work with recommendations will be presented to the AAB at a 

regular meeting or special meeting. The AAB will be allowed to review, comment and vote with 
public comment based on content.  If the content needs time for additional public input the 
following would occur.  

o Any suggestions from the AAB will be edited into a final draft recommendation. 
o The final draft will be posted and made public between AAB meeting dates. 
o AAB will place the item on the upcoming agenda to take public comment, discuss and 

formally vote on submitting to the BOCC for discussion.   
• The AAB approval will be taken to the BoCC for review, comment and approval for policy 

development. 
o A formal resolution will be drafted for BoCC action.   
o BoCC action is a one read Resolution with public comment taken.    
 

Information Gathering 
• All requests that need consultant input must come though the Airport Staff.  Cost are incurred 

for consultant time over and above the contracted services so staff needs to monitor the 
activity. 

• AAB Subcommittee’s or Leads can best determine their preferred plans for seeking information 
related to the work and do their best to keep the AAB Chair and Staff informed.  



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes April 20, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Meg Haynes, Rick Heede, Howie Mallory, Valerie Braun, Auden Schendler, Barry 
Vaughan, Clint Kinney, Catherine Christoff 
Virtual: Bruce Gordan 
Not Present: Mike Solondz, Sara Ott, Jacque Francis 

III. Public Comment (1:20):  
-Ellen Anderson asked first if the Board is aware that there was another incident last Friday 
when a Gulfstream came in, landed, and then just stopped. Apparently, the airport was only 
closed for half an hour. Ellen believes this is news worthy and is wondering why it was not in 
the news. She was told that Atlantic Aviation brought in a tug and got it off the runway but 
she still feels it is newsworthy. Secondly, Ellen went to observe the Curfew Violation first 
court appearance and it had been dismissed. The County attorney, Ry, dismissed it and 
when she asked him why, he said the Sheriff’s Department sited the wrong person, Heidi 
Kowar. The attorney said he hoped to get someone else served by Friday. Ellen feels that the 
AAB should have been advised of all of this. She also feels that if she were not nagging it 
would all evaporate. 

IV. Board Comments (3:59):   
-Valerie added that with a Curfew Violation, whether it is 45 seconds, 4 ½ minutes, or 4 ½ 
hours, it needs to be enforced to the fullest extent, otherwise people won’t take it seriously. 
Valerie would also like to have a discussion on who should be following upon these. Does it 
have to be someone from the public or should it be airport staff. Dan responded that we do 
have someone following up on these, Diane Jackson. She has been working with the County 
Attorney’s office from the beginning. When these violations happen, we do follow up on 
them no matter how long it is past the curfew.  
(5:15) Motion to Approve the Meeting Minutes from March 16, 2023. 
Motion made by Auden - Second by Howie. Vote was unanimous. 

V. Subcommittee Updates (5:49): 
• Safety Task Force Update:  Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee Update (8:00): Valerie (See attachment 1 - requested by Howie) 

-(10:46) Howie adds that he is confused about modeling with respect to sound and 
emissions. Mead & Hunt said there is no need to measure for criteria pollutants 
because it can all be done through modeling. Howie stated that he does not 
understand how modeling can be what they are relying on and he does not have the 
confidence that it will meet our responsibility with respect to the community’s goals. 
Dan replied that modeling allows us to capture just what is from the airfield. 
Monitoring does not – it mixes as it goes through the valley. You cannot segregate 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


those things out. Dan added that we will be doing both monitoring and modeling but 
will track our goals through modeling. Howie asked when we will see the model and 
how it works. Dan replied that staff would be putting that out shortly. 
-(12:36) Howie added that one of his takeaways from the FAA visit was that they are 
not that interested in our monitoring, they will do their own modeling. With respect 
to noise, the FAA has a standard and as long as we stay below that, they are okay. 
Dan replied that we will be doing our monitoring and modeling separate from the 
FAA – we will fund it.  

• Criteria Pollutant Update (13:45): Rick 
• (16:50) Howie gave an update on what he and Mike are working on – slot reservation 

system and congestion pricing. 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update (18:05): Meg 

VI. Old Business (18:24): 
a. Previous Action Items:  

• FBO RFP – Howie asked if how the selection committee evaluations and how 
they made their decisions would be part of the RFP that was sent out. Clint 
responded that after the contract is signed all of that becomes public 
information and he would not suggest sharing any of those details until then. 

b. Viewing Area Update (20:24 ): Dan 
c. Subcommittee Appointment Process (21:25): Rich asks for all to review the document 

distributed previoulsy 
VII. New Business (22:40): 

a. Forecast/Fleet Mix:  Rich and Brad Jacobsen 
• Core Community Goals for Pitkin County/Aspen Airport – Resolution 105-2020 – 

(23:04) 
• AAB Role and Responsibility (23:50) 
• Common Ground Recommendations #12 (27:01) 
• Delta CRJ700’s Versus E175LR’s (28:08) 
• Delta CRJ700’s Versus A220-100 (Ideal Aircraft) (28:45 ) 
• Delta CRJ700’s Versus A220-300 (29:52) 

Forecast/Fleet Mix Presentation: Brad Jacobsen (30:28) – Slides/Discussion/Questions 

• Agenda 
• ALP Update Project Background (31:17) 
• ALP Update Project Objectives (32:49) 
• Purpose and need for an Aviation Demand Forecast (34:42) 
• FAA Forecast Requirements (42:08) 
• Overview of Forecast Approach (44:52) 
• Historical Enplanement Trends (46:19) 
• Enplanement Market Share (48:23) 
• Enplaned Passengers are projected to increase between 0.6% and 2.3% annually 

through 2042 (1.3% Mid-Range) (50:09) 
• The difference between CGR (0.8%) and Mid-Range (1.3%) Forecast is less than 

six additional enplanements per day per year (55:58) 
• Determining the Likely Aircraft Fleet Mix is Critical (58:37) 



• Air Carrier Operations are derived from assumptions that convert Forecast 
Enplanements into Air Carrier Aircraft Operations (1:02:42) 

• Air Carrier Fleet Mix identified size and type of Aircraft and average seats per 
departure (1:08:40) 

• Critical Design Aircraft (1:12:05) 
• Air Carrier Operations are projected to increase between 0.4% and 1.2% 

annually through 2042 (1:14:56) 
• Change in Aircraft Operations over the Forecast Horizon (1:21:09) 
• Air Taxi Operations include Charter, On-Demand and Fractional Flights with a 

maximum of 60 seats (1:23:42) 
• Air Taxi Operations are expected to increase by an average of 1 operation per 

day per year over the Forecast Horizon (1:26:29) 
• The number of Future Based-Aircraft is directly linked to the number of 

available Based-Aircraft Parking Positions (1:29:11) 
• General Aviation Operations are Non-Commercial Operations and typically 

include Private and Business/Corporate Flights (1:33:47) 
• Historical Operations increased 0.1% from 2000 to 2022 and Moderate Growth 

is expected through 2042 (1:34:47) 
• Total Aircraft Operations are expected to increase gradually over the Forecast 

Horizon (1:36:21) 
• Peak Period Forecast are useful for Airport Facility and Operations Planning 

(1:37:21) 
• Forecast Considerations (1:39:30) 
• Next Steps – AAB Direction Needed (1:42:50) Board Discussion Follows 

-Meg asks how the Bard would like to proceed – discussion follows (1:48:07) 
-Meg makes a suggestion to table the discussion until the next meeting. 
 Motion made by Howie, second by Barry. Vote was unanimous (1:55:22) 
-Howie asked how the FBO decision would affect what has been discussed 
today. Brad replied it will not affect the Forecast but it will affect the ALP 
document. Brad added that this is all part of the next step in the process. 

VIII. Public Comment (2:00:03):  
-Ellen stated she did not hear a word about how we would handle a crash with 130 souls on 
board. 

IX. Board Follow Up Questions: None  
X. Meeting Adjourn (2:00:27) 

 

 

   

 

 

 



Remarks for AAB meeting April 20, 2023 

 

 

Bruce and I have prepared several documents pertaining to our 

new noise abatement program.  We are hoping that the Aspen 

Airport Board will consider putting the safety 

recommendations, noise abatement upgraded program, 

emissions, and efficiency programs under the umbrella of “Fly 

with Integrity.” (Or whatever we agree to call it).  In other 

words, The Fly with Integrity Program in its entirety would be 

publicized/promoted through various means to inform 

operators using our airport of our expectations.  We received 

some information from Mead and Hunt last evening and are 

still waiting for the answers to a couple more questions that 

will likely be included in the Rationale document. 

 

We received Dan and Diane’s draft comments on Monday and 

have updated our drafts.  We have sent them to Sara and Barry 

for the comments which Barry has already responded to, I 



believe Sara is traveling.  We included a framework for the Fly 

with Integrity program, Noise Abatement Recommendations 

for  ALP Planning and Master Planning for the Redevelopment 

of the ASE Airport, Rationale for the noise abatement program, 

a sample for an informational flyer to be distributed on both 

the commercial and GA sides of the airport, and listed many of 

the resources we used to develop the program.   

 

Dan and Diane have asked that we “tap the brakes” from going 

any further until it has been established who will be the vendor 

for noise monitoring.  Bruce and I agreed that before we go any 

further we want to consult with the vendor on noise contours, 

number and placement of monitoring stations, and the scope of 

the vendor’s contract.  Once that has occurred we will be able 

to update the drafts and be ready to present the whole plan to 

the AAB and then to the public.  I do not believe the RFQ for a 

vendor has been issued publicly as yet.  That domino needs to 

fall before we will have a better idea of the time frame we are 

talking about. 



 

Finally, if you haven’t already read it, the Mead and Hunt “Fly 

Quiet Report” for 2022 has been posted on the airport website.  

We appreciate having received that report.  Dan, Diane, Bruce, 

and I all agree we want to recreate how we report to the 

public.  We are looking at ways to make the report more user 

friendly and concise.  Whoever the vendor is going forward, we 

will have examples and ideas for making the report as 

accessible as possible to our community. 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: May 18, 2023        
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

Agenda Items 

I. Call Meeting to Order

II. Roll Call

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes

V. Board Comments

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each)
• Flight Ops Safety Task Force – Barry
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie
• Criteria Pollutants Subcommittee – Jacque
• Terminal Design Subcommittee - Meg

VII. Old Business
a. Open House – Marci and Miles
b. Forecast/Fleet Mix Report – Draft Attached

i. AAB Discussion
ii. Open for Public Comment - (3 minutes per speaker)
iii. Close Public Comment and seek Board Comments
iv. Vote on Direction for Staff

VIII. New Business
a. Safety Task Force Recommendations

i. It is anticipated the Committee will distribute a draft to the AAB and post it
for review in advance of the meeting

IX. Action Items

X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics)

XI. Board Follow-up Comments
XII. Adjourn

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


 

  

   

 

2023 ALP Update  
Aviation Demand Forecast 

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 
 
 

Draft: Work in progress for review only 
 

Draft date: April 20, 2023 
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Aviation Demand Forecast 

1.1 Introduction 

This report describes the forecasts of aviation demand at Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (ASE or the Airport) 

that will be used to guide the Airport Layout Plan Update (ALP Update) process. Aviation demand forecasts 

represent  critical  inputs  to  the  ALP  Update  as  they  determine  the  required  level  of  airport  facility 

development needed  to  accommodate  expected  levels of  future demand.  The  forecasts  for  this ALP 

Update Plan have been prepared using the base year of 2022 and cover a 20‐year planning horizon (2022 

to 2042). They represent an  independent evaluation of future activity at ASE and use the most recent 

available data. 

Key  aviation  demand  elements  measured  in  the  forecast  include  airline  passenger  enplanements, 

commercial  aircraft  operations  (air  carrier  and  air  taxi),  general  aviation  (GA)  operations,  military 

operations, projections of based aircraft, and peak period activity. 

1.2 Economic Basis for Forecast Aviation Demand 

This report's forecast for aviation demand is based in part on the outlook for socio‐economic growth in 

the CSA, Colorado, and the U.S. Population, employment, and personal income in the CSA are all projected 

to maintain steady growth and will continue to provide a consistent economic base for aviation demand. 

Employment  is  projected  to  be  anchored  by  the  strong  and  well‐developed  tourism  industry,  with 

unemployment rates typically below that in Colorado and the U.S. In addition, GDP for the CSA is projected 

to increase at a rate above historical rates (2.4% forecast vs. 0.6% historical 2010 ‐ 2021) as the region 

and  the  nation  recover  from  recently  depressed  economic  conditions.  The  outlook  based  on  these 

socioeconomic factors is reflected in the aviation demand forecasts presented in this report. 

1.3 Airport Service Area 

A  review of historical and projected  socioeconomic data  for  the Airport’s air  service area  (ASA)  is an 

essential element in developing the aviation demand forecast. The air service area is the geographic area 

from which the Airport draws most of its passengers. The Aspen/Pitkin County Airport air service area is 

defined for this report as the Edwards‐Glenwood Springs Combined Statistical Area (Aspen CSA or CSA). 

According  to  the US Office of Management  and Budget,  the CSA  includes Garfield,  Eagle,  and  Pitkin 

counties in Colorado. The CSA consists of the major cities of Glenwood Springs, Carbondale, and Aspen.   

The City of Aspen  is  in Pitkin County  in west‐central Colorado and  is  surrounded by  the White River 

National  Forest  in  the  central  region  of  the  Colorado  Rocky Mountains.  Aspen  is  located  200 miles 

southwest of Denver and 130 miles East of Grand Junction at the southeastern end of the Roaring Fork 

Valley.  Aspen  is  home  to  four  world‐class  ski  resorts,  including  Aspen  Highlands,  Aspen Mountain, 

Snowmass, and Buttermilk. Other popular ski destinations near Aspen include Vail, located approximately 

35 miles northeast of the Airport; Crested Butte, about 20 miles to the southwest; and Steamboat Springs, 

about 155 miles north. Map 1 shows the counties within the CSA and the Airport’s location. 
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Map 1 

AIR TRADE AREA 
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport  

1.4 Socioeconomic Indicators 

The  following sections provide an overview of  the key socioeconomic variables of  the Aspen CSA  that 

typically contribute to aviation demand, including population, non‐farm employment, personal income, 

and gross domestic product (GDP). In addition, the most recent available historic and forecast statistics 

are provided below for these key socioeconomic variables for the CSA, the State of Colorado (Colorado), 

and the U.S. The historic and forecast statistics for these socioeconomic variables are presented in Table 

1.  Many of the socioeconomic data included in this report are sourced from Woods & Poole Economics, 

Inc. Woods & Poole is an independent research firm that publishes demographic and economic research 

on a county level. Woods & Poole has been in business for over 40 years and is based in Washington, D.C.                             

 Population 

Population growth in the CSA from 2010 to 2021 occurred at an average rate of 0.69% per year, which 

was below the average rate for Colorado of 1.29% per year and just over the U.S. average rate of 0.64% 

per year, according to Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. (Woods & Poole) data. For 2022 to 2042 population 
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in the CSA  is projected to grow at an average rate of 1.04% per year compared to 0.97% per year  for 

Colorado and 0.60% for the U.S. (see Table 1). 

 Employment  

Non‐farm employment in the CSA grew at a rate of 1.16% per year from 2010 to 2021, which was below 

the average  rates  for both Colorado of 2.08% per year and  the U.S. of 1.41%, according  to data  from 

Woods & Poole. Based on employment growth projections, non‐farm employment in the CSA for 2022 to 

2042 is projected to increase at a rate of 1.49% per year compared to 1.42% per year for Colorado and 

1.22% for the U.S. (see Table 1).  

 Income 

Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) in the CSA grew at a rate of 4.05% per year from 2010 to 2021 compared 

to growth of 2.85% per year for Colorado and 1.99% for the U.S. according to data from Woods & Poole. 

Based on PCPI growth projections, PCPI in the CSA for the period 2022 to 2042 is projected to increase at 

a rate of 1.65% per year compared to 1.66% per year for Colorado and 1.57% for the U.S. (see Table 1) 

 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport  Draft for review only  April __, 2023 

5 

 

   

Historical Aspen CSA Colorado United States Aspen CSA Colorado United States Aspen CSA Colorado United States

2010 125,326          5,047,539       309,327,089   99,859           3,143,632       172,901,669   50,512            42,597            42,497            
2011 125,434          5,119,563       311,785,264   101,071          3,204,076       176,091,719   51,613            44,468            43,552            
2012 126,717          5,188,975       314,280,968   102,248          3,262,924       178,979,693   54,639            45,627            44,557            
2013 127,711          5,263,755       316,665,134   104,356          3,356,176       182,325,107   56,973            46,769            44,210            
2014 128,817          5,343,274       319,193,123   107,459          3,467,514       186,233,744   63,485            49,369            45,582            
2015 130,346          5,442,635       321,748,258   109,126          3,574,243       190,325,797   69,045            50,753            47,265            
2016 132,383          5,529,796       324,281,918   110,003          3,666,729       193,425,890   68,215            50,298            47,649            
2017 133,230          5,601,035       326,534,147   111,429          3,760,538       196,393,122   69,975            52,131            48,644            
2018 134,150          5,678,429       328,451,784   113,727          3,857,793       200,280,221   73,505            53,970            49,698            
2019 134,550          5,737,418       330,145,373   113,210          3,893,915       201,644,205   75,298            55,559            50,708            
2020 134,783          5,784,308       331,501,080   105,477          3,737,076       190,776,766   75,906            57,572            53,178            
2021 135,236          5,812,069       331,893,745   113,351          3,942,204       201,624,197   78,187            58,007            52,768            

Projected
2022 136,643          5,874,726       334,193,837   117,292          4,044,761       207,048,429   79,951            58,985            53,658            
2027 143,907          6,187,944       345,453,926   129,041          4,407,558       223,733,232   87,613            64,279            58,274            
2032 151,566          6,502,509       356,413,897   138,630          4,727,227       237,417,579   95,187            69,896            63,086            
2037 159,642          6,814,544       366,893,550   148,146          5,044,477       250,859,680   102,968          75,800            68,097            
2042 168,154          7,123,807       376,916,244   157,636          5,360,545       264,133,081   110,968          82,003            73,305            

Historical

2010 - 2015 0.79% 1.52% 0.79% 1.79% 2.60% 1.94% 6.45% 3.57% 2.15%
2015 - 2021 0.62% 1.10% 0.52% 0.64% 1.65% 0.97% 2.09% 2.25% 1.85%
2010 - 2021 0.69% 1.29% 0.64% 1.16% 2.08% 1.41% 4.05% 2.85% 1.99%

Projected
2022 - 2027 1.04% 1.04% 0.66% 1.93% 1.73% 1.56% 1.85% 1.73% 1.66%
2027 - 2032 1.04% 1.00% 0.63% 1.44% 1.41% 1.19% 1.67% 1.69% 1.60%
2032 - 2037 1.04% 0.94% 0.58% 1.34% 1.31% 1.11% 1.58% 1.64% 1.54%
2037 - 2042 1.04% 0.89% 0.54% 1.25% 1.22% 1.04% 1.51% 1.59% 1.48%
2022 - 2042 1.04% 0.97% 0.60% 1.49% 1.42% 1.22% 1.65% 1.66% 1.57%

Source: Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. 2022 MSA Profile database, accessed December 2022.

Compound Annual Growth Rate

Population Non-Farm Employment Per Capita Personal Income (2012 dollars)

Table 1
HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED SOCIOECONOMIC DATA

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 
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 Unemployment Rates 

Unemployment rates for the CSA, Colorado, and the U.S. are provided below in Table 2. Between 2012 

and 2019, Aspen CSA had unemployment  rates  lower  than  those of both Colorado and  the U.S. CSA 

unemployment rates generally followed trends like those in Colorado and the U.S. They steadily declined 

between 2010 and 2019 before spiking up to 8.1% in 2020 during the COVID‐19 pandemic. In 2021, the 

CSA unemployment rate fell to 4.7% compared to 5.4% for Colorado and 5.4% for the U.S. 

 

 Employment by Industry Sector 

Table 3 depicts the distribution of employment by industry sector for the CSA, Colorado, and the U.S. The 

two largest employment sectors in the CSA are Professional and Business Services and Accommodation 

and Food Services, which account for approximately 21.7% and 14.2% of total employment, respectively, 

in 2022. As a popular tourist destination, Aspen’s share of Accommodation and Food Services (14.2%) is 

considerably higher than the Colorado average of 7.7% and the U.S. average of 7.4 % in 2022.  It is also 

notable that Aspen has a significantly higher rate in the Entertainment sector than both Colorado and the 

U.S.  in  the  years  2021  and  2022.  Other  large  CSA  employment  sectors  in  2022  include  Trade, 

Transportation, and Utilities at 12.1%, Mining, Logging, and Construction at 11.3%, and Government at 

10.2% of total employment in 2022.  

Historical Aspen CSA Colorado State United States

2010 9.6% 9.2% 9.6%
2011 8.8% 8.7% 8.9%
2012 7.8% 8.0% 8.1%
2013 6.6% 6.7% 7.4%
2014 4.7% 5.0% 6.2%
2015 3.5% 3.7% 5.3%
2016 3.0% 3.1% 4.9%
2017 2.5% 2.6% 4.4%
2018 2.8% 3.0% 3.9%
2019 2.4% 2.6% 3.7%
2020 8.1% 6.9% 8.1%
2021 4.7% 5.4% 5.4%

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics website (www.bls.gov) accessed December 2022

Table 2

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

HISTORICAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

Unemployment Rates
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  Major Employers  

 Table 4 lists the major employers in Aspen, including the Aspen Skiing Company (Ski Co.), Aspen Valley 

Hospital, and the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority. Other significant employers include the City of 

Aspen, the Aspen School District, and Pitkin County. 

 

 

2021 2022
Industry Sector CSA 2010 CSA 2021 CSA 2022 Colorado Colorado U.S. 2021 U.S 2022

Mining, Logging, and Construction 13.2% 11.5% 11.3% 8.3% 8.2% 6.5% 6.4%
Trade (a), Transportation, and Utilities 12.3% 12.3% 12.1% 15.8% 15.6% 17.3% 17.1%
Professional and Business Services (b) 21.3% 21.8% 21.7% 22.8% 22.8% 19.2% 19.2%
Health Care 5.5% 6.7% 6.6% 9.4% 9.4% 11.8% 11.8%
Entertainment 7.2% 6.8% 7.0% 2.6% 2.8% 2.1% 2.3%
Accommodation and Food Services 14.0% 13.8% 14.2% 7.4% 7.7% 7.1% 7.4%
Government (c) 10.9% 10.3% 10.2% 13.1% 13.0% 12.2% 12.0%
Administrative and Waste Services 5.6% 6.3% 6.3% 5.5% 5.6% 6.2% 6.3%
Other Services 10.1% 10.7% 10.6% 15.1% 15.0% 17.6% 17.5%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(a) Represents retail and wholesale trade.
(b) Represents finance and insurance, real estate, technical, and managerial services.
(c) Includes local, state, and federal government employment.
Source: Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. 2022 MSA Profile database accessed December 2022.

Table 3
EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Table 4

MAJOR EMPLOYERS IN PITKIN COUNTY

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Organization

Aspen Skiing Company (Ski Co) 
Aspen Meadows Resort
Aspen Music Festival and School 
Aspen School District 
Aspen Ski Tours
Aspen Valley Hospital 
Aspen Valley Ski & Snowboard Club
City of Aspen
Coldwell Banker Real Estate, LLC
High Society Freeride
J Bar at the Hotel Jerome
Pitkin County 
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority 
Sotheby's
Sport Obermeyer
The Aspen Club
The Little Nell Hotel 
The Little Nest, Inc.
The St. Regis Aspen Resort 
Viceroy Snowmass

Note: Reliable employment figures by organization are not readily available.

Sources: Zippia.com website (www.zippia.com/company/best-biggest-companies-in-aspen-
co) accessed December 2022, and Commumity Profiel for Pitkin County, Colorado Northwest 
Colorado Council of Governments Economic Development District, August 2019.
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  Gross Domestic Product 

Table 5 presents the annual change in the gross domestic product (GDP) for the CSA, Colorado, and the 

U.S. From 2010 – 2021, GDP averaged annual growth of 0.6% for the CSA, 2.5% for Colorado, and 1.9% for 

the U.S. The significantly lower average GDP growth in the CSA is primarily the result of changes in the 

economy  that materially  affected  the  tourism  industry  and had  a magnified effect on  the CSA. After 

significant declines for all three regions in 2020 of ‐8.7% in the CSA, ‐3.6% in Colorado, and ‐3.4% for the 

U.S., GDP is projected to grow by 2.4% per year in the CSA, 2.3% in Colorado and 2.0% for the U.S. over 

the 2022‐2042 forecast period. 

 

  Hotel/Rental Accommodations Inventory 

Hotel/Rental accommodations in the Aspen Area (Aspen, Snowmass Village, Basalt, and  Carbondale) are 

presented below by units  and pillows (persons per unit) for short‐term rentals (stays of less than 30 days) 

Historical Aspen CSA Colorado State United States

2010 -1.1% 1.0% 2.1%
2011 -2.3% 1.0% 1.1%
2012 -3.8% 1.6% 2.3%
2013 6.5% 4.1% 2.3%
2014 5.4% 4.4% 2.7%
2015 -5.4% 3.4% 3.5%
2016 0.5% 1.8% 1.7%
2017 5.9% 3.9% 2.3%
2018 1.2% 4.2% 3.1%
2019 0.9% 4.1% 2.6%
2020 -8.7% -3.6% -3.4%
2021 5.8% 3.7% 4.4%

Projected Aspen CSA Colorado State United States

2010 - 2021 0.6% 2.5% 1.9%
2022 - 2027 2.6% 2.3% 2.1%
2027 - 2032 2.4% 2.3% 2.0%
2032 - 2037 2.3% 2.2% 1.9%
2037 - 2042 2.2% 2.1% 1.8%
2022 - 2042 2.4% 2.3% 2.0%

Table 5

GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Source: Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. 2022 MSA Profile database, accessed December 2022.

Percent Change in GDP

GDP Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate
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(see Table 6). This data  is based on a  rental  inventory study prepared  for  the Aspen Chamber Resort 

Association entitled “Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient Inventory Study”1 (Inventory Study).  The Inventory 

Study was prepared every three years from 2009 through 2022 (2021 skipped) and includes an inventory 

of  rental units  and pillows  available  from  traditional  rental properties  such  as hotels/motels/resorts, 

condominiums, private homes, and bed and breakfasts  (Traditional Rental Properties) and Short Term 

Rentals (STRs), also known as Rent by Owner (RBO) units offered through online portals like Airbnb and 

Vrbo. The 2022 Rental Study includes a count of RBOs only for report years 2015, 2018, and 2022 while 

Traditional Rental Properties are included for report years 2009, 2012, 2015, 2018, and 2022. 

From 2009 to 2022, the estimated number of Traditional Rental Properties has increased from 3,955 to 

4,372, and the number of pillows increased from 17,476 to 21,239. Including STRs, rental units increased 

from 3,955 in 2009 to 8,763 in 2022, and pillows increased from 17,476 to 48,194. The Inventory Study 

describes pillow counts as theoretical capacity or maximum occupancy and suggests practical capacity be 

estimated at 90% of theoretical capacity during peak times and 80% at all other times. 

The rapid growth  in STRs has become of  increasing concern to state and  local government agencies  in 

Colorado, and together they have enacted  legislation that seeks to  limit the uncontrolled expansion of 

STRs while understanding the  importance of STRs to a tourist‐based economy and for employee‐based 

housing supporting the tourism industry. 

 In 2020, the Colorado legislature passed an amendment allowing counties to regulate and license STRs. 

In 2022, the Board of County Commissioners of Pitkin County issued Ordinance 028‐2022 that essentially 

limits new annual licenses for STRs in unincorporated Pitkin County to only existing license holders and 

limits the number of nights per year properties may be rented. Likewise, in 2022, the City of Aspen passed 

Ordinance No. 9, Series of 2022 that  increased STR  licensing and permitting requirements, revised tax‐

filing requirements, restricted the number of STRs by city zone, enacted maximum occupancy regulations, 

and  limited  the number of nights per year  that STRs may be  rented. Snowmass Village passed similar 

legislation in Ordinance No. 6, Series of 2022. These and previous restrictions placed on STRs appear to 

have limited the growth in new STR units and STR pillows available for rental in the Aspen Area (see Figure 

1). Table 6 below shows how the dramatic rise in STR units and pillows from approximately 2015 (earliest 

data available) through 2021 has leveled off in 2022.  

The  aviation  demand  forecast  does  not  attempt  to  estimate  future  hotel/lodging  accommodations 

(including STRs) and  is not constrained by projected availability. Still,  if a significant shortage of rental 

accommodations occurred over the forecast horizon, this could restrict future enplanement growth and 

aircraft operations. 

 

                                                       
1 “Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient Inventory Study, July 2022‐November 2022, prepared by 
DestiMetrics.  
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Figure 1
ASPEN AREA HOTEL/LODGING ACCOMODATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

 Traditional Units  STR Units Total Pillows

Table 6
ESTIMATED ASPEN AREA RENTAL ACCOMODATIONS 

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Traditionally

Survey Managed Properties (a) Short Term Rentals (b) Total Accomodations

Year Units (c) Pillows (c) Units Pillows Units Pillows

2009 3,955 17,476 n/a n/a 3,955 17,476
2012 4,175 18,857 n/a n/a 4,175 18,857
2015 3,898 17,739 669 3,525 4,567 21,264
2018 4,003 18,558 4,433 27,307 8,436 45,865
2019 4,003 18,558 4,718 29,545 8,721 48,103
2022 4,372 21,239 4,391 26,955 8,763 48,194

Compound Average Annual Growth Rate

2009-2022 0.8% 1.5% n/a n/a 6.3% 8.1%
2015-2022 1.7% 2.6% 30.8% 33.7% 9.8% 12.4%

Total Growth

2009-2022 417 3,763 n/a n/a 4,808 30,718
2015-2022 474 3,500 3,722 23,430 4,196 26,930

(c) Data for Traditionally Managed Properties was not available for 2019 so the the 2018 totals were held constant for 2019.

(a) Traditionally managed properties includes hotel/motels/resorts, condos, private homes, and bed & breakfasts. Data 
sourced from "Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient Inventory Study, July 2022-November 2022"  by DestiMetrics.

(b) Short term rentals include rent by owner (RBO) properties offered through online portals like Airbnb and Vrbo. Data 
sourced from the "Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient inventory Study, July 2022-November 2022," by DestiMetrics. 
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  Seasonal Occupancy Rates 

Winter has historically been the most popular season for travel to Aspen. Visitors can experience skiing, 

snowboarding, ice skating, and snowmobiling during winter. While Aspen gained recognition for skiing, 

visitors soon began to appreciate the area in the warmer months. Aspen has become increasingly popular 

for hiking, biking, rafting, and art entertainment in the spring, summer, and fall. In the early 2000s, the 

Aspen Chamber Resort Association introduced an initiative to promote Aspen as a multi‐season tourism 

destination. This increased visitors outside the typical peak ski season (December to March). 

Figure 2 below presents the seasonal occupancy rates for Traditional Rental Properties in the Aspen area. 

As expected, winter and summer are historically the busiest seasons of the year, with occupancy rates 

reaching over 73% in 2022.  Conversely, the occupancy rates for the off‐peak seasons of April‐May and 

October‐November are generally significantly lower than peak seasons. However, the off‐peak season has 

demonstrated a steady increase in demand, with occupancy increasing from approximately 25% in 2011 

to 39% in 2021, including a strong rebound in demand from the 2020 COVID‐19 period (see Table 7).  

 

   

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

P
er

ce
n

t 
O

cc
u

p
an

cy

Figure 2
ASPEN REGION HOTEL OCCUPANCY RATES

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Winter (Dec-Mar) Summer (Jun-Sep) Off Season (Apr-May, Oct-Nov)

Source: Aspen Chamber Resort Association Occupancy Reports accessed February 2023. Hotels includes hotels, motels, and resorts, 
condominiums, private homes, bed & breakfasts, and excludes short term rentals also known as rent by owner (RBO) units. (www.as
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1.5 Historical Aviation Demand 

  Airlines Serving the Airport 

The Airport  is currently served year‐round by the regional affiliates of United Airlines (United Express), 

American Airlines (American Eagle), and on a seasonal basis by Delta Air Lines (Delta Connection). The 

flights for all three regional affiliate airlines are operated by SkyWest Airlines under a codeshare or similar 

contractual arrangement. Currently, no  international airlines are providing scheduled air service at the 

Airport (see Table 8) 

 

Average Occupancy by Season 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Winter (Dec-Mar) 66.0% 66.3% 64.8% 67.8% 69.8% 70.8% 71.8% 71.3% 73.5% 62.8% 47.8% 73.3%
Summer (Jun-Sep) 60.0% 64.3% 62.8% 62.8% 66.5% 71.8% 71.5% 71.3% 70.0% 50.8% 74.5% 69.0%
Off Season (Apr-May, Oct-Nov) 25.3% 25.5% 21.0% 26.8% 32.0% 32.0% 33.3% 36.5% 38.8% 22.0% 38.8% 38.0%
Annual Average Occupancy 50.4% 51.3% 49.8% 52.5% 56.8% 58.3% 58.8% 59.7% 60.9% 43.3% 55.6% 59.9%

Annual Percent Change 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Winter (Dec-Mar) 0.2% -1.5% 3.0% 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% -0.5% 2.3% -10.8% -15.0% 25.5%
Summer (Jun-Sep) 4.2% -1.5% 0.0% 3.7% 5.3% -0.3% -0.2% -1.3% -19.3% 23.8% -5.5%
Off Season (Apr-May, Oct-Nov) 0.3% -4.5% 5.8% 5.3% 0.0% 1.3% 3.3% 2.3% -16.8% 16.8% -0.8%
Annual Average Occupancy 0.9% -1.5% 2.7% 4.3% 1.5% 0.5% 0.9% 1.3% -17.6% 12.3% 4.3%

Note: The Aspen Region is defined as the municipalities of Aspen, Snowmass Village, Basalt and Carbondale.

Source: Aspen Chamber Resort Association Occupancy Reports accessed February 2023. Data includes occupancy rates for approximately 30 hotel properties. Hotels includes hotels, motels, 
and resorts and excludes condominiums, private homes, bed & breakfasts, and short term rentals also known as rent by owner (RBO) units. (www.aspenchamber.org/membership/economic-
development/data-center/occupancy).

ASPEN REGION SEASONAL HOTEL OCCUPANCY RATES
Table 7

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Mainline Regional Affiliate

American Airlines American Eagle (a)
Delta Air Lines Delta Connection (b)
United Airlines United Express (c)

(a) Flights operated by SkyWest Airlines do ing business as American Eagle.
(b) Flights operated by SkyWest Airlines do ing business as Delta Connection.

(c) Flights operated by SkyWest Airlines do ing business as United Express.
Source: Cirium Diio  M i Schedule database accessed December 2022.

Table 8
AIRLINES SERVING ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY AIRPORT

as of December 2022

In 2022, Delta A ir Lines operated seasonal service only (December - M arch) from the Airport 
on the 69-seat CRJ-700 aircraft.
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  Historical Enplaned Passengers 

The  FAA  generally  categorizes  enplaned  passengers  as  either  air  carriers  or  regional/commuter 

enplanements. Air carrier enplanements are typically transported by mainline carriers (carriers primarily 

operating  aircraft with  90  or more  seats).  Regional/commuter  enplanements  are  counted  on  flights 

considered “feeder” service to mainline airlines that provide service on aircraft with 89 or fewer seats. 

Since  2002,  when  this  enplanement  classification  system  was  initiated,  the  FAA  categorizes  ASE 

enplanements primarily as regional/commuter enplanements. This enplanement categorization system is 

different from how the FAA counts aircraft operations which is based on the size of the aircraft providing 

service, where flights on aircraft with more than 60 seats are considered air carrier operations, and flights 

on aircraft with 60 or fewer seats are counted as air taxi operations. Under this categorization system, 

ASE’s  scheduled airline enplanements are classified as  regional/commuter enplanements. The aircraft 

operating these flights have more than 60 seats and are categorized as air carrier operations. 

Total enplanements at the Airport increased from 196,335 in 2000 to 298,561 in 2022, which equates to 

an increase of 102,226 enplanements at an average annual rate of 1.9% (see Table 9).  From 2000 to 2019, 

before the COVID‐19 pandemic, enplaned passengers increased at a faster pace of approximately 2.3% 

annually. However, enplaned passengers declined by 40.7% in 2020 before rebounding by 37.5% in 2021 

and by an estimated 21.2%  in 2022 as the nation began to recover from the pandemic and  its adverse 

effects on air travel and the economy. As a result, the projected enplanements for 2022 of 298,561 are 

just 1.2% below the historical high of 302,200 recorded in 2019. 

As  shown  in  Table  9,  from  2000  to  2022,  the  Airport’s  historical  enplanements  have  demonstrated 

significant  year‐to‐year  variability.  The  annual  percent  changes  were  driven  by  national  and  local 

economic conditions, significant events such as the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, and the 2020‐

2022  COVID‐19  pandemic.  In  addition,  given  the  Airport’s  relatively  small  base  of  enplanements, 

introducing new service, or eliminating existing air service by a single airline to an individual market can 

significantly change year‐over‐year enplanement levels.  

Following the decline in air traffic caused by the effects of September 11, 2001, enplanements began to 

increase in 2003 with new air service at the Airport by America West Airlines to Phoenix, United Airlines 

to San Francisco, and improved service by Northwest Airlines (before its merger with Delta Air Lines) to 

Memphis. However, from 2006 to 2007, enplanements decreased by 10.3% following the elimination of 

service by America West  to  its hub  in Phoenix and by Northwest Airlines  to  its hubs  in Memphis and 

Minneapolis/St. Paul. In addition, the Airport’s runway was closed for repairs for approximately 60 days 

in the spring of 2007, contributing to this decline in activity in 2007. In 2008, enplanement levels surged 

by  20.1%  as  Frontier  Airlines  initiated  nonstop  service  from  ASE  to  its  connecting  hub  at  Denver 

International Airport,  increasing airline  competition  in ASE by providing air  service  connections  to all 

Frontier  destinations  from  Denver.  Enplanements  generally  increased  from  2008  through  2011  but 

declined in 2012 and 2013 following the cessation of air service from ASE to Denver by Frontier Airlines. 

From 2012 through 2019, total enplanements increased from 211,693 to 302,200, equating to an average 

annual growth rate of 5.2%. This sizeable yearly growth rate was the result of new air service by American 

Airlines from ASE to Chicago O’Hare, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Los Angeles, and Phoenix. During this same period, 
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United Airlines added new air service from ASE to Houston Intercontinental, and Delta Air Lines added 

new air service seasonal air service to Atlanta and Los Angeles. In 2020, because of the pandemic, ASE 

recorded a sudden decline in enplanements of 40.7%, which, although unprecedented in ASE’s history, 

was significantly less than the 62.2% decline recorded nationally.  

 

  Enplaned Passengers Airline Market Share 

The Airport’s airline market share, as presented  in Figure 3 below, has been historically dominated by 

United Airlines, recording a market share of at least 67.0% since 2010. From 2010 to 2013, United’s market 

Aspen/ Annual Annual Annual
Calendar Pitkin County Percent State of Percent Percent

Year Airport Change Colorado Change United States Change

2000 196,335 19,344,425 380,317,877
2001 174,322 -11.2% 17,837,028 -7.8% 352,651,849 -7.3%
2002 178,885 2.6% 17,761,603 -0.4% 345,909,417 -1.9%
2003 189,030 5.7% 19,342,150 8.9% 361,637,283 4.5%
2004 181,613 -3.9% 21,790,508 12.7% 392,724,180 8.6%
2005 191,082 5.2% 22,254,898 2.1% 409,909,075 4.4%
2006 197,764 3.5% 24,291,451 9.2% 412,427,482 0.6%
2007 177,450 -10.3% 25,721,599 5.9% 425,999,144 3.3%
2008 213,050 20.1% 25,944,957 0.9% 411,631,975 -3.4%
2009 215,716 1.3% 25,556,589 -1.5% 389,675,280 -5.3%
2010 220,335 2.1% 26,744,842 4.6% 399,413,395 2.5%
2011 220,287 0.0% 27,222,994 1.8% 407,255,911 2.0%
2012 211,693 -3.9% 27,292,982 0.3% 411,414,091 1.0%
2013 204,921 -3.2% 26,815,615 -1.7% 416,859,001 1.3%
2014 212,857 3.9% 27,199,811 1.4% 429,393,914 3.0%
2015 230,448 8.3% 27,414,140 0.8% 450,989,106 5.0%
2016 249,500 8.3% 29,528,314 7.7% 467,886,479 3.7%
2017 243,145 -2.5% 31,277,210 5.9% 484,626,162 3.6%
2018 280,782 15.5% 32,783,342 4.8% 507,943,825 4.8%
2019 302,200 7.6% 34,974,563 6.7% 526,742,740 3.7%
2020 179,110 -40.7% 16,986,222 -51.4% 199,046,009 -62.2%
2021 246,286 37.5% 29,984,664 76.5% 349,098,275 75.4%
2022 298,561 21.2% 33,650,000 12.2% 416,444,000 19.3%

2000-2014 0.6% 3.2% 1.7%
2000-2019 2.3% 3.2% 1.7%
2010-2022 2.6% 1.9% 0.3%
2014-2019 7.3% 5.2% 4.2%
2000-2022 1.9% 2.5% 0.4%

2000-2022 102,226 14,305,575 36,126,123

Source: Airport Management Records and Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed December 2022.

Table 9
TOTAL ENPLANED PASSENGERS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Compound Annual Growth Rates

Total Growth
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share increased from 76.5% in 2010 to a peak of 92.4% in 2013 (see Table 10). Frontier Airlines claimed 

the second‐largest market share during the same period at 20.3% in 2010 and 21.5% in 2011. Frontier’s 

market share declined to 8.4% in 2012 when it discontinued service at ASE.  

Over 2012 to 2021, American Airlines steadily increased its ASE market share from 6.7% in 2012 to 31.7% 

in 2021 before slipping to 24.8% in 2022. In 2022, American Airlines reduced its scheduled service from 

ASE to its hubs at Dallas/Ft. Worth, Chicago O’Hare, Los Angeles, and Phoenix. Delta Air Lines recorded a 

market share of 3.2% in 2010 but discontinued service at ASE in 2011 and 2012. Delta resumed seasonal 

service at ASE in 2013 and slowly increased its market share to a peak of 13.3% in 2018. Delta reduced 

scheduled service at ASE during the pandemic, and its market share declined 8.1% in 2020 and 0.4% in 

2021.  In 2022, Delta’s market share  increased  to 3.2% as  it added back service  to  its Atlanta and Los 

Angeles hubs. Delta provided only winter and summer seasonal flights at ASE from 2013 to 2016. In the 

first quarter of 2017, Delta began year‐round service at ASE, which ran through the third quarter of 2020 

before changing to only winter and summer seasonal service in 2021 and 2022.  
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Figure 3
ENPLANED PASSENGER MARKET SHARE

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

United Airlines American Airlines Delta Air Lines Frontier Airlines

Source: Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed February 2023
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Airline 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

United Airlines (a) 76.5% 77.9% 84.9% 92.4% 91.7% 88.0% 82.8% 74.5% 69.1% 67.5% 67.8% 67.9% 72.0%
American Airlines (b) 0.0% 0.6% 6.7% 7.4% 6.1% 9.3% 14.1% 18.0% 17.6% 19.6% 24.1% 31.7% 24.8%
Delta Air Lines (c) 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 2.2% 2.7% 3.1% 7.5% 13.3% 12.9% 8.1% 0.4% 3.2%
Frontier Airlines (d) 20.3% 21.5% 8.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
__________________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(a) Flights operated by United Airlines' regional affiliate United Express.

(b) Flights American Airlines' regional affiliate American Eagle.

(c) Flights operated by Delta Air Lines' regional affiliate Delta Connection.

(d) Flights operated by Frontier Airlines' regional affiliate Lynx Aviation.

Source: Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed February 2023.

Table 10
AIRLINE ENPLANED PASSENGER MARKET SHARE

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Airline Enplaned Passenger Market Share
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  Origin and Destination Markets  

Presented in Table 11 are the Airport’s top 25 origin and destination (O&D) markets for the 12 months 

ending  September  2022. O&D  data  is  based  on  a  10%  ticket  sample  ordered  by  the Department  of 

Transportation and conducted by airlines. The O&D survey counts the number of passengers traveling 

between  a  specific  origin  airport  and  a  final  destination  airport  regardless  of  connecting  flights  or 

intermediate stops.  The Airport’s largest O&D market is Los Angeles which accounts for approximately 

13.0% of passengers from ASE. Other top O&D destinations include New York City, Chicago, Houston and 

Miami.  
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The O&D data for ASE shows that many of the Airport’s top O&D markets are served with non‐stop service 

but that some of the largest O&D markets, such as New York City, Miami, Washington, D.C., and Boston, 

are not served nonstop from ASE. The decisions by airlines on whether they serve a particular city‐pair 

(Aspen‐Chicago, Aspen‐Dallas, etc.) with non‐stop or connecting flights are based on market competition 

(service quality and airfares), airline network strategies, available aircraft fleet, and many other factors. 

All airline scheduled seats at ASE are currently provided on the Canadair Regional Jet 700 series aircraft 

(CRJ‐700). The limited flight range of the CRJ‐700 is one of the factors influencing the nonstop markets 

offered by the airlines from ASE. Markets such as New York City, Miami, and Boston are beyond the 1,600‐

Average Average
Origin- Air Miles Percent Daily Daily Airlines

Aspen Destination from of O&D Passengers Nonstop Providing
Rank Market Aspen Passengers Each Way Departures (b) Service

1 Los Angeles (c) 737 13.0% 97                     5 AA, UA, DL
2 New York City (d) 1,744 10.1% 75                     - -
3 Chicago O'Hare 1,013 7.1% 53                     5 AA, UA
4 Houston (e) 914 6.2% 46                     3 UA
5 Miami (f) 1,797 5.9% 44                     - -
7 San Francisco (g) 847 5.5% 41                     2 UA
6 Dallas/Ft. Worth 701 5.4% 40                     4 AA
8 Washington, D.C. 1,598 3.3% 24                     - -
9 Denver 125 3.0% 22                     8 UA

11 Boston 1,879 2.4% 18                     - -
10 Austin 812 2.2% 16                     1 AA
12 Atlanta 1,304 1.9% 14                     1 DL
14 Orange County 721 1.6% 12                     1 UA
15 Philadelphia 1,681 1.4% 10                     - -
13 Phoenix 491 1.2% 9                       1 AA
16 San Diego 730 1.2% 9                       - -
17 Tampa 1,596 1.2% 9                       - -
18 Minneapolis/St. Paul 802 1.1% 8                       - -
19 Seattle 960 1.0% 8                       - -
21 New Orleans 1,138 1.0% 7                       - -
22 Detroit 1,248 0.9% 7                       - -
20 Orlando 1,639 0.9% 7                       - -
24 Nashville 1,125 0.8% 6                       - -
23 Charlotte 1,451 0.8% 6                       - -
25 Las Vegas 503 0.7% 5                       - -

(a) Represent data for the 12-month period ending September 30, 2022. Latest available data.

(c) Los Angeles includes Los Angeles International Airport, Hollywood Burbank Airport (formerly Bob Hope), and Ontario International Airport.

(d) New York City includes Newark Liberty International, LaGuardia Airport, and John F. Kennedy International Airports.

(e) Houston includes George Bush Intercontinental Airport and William P. Hobby Airport.

(f) Miami includes Miami International Airport, Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, and Palm Beach International Airport.

Source: Cirium Diio Mi O&D database T-100 and Schedule database accessed March 2023.

12 Months Ending September 2022 (a)

(g) San Francisco includes San Francisco International Airport, Oakland International Airport, and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport.

(b) Scheduled air service at the Airport is highly seasonal with the majority of traffic occurring during the December to March peak periods. Nonstop service is 
shown for March 2022 which is typically the Airport's peak month of service. 

Table 11
TOP 25 DOMESTIC ORIGIN AND DESTINATION MARKETS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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mile scheduled flight range of the CRJ‐700, according to SkyWest, the current operating carrier of the CRJ‐

700 at ASE. Map 2 shows the nonstop city pairs from ASE within various flight ranges. 

 

Map 2 
NONSTOP CITY PAIR DESTINATIONS FROM ASE 

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 

 

 Historical Air Cargo Tonnage  

The Airport has historically recorded only a minimal volume of commercial air cargo (freight and mail), as 

shown in Table 12 below. Schedule air service since 2017 has been provided solely with CRJ‐700 aircraft, 

which offers limited cargo hold capacity, especially during the winter ski season when passenger baggage 

typically includes many skiing equipment bags. In addition, the Airport has yet to report to the FAA any 

Total

Year Freight Mail Cargo % change

2010 98 1 99 n.a.
2011 546 0 546 451.0%
2012 1,084 8 1,092 100.1%
2013 661 1 662 -39.4%
2014 841 2 843 27.4%
2015 753 2 755 -10.4%
2016 422 0 422 -44.1%
2017 17 0 17 -96.1%
2018 0 0 0 -100.0%
2019 0 0 0 0.0%
2020 0 0 0 0.0%
2021 0 0 0 0.0%
2022 0 0 0 0.0%

Sources: Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed December 2022.

Table 12
HISTORICAL CARGO POUNDS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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air cargo landings (aircraft operations dedicated exclusively to air cargo transportation) over the federal 

fiscal  years  2010  through  2020  for  use  in  determining  annual  Airport  Improvement  Program  cargo 

entitlement funds. As a result, any air cargo activity at ASE  is  likely on small non‐scheduled air taxis or 

cargo  carriers  that  do  not  report  their  cargo  activity  to  the  Airport  or  the  U.S.  Department  of 

Transportation. This report assumes that any future air cargo activity at ASE will be on air taxi operations 

and remain unreported. Therefore, this report does not include a forecast of air cargo pounds for ASE. 

  Aircraft Operations 

Aircraft  operations  are  the  total  annual  aircraft  takeoffs  and  landings  at  the  Airport.  This  report  is 

organized by air carrier, air taxi, general aviation, and military operations. The FAA defines air carrier and 

air taxi operations as Commercial Operations. These aircraft operations categories are used to compare 

the ALP Update forecast to the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Table 13 and the following sections 

summarize the Airport’s historical aircraft operations. 
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 Historical Air Carrier Operations 

The FAA defines air carrier operations as those on aircraft with more than 60 seats or a maximum payload 

capacity of more than 18,000 pounds carrying passengers or cargo for hire or compensation. Historical air 

carrier operations at ASE consist of mostly scheduled passenger  flights operated by United, American, 

Delta,  and  other  passenger  airlines  from  2000  through  2022.  Most  passenger  flights  at  ASE  have 

historically been operated by aircraft with over 60 seats; all commercial airline flights at ASE are counted 

as air carrier operations. 

Subtotal
Calendar Air General Air Taxi and Total

Year Carrier Air Taxi Aviation General Aviation Military Operations

2000 7,632 7,199 33,748 40,947 239 48,818
2001 6,988 9,008 29,930 38,938 121 46,047
2002 6,902 10,034 29,377 39,411 128 46,441
2003 6,580 10,034 26,241 36,275 124 42,979
2004 5,224 12,446 26,228 38,674 93 43,991
2005 5,223 12,522 26,383 38,905 125 44,253
2006 5,410 13,904 25,330 39,234 94 44,738
2007 6,380 12,786 23,513 36,299 65 42,744
2008 7,849 12,750 25,909 38,659 78 46,586
2009 8,359 10,247 21,053 31,300 127 39,786
2010 9,698 7,945 19,842 27,787 118 37,603
2011 9,682 8,664 19,171 27,835 98 37,615
2012 9,485 8,797 18,493 27,290 125 36,900
2013 8,307 9,428 17,507 26,935 86 35,328
2014 8,716 8,926 17,604 26,530 149 35,395
2015 8,986 9,674 20,297 29,971 237 39,194
2016 9,310 10,248 21,448 31,696 334 41,340
2017 9,626 10,865 21,667 32,532 268 42,426
2018 11,590 9,514 19,867 29,381 267 41,238
2019 11,202 10,615 19,840 30,455 233 41,890
2020 8,082 12,508 21,738 34,246 483 42,811
2021 10,183 15,655 25,847 41,502 844 52,529
2022 11,006 15,058 24,043 39,101 316 50,423

2000-2014 1.0% 1.5% -4.5% -3.1% -3.3% -2.3%
2000-2019 2.0% 2.1% -2.8% -1.5% -0.1% -0.8%
2014-2019 5.1% 3.5% 2.4% 2.8% 9.4% 3.4%
2019-2022 -0.6% 12.4% 6.6% 8.7% 10.7% 6.4%
2000-2022 1.7% 3.4% -1.5% -0.2% 1.3% 0.1%

Source: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023.

Table 13
HISTORICAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Compound Annual Growth Rates

AIR TAXI AND GA OPERATIONS
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In 2001, the Airport began operating under the terms of section 10.12.030 (c) of the Pitkin County Code, 

which  prohibits  aircraft  operations  at  ASE  with  a  tip‐to‐tip  wingspan  of  greater  than  95  feet.  This 

restriction  significantly  limited  the number  and  type of  aircraft  allowed  to operate  at  the Airport.  In 

addition, the altitude, topographical environment, and weather patterns of the Airport further restrict the 

aircraft types with the operational capabilities to operate at ASE safely. Likewise, specific technical and 

navigational capabilities also restrict certain particular aircraft from operating at ASE. Currently, and since 

2017 all air carrier operations at ASE have been on the CRJ‐700 aircraft, which has a seating configuration 

of between 65 and 70 seats. 

Air carrier operations at ASE have increased from 7,632 in 2000 to approximately 11,006 in 2022, which 

equates to an average annual growth rate of 1.7%. The yearly growth trend in air carrier operations has 

followed a pattern like that of enplaned passengers. However, total aircraft operations generally change 

at smaller annual increments than total enplanements because a single aircraft flight can accommodate 

a wide range of passengers based on its seating capacity and variable load factors.   

From 2000 to 2002, over 90% of all scheduled seats at the Airport were provided by the 88‐seat BAe‐146 

(see Figure 4). The BAe‐146 was a 4‐engine regional jet known for its powerful performance capabilities 

(especially at mountain airports like ASE). In 2001, the newly developed CRJ‐700 entered the fleet of U.S. 

airlines and began operations at ASE in 2006. Because of the superior operating economics of the new 2‐

engine regional jets, the aging BAe‐146 was phased out of service for regional jets like the CRJ‐700.  

 

From 2000 to 2006, as the percentage of scheduled seats on the BAe‐146 was declining and the aircraft 

was  eventually  phased  out  of  service,  the  Airport’s  average  seats  per  departure  decreased  from 
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Figure 4
PERCENTAGE OF SCHEDULED SEATS BY AIRCRAFT TYPE

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 

BAe 146 Dash-8-200 Avro RJ85 CRJ 700 Other Dash-8-400

Source: Cirium Diio Mi T‐100 database accessed February 2023.
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approximately 87 in 2000 to 57 in 2007 (see Figure 5). During this same period, total demand, measured 

by annual enplaned passengers, decreased (see Table 9) from 196,336 enplanements in 2000 to 177,450 

in 2007. Because of the lower passenger demand, the number of scheduled air carrier operations required 

to serve this demand did not increase even with a lower average seats per departure. From 2000 to 2007, 

scheduled air carrier operations declined from 7,632 to 6,380 (see Table 13). Average  load factors did 

increase from approximately 63%  in 2000 to 72%  in 2007, but they were within average  industry  load 

factors and were not high enough to require additional scheduled seats and  flights. Since the CRJ‐700 

became  the primary  aircraft operating  at ASE  in 2007,  the  average  seats per departure have  ranged 

between 60 – 70 seats, and load factors have varied between approximately 65%‐75% as the demand for 

air service and the supply of scheduled seats has stabilized. 

 

 

 Historical Air Taxi Operations 

Air Taxi operations are flights by aircraft designed to have a maximum seating capacity of 60 seats or less 

or a maximum payload of 18,000 pounds or less carrying passengers or cargo for hire or compensation. 

ASE air taxi operations typically include charter service or on‐demand flight service operated on aircraft 

with 60 or fewer seats. And because air taxi operations transport passengers or cargo for compensation, 

the  FAA  classifies  them  as  commercial  operations  like  air  carrier  flights.  Air  taxi  operations  are 

differentiated from personal or business/corporate flights, which are categorized by the FAA as general 

aviation operations (see Section 1.3.20, “Historical General Aviation Operations”). 
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AVERAGE SEATS PER PER DEPARTURE AND LOAD FACTOR

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Seats per Departure Load Factor

Source: Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed February 2023.
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 Air taxi operations provide an alternative to airline scheduled service, and because of this,  its growth 

trend at ASE has often moved in the opposite direction of air carrier operations. Air taxi operations include 

flight services provided by private jet charter companies  like Aero Charter, Executive Jet Management, 

and VistaJet; and private flight services offered through fractional jet ownership companies like NetJets, 

Flexjets, and Nicholas Air. As scheduled commercial airline service  (air carrier operations)  increases or 

decreases over time, air  taxi service will often  increase to  fill  the void  left by a decrease  in scheduled 

service and often decline when scheduled air service improves and more flights planned are provided to 

existing or new markets.  

From 2000 to 2008, air taxi operations at ASE increased from 7,199 to 12,750 as air taxi service gained 

popularity following September 11th, and America West and Northwest Airlines ceased operations at ASE 

in 2006 and 2007. However, in 2008, when Frontier Airlines added new service to its Denver hub, air taxi 

operations  began  to  decrease  until  2012, when  Frontier  started  scaling  back  its  operations  at  ASE. 

Nevertheless,  from  2013  to  2019,  air  taxi operations  recorded  steady  growth,  increasing  from  9,428 

operations  in 2013  to 10,615  in 2019.  In 2020, during  the onset of COVID‐19 and when scheduled air 

service was rapidly reduced, air taxi operations surged to 12,508 in 2020 and 15,655 in 2021. In 2022, air 

taxi operations declined slightly to approximately 15,058 (see Table 13).  

 Historical All‐Cargo Operations 

Air carriers dedicated exclusively to air cargo transportation, such as FedEx, UPS, DHL, and their regional 

affiliates, perform all‐cargo operations. All cargo flights also include operations by other freight‐only and 

charter freight carriers. The Airport does not currently have all‐cargo service and has not historically had 

any significant number of all‐cargo operations. 

  Historical General Aviation Operations 

General aviation (GA) operations are takeoffs and landings of all civil aircraft not classified as air carriers, 

air  taxi,  or military  operations  and  include  small  single‐engine  piston‐powered  aircraft, multi‐engine 

turboprops, business jets, and helicopters. The FAA classifies GA operations in its Terminal Area Forecast 

as local or itinerant operations. 

The FAA defines  Itinerant operations as  those “operations performed by an aircraft under  instrument 

flight  rules  (IFR),  special visual  flight  rules  (SVFR), or visual  flight  rules  (VFR),  that  lands at an airport, 

arriving from outside the airport area, or departs an airport and  leaves the airport area.”  Itinerant GA 

flights typically include business/corporate flights and personal flights operated by private pilots.  

 Drop‐and‐Go Operations 

A portion of GA itinerant operations (and air taxi operations) at ASE includes activity known as drop‐and‐ 

go operations. A study conducted for the ASE Airport Vision Committee in 20202 defined a drop‐and‐go 

                                                       
2 Airport Vision Committee Recommendations Development – Work Session #4, January 30, 2020, "Drop & Go 
Operations” (www.aspenairport.com/operation/planning/ase‐vision‐resources) 
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operation as an aircraft operation with a two‐hour or less layover between landing and takeoff. Drop‐and‐

go operations occur  for multiple  reasons,  including aircraft operator scheduling,  the cost of  local FBO 

services, and available aircraft parking and storage facilities. For example, the Airport Vision Committee 

study indicates that 38% of all drop‐and‐go operations involve other Colorado airports suggesting aircraft 

are repositioning at other regional airports. 

Flights by charter operators or fractional jet management companies such as NetJets that operate within 

a complex aircraft  scheduling  system  contribute  to drop‐and‐go operations. For example, a particular 

aircraft (specific tail number) arrival in ASE could be just one of multiple flights scheduled on that aircraft 

for that day. In this case, the aircraft’s departure in less than two hours from arrival is standard aircraft 

scheduling by  the aircraft operator. As a  result, operations driven by operator  schedules and aircraft 

utilization would likely occur regardless of local FBO services, aircraft parking cost, or availability. 

Other potential reasons for drop‐and‐go operations include the cost of aircraft services at the destination 

airport and the availability of aircraft parking and storage facilities. For example, an aircraft that makes a 

stop at ASE and needs to position for an upcoming return flight with an extended layover may find it more 

economical to depart from ASE and reposition at another regional airport because the cost of parking, 

fuel, deicing, etc. at the secondary airport is less expensive. This could occur whether the aircraft operator 

is a private owner, a charter operator, or a fractional management company. These operations are driven 

by the economics of supply and demand and would likely continue at some level as airports/FBOs compete 

for aircraft customers. 

Additionally, drop‐and‐go operations are influenced by the availability of aircraft parking facilities. At ASE, 

aircraft parking  is  limited by  the number and physical dimensions of parking positions. With  the high 

frequency of large business jets at ASE, accommodating all parking demand is often difficult during peak 

periods. This occasionally  forces certain aircraft operators to reposition their aircraft at other regional 

airports. 

As discussed,  there are multiple  reasons  for drop‐and‐go operations, and a  significant  share of  these 

operations  would  likely  occur  regardless  of  airport  facility  improvements  or  expansion.  Given  the 

uncertain correlation between drop‐and‐go operations and the circumstances for their occurrence, they 

are expected to continue but are not used as a factor in forecasting future GA and/or air taxi operations. 

 General Aviation Itinerant Operations 

From 2000 to 2022, GA itinerant operations decreased by approximately 38.2%, from 30,178 in 2000 to 

18,644 in 2022 at an average annual rate of ‐2.4% (see Table 14). Most of this decrease occurred from 

2000 to 2014 when itinerant operations declined by 53.4% from 30,178 in 2000 to a recent low of 14,060 

in 2014 at an average  rate of  ‐5.3%.  From 2014  to 2019,  itinerant operations began  to  increase and 

reached 15,621 in 2019. In 2020, itinerant operations rose by 7.5% to 16,787 and then surged by 18.7% 

in 2021 to a recent high of 19,926 operations. In 2022, the rapid growth of 2020 and 2021 subsided, and 

itinerant operations declined by ‐6.4% to 18,644.   
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  General Aviation Local Operations 

The FAA defines Local GA operations as “those operations performed by aircraft that remain in the local 

traffic pattern, execute simulated instrument approaches or low passes at the airport, and the operations 

to or  from the airport and a designated practice area within a 20−mile radius of the tower.” Local GA 

flights typically include recreational flights by private pilots and flight school training flights.”  From 2000 

to 2022, GA local operations increased by approximately 51.2%, from 3,570 in 2000 to 5,399 in 2022 at an 

average  annual  rate of 2.1%  (see  Table 14).  From 2000  to 2019,  local operations  increased  steadily, 

reaching 4,219 operations in 2019 at an average annual rate of 0.9% before experiencing rapid growth in 

2020 and 2021.  In 2020,  local operations rose by 17.4%, a by 19.6%  in 2021 to a recent high of 5,921 

operations. In 2022, the rapid growth recorded in 2020 and 2021 subsided, and local operations declined 

by ‐8.8% to 5,399. 
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  Military Operations 

Military operations include local and itinerant operations based solely on the U.S. Department of Defense 

requirements, increasing or decreasing accordingly. Since 2000, military operations at ASE have ranged 

between a  low of 65 annual operations  in 2007 and a high of 844  in 2021 and are projected at 316 

operations in 2022.  

Calendar
Year Itinerant % change Local % change Total % change

2000 30,178 3,570 33,748
2001 27,978 -7.3% 1,952 -45.3% 29,930 -11.3%
2002 27,335 -2.3% 2,042 4.6% 29,377 -1.8%
2003 24,504 -10.4% 1,737 -14.9% 26,241 -10.7%
2004 25,023 2.1% 1,205 -30.6% 26,228 0.0%
2005 25,140 0.5% 1,243 3.2% 26,383 0.6%
2006 24,721 -1.7% 609 -51.0% 25,330 -4.0%
2007 22,351 -9.6% 1,162 90.8% 23,513 -7.2%
2008 22,334 -0.1% 3,575 207.7% 25,909 10.2%
2009 19,670 -11.9% 1,383 -61.3% 21,053 -18.7%
2010 16,005 -18.6% 3,837 177.4% 19,842 -5.8%
2011 15,677 -2.0% 3,494 -8.9% 19,171 -3.4%
2012 14,985 -4.4% 3,508 0.4% 18,493 -3.5%
2013 14,266 -4.8% 3,241 -7.6% 17,507 -5.3%
2014 14,060 -1.4% 3,544 9.3% 17,604 0.6%
2015 15,447 9.9% 4,850 36.9% 20,297 15.3%
2016 16,407 6.2% 5,041 3.9% 21,448 5.7%
2017 16,012 -2.4% 5,655 12.2% 21,667 1.0%
2018 15,715 -1.9% 4,152 -26.6% 19,867 -8.3%
2019 15,621 -0.6% 4,219 1.6% 19,840 -0.1%
2020 16,787 7.5% 4,951 17.4% 21,738 9.6%
2021 19,926 18.7% 5,921 19.6% 25,847 18.9%
2022 18,644 -6.4% 5,399 -8.8% 24,043 -7.0%

2000-2014 -5.3% -0.1% -4.5%
2000-2019 -3.4% 0.9% -2.8%
2014-2019 2.1% 3.5% 2.4%
2019-2022 6.1% 8.6% 6.6%
2000-2022 -2.4% 2.1% -1.7%

Source: FAA OPSNET website accessed January 2023.

Compound Annual Growth Rates

Historical Genaral Aviation Operations

Table 14
GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS BY AIRCRAFT CATEGORY

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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  Aircraft Based at ASE 

Since 2010, the total based aircraft count at ASE has ranged between 81 and 99, depending on the 

availability of aircraft hangars and parking positions (see Table 15). In 2022, there were 96 based 

aircraft, including approximately 54 single‐engine piston‐powered aircraft, seven multi‐engine piston‐

powered aircraft, 20 turboprops, 14 jets, and one helicopter (see Table 16). In addition, the Airport’s 

fixed base operator (FBO) reports a current waiting list for approximately 60 aircraft parking positions. 

 

 

Calendar Based

Year Aircraft

2010 81
2011 81
2012 82
2013 82

2014 82

2016 93

2017 99

2018 95

2019 95

2020 95

2021 96

2022 96

Table 15

HISTORICAL BASED AIRCRAFT
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Source: FAA 2022 Terminal Area Forecast and Airport 
Management Records.
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1.6 Aviation Demand Forecasts 

The aviation demand forecast was prepared for three scenarios: a  lower‐range, mid‐range, and upper‐

range, and was developed to provide a range of potential outcomes to assist in the long‐term planning 

for the Airport. The mid‐range forecast  is considered the “best estimate” or base forecast for planning 

purposes and will be submitted to the FAA as the ALP Update forecast.  

The forecast assumes the base year of 2022 and covers a 20‐year forecast horizon with key horizon dates 

of 2027, 2032, 2037, and 2042. The forecast is unconstrained, which means the forecast is not limited by 

airport or air traffic control system capacity.  The forecast includes projections for enplaned passengers 

and aircraft operations,  including air carrier and commuter/air taxi operations. Only a base case  (mid‐

range) forecast was prepared for General Aviation and Military operations. Also provided is a forecast of 

based aircraft and an aircraft fleet mix forecast for an air carrier, air taxis, and general aviation aircraft.  

The following sections describe the methodologies and data used to develop each forecast scenario and 

the primary assumptions driving the forecast. 

 Enplaned Passenger Forecast 

The forecast scenarios for enplaned passengers were developed by applying industry‐standard forecasting 

methodologies, including trend analysis, market share analysis, regression analysis, and extrapolation of 

historical growth rates. The results of the various studies were reviewed for reasonableness by comparing 

the results to historical trends and other available forecasts and applying professional judgment. Three 

Percent 

Aircraft Type Number of Total

Piston single engine 54 56.3%
Piston multi‐engine 7 7.3%
Turboprop 20 20.8%
Jet 14 14.6%
Helicopter 1 1.0%
Total 96 100.0%

Source: Airport Management Records, December 2022.

Table 16

2022 BASED AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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scenarios were  chosen  to  represent  a  lower‐range, mid‐range,  and  upper‐range  enplaned  passenger 

forecast. 

 Lower‐Range Scenario 

The low‐case scenario projects enplanements to increase from 298,561 in 2022 to 337,613 enplanements 

in 2042, which equates to an average annual growth rate of 0.6% (see Table 18).  The low‐range forecast 

was based on a regression analysis from 1990 to 2019 with a dependent variable of total enplanements 

and  the  independent  or  predictor  variable  of  total  Colorado  employment.  The  regression  analysis 

produced an “R‐squared” of 0.71. The regression statistics for the low‐case scenario are provided below, 

and the regression dataset is provided in the appendix.  

This regression analysis was chosen to represent the low‐case scenario because it was comparable to the 

average yearly growth rate from 2000 to 2014, before the expansion in air service and the rapid increase 

in enplanements at ASE from 2014 to 2019 (see Table 9). Therefore, the 0.6% growth rate is representative 

of growth that could be expected with only minimal  increases  in annual scheduled air service over the 

forecast horizon. 

 

 

 

 Mid‐Range Scenario 

The  mid‐range  or  base‐case  scenario  projects  enplanements  to  increase  from  298,561  in  2022  to 

approximately  390,234  enplanements  in  2042, which  equates  to  a  total  increase  of  roughly  92,000 

enplanements at an average annual growth rate of 1.3% (see Table 18). 

The Mid‐Range forecast was developed by analyzing the results of multiple forecast methodologies. First, 

a  linear trend  line analysis of enplanements was created  for 2002 to 2022. Then, when extending this 

trend  line  into the future,  it projected an annual enplanement growth rate of 1.4% from 2022 to 2042 

(Figure 6).   (The trend line data set is included in the appendix under the Mid‐Range forecast.) 

A regression analysis for the period 1990 to 2019, with total enplanements as the dependent variable and 

total personal  income  for Colorado as  the  independent or predictor variable, was used as  the second 

methodology. The regression analysis produced an “R‐squared” of 0.71. (The regression statistics for the 

mid‐range scenario are provided below, and the regression dataset is provided in the appendix.)  

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.84

R Square 0.71

Adjusted R Square 0.69

Standard Error 19370.57

Observations 30

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value

Intercept 34380.76 20922.26 1.64 0.11

Emp 56.57 6.91 8.19 0.00
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The regression equation projected total enplanements to increase from 298,561 enplanements in 2022 

to approximately 390,000 in 2042 at an annual growth rate of 1.3%.   

In addition to the trend line and regression analyses discussed above, preliminary data such as the ‐6.6% 

projected decline in scheduled seats for 2023 (see Table 17) and the assumption that there will not be a 

significant near‐term expansion of scheduled service (like the American Airlines expansion of 2014‐2019) 

was  considered  in  developing  the  Mid‐Range  forecast.  These  results,  coupled  with  a  longer‐term 

uncertainty regarding future demand, recovery from the COVID‐19 pandemic, and potential reduction in 

available hotel/lodging supply  (see Section 1.4.8 Hotel/Rental Accommodations  Inventory), support a 

conservative forecast. 

Based on the trend line results and the regression analyses, which produced annual growth rates of 1.4% 

and 1.3%, respectively, and the other assumptions discussed above, the enplanement forecast of 1.3% 

annual growth was selected as the Mid‐Range and ALP Update forecast.  
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Figure 6
TREND LINE FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Historical Forecast Historical Trend Line

Trend Line projects 
annual enplanement 
growth of 1.4%.

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.84

R Square 0.71

Adjusted R Square 0.70

Standard Error 19321.55

Observations 30.00

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value

Intercept 105471.37 12409.90 8.50 0.00

Inc 0.49 0.06 8.22 0.00
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 Upper‐Range Scenario 

The upper‐range enplanement forecast was also developed by regression analysis. For the upper‐range 

forecast, the dependent variable was total enplanements, and the predictor variable was total income for 

the United States from 2000 to 2019. The regression analysis quantifying the relationship between the 

two variables produced an “R‐squared” of 0.82. The regression statistics for the base‐case scenario are 

provided below, and the regression dataset is provided in the appendix.  

The high case forecast projects enplanements to increase from approximately 298,561 in 2022 to 474,926 

by 2042 at an average annual growth rate of 2.3%. This regression analysis was selected as the high‐case 

scenario because it represents the growth experienced at ASE from 2000 to 2019 prior to the onset of the 

COVID‐19 pandemic.  

 

 

 

Table 17
TOTAL SCHEDULED SEATS 2019-2023

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Scheduled Scheduled 
Year Departures % Change Seats % Change

2019 6,649 457,141
2020 4,913 -26.1% 336,182 -26.5%
2021 5,902 20.1% 402,917 19.9%
2022 6,465 9.5% 444,004 10.2%
2023 6,051 -6.4% 414,706 -6.6%

2019 to 2023 -9.0% -9.3%

Source: Cirium Diio Mi Schedule database, retrieved March 9, 2023.

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.91

R Square 0.82

Adjusted R Square 0.81

Standard Error 14905.16

Observations 19

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value

Intercept ‐37182.30 28615.88 ‐1.30 0.21

US Inc 2000‐2019 0.02 0.00 8.89 0.00
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Figure 7
ENPLANED PASSENGER FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Historical Low Range Mid-Range Upper Range

ENPLANED PASSENGER FORECAST
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Activity Year Lower Range Mid-Range Upper Range

Historical 2019 302,200 302,200 302,200
2020 179,110 179,110 179,110
2021 246,286 246,286 246,286

Estimate 2022 298,561 298,561 298,561

Forecast 2027 307,879 319,232 335,298
2032 317,487 341,334 376,556
2037 327,395 364,966 422,890
2042 337,613 390,234 474,926

2022-2027 0.6% 1.3% 2.3%
2027-2032 0.6% 1.3% 2.3%
2032-2042 0.6% 1.3% 2.3%
2022-2042 0.6% 1.3% 2.3%

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

Table 18

Sources: Historical: Cirium Diio Mi T-100 Database. Forecast: Jacobsen 
Daniels Associates, December 2022.
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  Air Carrier Operations Forecast 

The air carrier aircraft (aircraft with more than 60 seats) operations forecasts were developed for lower‐

range, mid‐range, and upper‐range scenarios based on the respective low, mid, and upper enplanement 

scenarios.  Future  aircraft  operating  factors were  forecast  based  on  fleet mix  assumptions,  including 

average seats per departure, estimated airline  load  factors, and enplanements per departure. The air 

carrier operations forecast assumes that section 10.12.030 (C) of the Pitkin County Code, which prohibits 

aircraft operations at ASE with a tip‐to‐tip wingspan greater than 95 feet, will remain in effect through 

2032. After 2032, the air carrier operations forecast assumes that any aircraft currently operating in the 

U.S. domestic airline  fleet and having  the aircraft operating performance necessary to perform at ASE 

safely may be included in the future fleet mix.  

The forecasts of air carrier operations were derived by dividing total forecast enplanements by projected 

enplanements per departure. The result was then multiplied by two to project future aircraft operations. 

The enplanements per departure factor were developed by converting a design day fleet mix for each 

forecast horizon period (2027, 2032, 2037, 2042) into a set of aircraft operating assumptions (see Table 

19). The aircraft operating assumptions include total scheduled seats required to meet future enplaned 

passenger demand and estimated aircraft load factors. The forecast load factors are based on historical 

trends at ASE and assumed changes in the load factor over the forecast period. Total scheduled seats per 

departure are derived from the total number of seats needed to meet future enplaned passenger levels 

and assumed seats per departure based on the projected future fleet mix.  
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 Lower‐Range Scenario 

The lower‐range aircraft operations scenario assumes the existing fleet mix will remain a regional jet fleet 

comprised of the CRJ‐700 and the 70‐seat EMB‐175 LR. The  lower‐range forecast assumes the average 

seats per departure will increase only slightly from 68.8 seats in 2022 to 69.4 in 2042. The resulting air 

carrier operations are forecast to  increase from approximately 11,006  in 2022 to 12,701  in 2042 at an 

annual rate of 0.7% (see Table 20).  

 Mid‐Range Scenario 

In the mid‐range forecast, average seats per departure are projected to remain level through 2032 and 

then increase to approximately  71.3 seats per departure in 2037 and 73.1 seats per departure in 2042. 

Because of the increased demand for enplaned passengers in the mid‐range forecast, the load factor is 

expected to grow from approximately 73.0% in 2022 to 76.7% in 2042. As a result, the upper‐range air 

carrier operations are forecast to  increase from about 11,006  in 2022 to 13,923  in 2042 at an average 

annual rate of 1.2% (see Table 20). 

Lower Range 2021 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Average seats per departure 68.3 68.8 68.8 68.8 69.3 69.4
Average load factor 66.1% 73.5% 74.0% 74.7% 75.1% 76.7%
Enplanements per departure 45.1 50.5 50.9 51.4 52.0 53.2

Mid-Range 2021 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Average seats per departure 68.3 68.8 68.8 77.8 83.7 85.7
Average load factor 66.1% 73.5% 74.0% 74.7% 75.1% 76.7%
Enplanements per departure 45.1 50.5 50.9 58.1 62.9 65.7

Upper Range 2021 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Average seats per departure 68.3 68.8 68.8 77.9 84.9 88.7
Average load factor 66.1% 73.5% 74.0% 74.7% 75.1% 76.7%
Enplanements per departure 45.1 50.5 50.9 58.2 63.8 68.0

Forecast

Source: Actual activity from Airport Management Records and Cirium Diio Mi T-100 database accessed March 
2023. Forecast developed by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, March 2023.

Forecast

Table 19
FORECAST AIR CARRIER OPERATING ASSUMPTIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast
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 Upper‐Range Scenario 

The upper‐range forecast assumes a considerable increase in the average seats per departure. As a result, 

average seats per departure are projected to increase from approximately 68.9 in 2027 to 69.0 in 2032,  

72.5 in 2037, and 74.7 in 2042. In addition, the average load factor is projected to increase likewise from 

73.0% in 2022 to approximately 74.7% in 2042. As a result, high‐case air carrier operations are forecast to 

increase from about 11,006 in 2022 to 16,579 in 2042 at an average annual rate of 2.1% (see Table 20). 
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Figure 8
FORECAST AIR CARRIER OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Historical Lower-Range Mid-Range Upper-Range

Mid‐Range air carrier 
operations forecast assumes an 
increase in aircraft size which 
results in lower long‐term air 
carrier operations. 
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  Air Taxi Operations Forecast  

The FAA defines Air Taxi operations as aircraft designed to have a maximum seating capacity of 60 seats 

or  less  or  a maximum  payload  of  18,000  pounds  or  less  carrying  passengers  or  cargo  for  hire  or 

compensation. All  the  scheduled airline  flights at ASE are on air carrier aircraft  (more  than 60  seats); 

therefore, the air taxi operations forecast  includes only air charter and on‐demand flights operated by 

aircraft with 60 seats or less. The air taxi operations forecasts were developed for lower‐range, mid‐range, 

and upper‐range scenarios (see Table 21). 

 Lower‐Range Scenario 

The low‐case forecast was based on a market share analysis that assumed the ratio of air taxi operations 

at ASE to those for the United States, as presented in the 2022 Terminal Area Forecast, would remain at 

the 2021 ratio of approximately 0.19% over the forecast horizon. Based on this formula, air taxi operations 

will increase from about 15,058 in 2022 to 17,910 in 2042 at an average annual growth rate of 0.9%. 

 

Activity Year Lower Range Mid-Range Upper Range

Historical 2019 11,202 11,202 11,202
2020 8,082 8,082 8,082
2021 10,183 10,183 10,183
2022 11,006 11,006 11,006

Forecast 2027 11,407 11,672 12,193
2032 11,823 12,379 13,508
2037 12,254 13,128 14,965
2042 12,701 13,923 16,579

2022-2027 0.7% 1.2% 2.1%
2027-2032 0.7% 1.2% 2.1%
2032-2042 0.7% 1.2% 2.1%
2022-2042 0.7% 1.2% 2.1%

Table 20
AIR CARRIER OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023. 
Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023.
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2022 ASE Air Taxi Operations:        15,655 

2022 TAF U.S. Air Taxi Operations:     8,295,994 

Market Share Ratio:              0.19% 

 

 Mid‐Range Scenario 

The base case forecast was based on an extrapolation of the average annual growth rate recorded from 

2000 to 2019 of approximately 2.1%. In 2020, 2021, and 2022, there was a spike in air taxi operations at 

ASE driven by the COVID‐19 pandemic. It’s assumed for the base case forecast that air taxi operations will 

continue  to  increase but return  to an average annual growth rate comparable  to  the  long‐term  trend 

recorded from 2000 to 2019. Base case air taxi operations are projected to increase from approximately 

15,058 in 2022 to 22,662 in 2042 at an average annual rate of 2.1%. 

 Upper‐Range Scenario 

The high case forecast was based on an extrapolation of the average annual growth rate recorded from 

2000 to 2022 of approximately 3.4%. It’s assumed for the high case forecast that air taxi operations will 

continue to increase at the long‐term average annual rate that accounts for the surge in air taxi operations 

recorded  from  2020  to  2022.  The  high‐case  air  taxi  operations  are  projected  to  increase  from 

approximately 15,058 in 2022 to 29,453 in 2042 at an average annual rate of 3.4%.  
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Figure 9
FORECAST AIR TAXI OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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  General Aviation Operations 

General aviation operations are  classified as  itinerant and  local, and both  categories are expected  to 

increase over the forecast period. As shown in Figure 10 below, Itinerant operations generally declined 

from 2000  to 2015 before  reversing  the  trend  and  increasing  through 2022. At  the  same  time,  local 

operations displayed much less historical variability and have gradually increased since 2000. The forecast 

of general aviation operations is provided in Table 22.   

 Itinerant General Aviation Operations 

From 2010  to 2019,  itinerant operations generally  remained steady between 15,000  to 16,000 annual 

operations. The Airport recorded a rapid  increase  in  itinerant operations from 2019 to 2021, primarily 

because of  the  travel disruptions  caused by  the COVID‐19 pandemic  and  the  switch  to private  flight 

options. This short‐term growth  in  itinerant operations declined  in 2022 to approximately 18,800  (see 

Table 14). Itinerant operations are projected to continue to increase, but slower than the 2010 to 2022 

historical average annual rate of 1.3%. The dataset for the itinerant operations forecast is provided in the 

appendix. 

The Itinerant operations forecast is based on a market share analysis that calculates the Airport’s historical 

share of total U.S. itinerant operations and assumes that this market share will remain steady from 2022 

Activity Year Lower Range Mid-Range Upper Range

Historical 2019 10,615 10,615 10,615
2020 12,508 12,508 12,508
2021 15,655 15,655 15,655
2022 15,058 15,058 15,058

Forecast 2027 15,725 16,678 17,808
2032 16,422 18,473 21,059
2037 17,150 20,460 24,905
2042 17,910 22,662 29,453

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

2022-2027 0.9% 2.1% 3.4%
2027-2032 0.9% 2.1% 3.4%
2032-2042 0.9% 2.1% 3.4%
2022-2042 0.9% 2.1% 3.4%

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023. 
Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023.

Table 21
AIR TAXI OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
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to 2042. Given the sizeable affluent population  in the Aspen area, the Airport believes those with the 

financial means  to  fly  on  private  aviation  are  already  doing  so  regardless  of  the  95‐foot  wingspan 

restriction, which limits the size of some GA aircraft. Lifting the restriction on aircraft with wingspans over 

95  feet  is  not  assumed  to  increase  the  number  of  itinerant  operations.  Therefore,  total  itinerant 

operations are projected to increase in line with historical trends.  

The  forecast  projects  that  the  Airport’s  future  itinerant  operations will  stay  at  or  near  the  average 

historical market share from 2000 to 2019 of approximately 0.028%. This average market share results in 

itinerant operations at the Airport increasing from about 18,644 in 2022 to 21,617 in 2042 at an average 

annual growth rate of 0.7% per year.  

 Local General Aviation Operations 

The local operation forecast projects that the long‐term trend of moderate growth in local operations at 

ASE will continue over the forecast period. The forecast for  local operations was based on a trip’s per 

capita methodology. The Airport’s average  local trips per capita of 0.038 for 2015 to 2022 was chosen 

because it represents a period where growth in local operations was relatively stable. Assuming average 

trips per capita of 0.038 held constant over the forecast horizon results in an increase in local operations 

from approximately 5,400 in 2022 to 6,300 in 2042 at an average annual growth rate of approximately 

0.8%. The trip per capita ratio of 0.038 was constant over the forecast period. Although the population is 

expected to increase, the based aircraft fleet that performs most local operations, specifically the piston‐

engine fleet,  is projected to decrease slightly over the 2022 to 2042 horizon. The dataset for the  local 

operations forecast is provided in the appendix.   
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Figure 10
FORECAST GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Itinerant Local Total GA
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 Total Air Taxi and General Aviation Operations 

Presented in Table 23 is the operations forecast for the combination of air taxi and total general aviation 

operations (itinerant and local). Under the lower range forecast, operations are projected to increase 

from 39,101 in 2022 to 45,836 in 2042 at an average annual rate of 0.8%. The mid‐range forecast 

projects total operations to reach 50,587 in 2042 at an average annual rate of 1.3%, and the upper range 

forecast projects 57,378 operations in 2042 at an average annual rate of 1.9%. 

 

Activity Year Itinerant Local Total

Historical 2019 15,621 4,219 19,840
2020 16,787 4,951 21,738
2021 19,926 5,921 25,847
2022 18,644 5,399 24,043

Forecast 2027 19,347 5,613 24,960
2032 20,076 5,836 25,912
2037 20,832 6,067 26,900
2042 21,617 6,308 27,925

2022-2027 0.7% 0.8% 0.8%
2027-2032 0.7% 0.8% 0.8%
2032-2042 0.7% 0.8% 0.8%
2022-2042 0.7% 0.8% 0.8%

Table 22
GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed December 2022. 
Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, December 2022.
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 Military Operations 

Military operations are determined solely by the Department of Defense; therefore, they have been held 

constant, with no growth projected over the 2022 to 2042 forecast period. As a result, military operations 

are expected to average approximately 330 annual operations during the forecast period.  

 Total Aircraft Operations Summary 

The Airport’s total aircraft operations for each forecast scenario are provided below  in Table 24. Total 

aircraft operations include air carrier, air taxi, local and itinerant general aviation, and military operations. 

Under the  lower‐range forecast, total Airport operations are projected to  increase from approximately 

50,423 in 2022 to 58,859 in 2042 at an annual rate of 0.8%. The mid‐range, which will be included in the 

ALP Update and submitted to the FAA as the Airport’s best estimate or base case forecast, projects an 

annual growth rate of 1.1%, with total operations projected at approximately 62,801 in 2042. The upper 

range forecast projects total operations to  increase at an annual rate of 1.8%, reaching approximately 

71,671 aircraft operations in 2042 (see Figure 11).  

Year Lower-Range Mid-Range Upper-Range

Historical 2019 30,455 30,455 30,455
2020 34,246 34,246 34,246
2021 41,502 41,502 41,502
2022 39,101 39,101 39,101

Forecast (a) 2027 40,685 41,638 42,767
2032 42,334 44,384 46,971
2037 44,050 47,360 51,805
2042 45,836 50,587 57,378

2022-2027 0.8% 1.3% 1.9%
2027-2032 0.8% 1.3% 1.9%
2032-2042 0.8% 1.3% 1.9%
2022-2042 0.8% 1.3% 1.9%

Table 23
AIR TAXI AND GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed December 2022. Forecast: 
Jacobsen Daniels Associates, December 2022.

(a) The forecasts include lower, mid and upper range projections for air taxi operations and the mid-range 
forecast for total general aviation operations
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Figure 11
FORECAST TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Historical Low Forecast Baseline Forecast High Forecast

Activity Year Lower Range Mid-Range Upper Range

Historical 2019 41,890 41,890 41,890
2020 42,811 42,811 42,811
2021 52,529 52,529 52,529
2022 50,423 50,423 50,423

Forecast 2027 53,112 54,504 56,265
2032 55,015 56,464 60,236
2037 56,961 59,303 65,401
2042 58,859 62,801 71,671

2022-2027 1.0% 1.6% 2.2%
2027-2032 0.7% 0.7% 1.4%
2032-2042 0.7% 1.1% 1.8%
2022-2042 0.8% 1.1% 1.8%

Table 24
TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Compound Annual Growth Rate

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET w ebsite (w w w .faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023. 
Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023.
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 Based Aircraft 

 The Airport currently has a fleet of approximately 96 based aircraft (see Table 25), and their available 

aircraft parking positions (hangars, tie‐downs, patio shelters) are generally at full capacity.  In addition, 

there  is a waiting  list of aircraft owners seeking to base their aircraft at ASE,  including piston‐powered 

aircraft, turboprops, jet aircraft, and helicopters. The ALP Update will include an airfield space reservation 

for potential expansion of the General Aviation facilities, including possibly developing a second FBO. The 

exact location, development timeline, and facility requirements will be determined during the ALP Update 

process. Therefore, the based aircraft fleet mix forecast is preliminary and based on the assumption that 

facilities to accommodate an additional [30] based aircraft will be developed over the forecast horizon.  

The Based Aircraft fleet mix assumes the existing fleet mix will change between 2022 and 2027 based on 

the anticipated changes to the national GA fleet projected in the FAA’s Aerospace Forecast for Fiscal Years 

2022‐2042, “Active General Aviation and Air Taxi Aircraft” forecast. In 2032 it assumed that GA facilities 

to accommodate an additional 30 based aircraft would be available. The increase in the individual‐based 

aircraft types in 2032 is based on the percentage of such aircraft currently on the Airport’s aircraft space 

waiting  list. From 2032 forward, the fleet mix will change based on growth rates assumed  in the FAA’s 

Aerospace Forecast and local demand characteristics.  

 

  

Aircraft Type 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Single engine piston 54 51 62 60 59
Multi-engine piston 7 7 8 8 8
Turboprop 20 20 30 31 31
Jet 14 17 24 25 26
Helicopter 1 1 2 2 2

________ ________ ________ ________ ________

Total 96 96 126 126 126

Table 25

FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Source: Historical: Airport Management Records, December 2022. Forecast: Jacobsen 
Daniels Associates, March 2022.



     

45 

 

  Comparison to FAA Terminal Area Forecast 

Presented below  in Table 27  is a comparison of the 2022 TAF (published March 2023) for ASE and the 

mid‐range 2023 ASE ALP Update Forecast. The mid‐range forecast  is considered the “best estimate” of 

the three forecast scenarios, and therefore it will be submitted as the base forecast for review by the FAA. 

The  forecasts  are  compared  based  on  passenger  enplanements,  commercial  operations,  and  total 

operations using the FAA’s required template for forecast comparisons.  

The ALP Update Mid‐Range Forecast differs from the TAF’s passenger enplanement forecast by 2.3% for 

the base year of 2022, ‐0.9% at the base year plus five years (2027), ‐4.1% at the base year plus ten years 

(2032), and ‐6.8% for the base year plus 15 years (2037)(see Figure 12).  

The forecast of commercial operations for the ALP Update Forecast differs from the TAF by 1.8% in the 

base year (2022), 3.1% in the base year plus five years (2027), 4.6% for the base year plus ten years (2032), 

and 6.2% for the base year plus 15‐years (2037). These results indicate that the ALP Update is consistent 

with the TAF and varies by less than 10% in the five‐year forecast period (2027) and less than 15% in the 

ten‐year forecast period (2032). 

Table  27  provides  a more  detailed  breakout  of  passenger  enplanements,  aircraft  operations,  cargo 

tonnage, and based aircraft presented using the FAA template for TAF comparison.  In Table 27, enplaned 

passengers at ASE are classified as Regional/Commuter enplanements because they are carried on airlines 

whose primary function is to provide scheduled feeder service to mainline airlines to/from the mainline 

airlines’  connecting  hub  airports.  The  FAA  classification  of  Regional/Commuter  enplanements  is 

independent of  the  aircraft  size operating  the  flights  to/from  the hub  airport. Aircraft operations,  in 

contrast, are classified by the seating capacity of the aircraft operating the  flights. Flights operated by 

aircraft with more than 60 seats are classified in the TAF as Air Carrier operations. Flights on aircraft with 

60 or fewer seats are classified as Air Taxi operations.  

Based on  these  FAA definitions,  all enplaned passengers  at ASE  are  classified  as Regional/Commuter 

enplanements. Likewise, scheduled enplaned passengers at ASE are carried on flights operated by aircraft 

with more than 60 seats (all on CRJ‐700 with 65 to 70 seats) and therefore are classified as Air Carrier 

operations. 
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Figure 12
Enplaned Passenger Forecast

FAA TAF vs. ASE Forecast

Historical ASE Forecast FAA TAF

Source: FAA TAF published March 1, 2023 and ASE ALP Update forecast prepared by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023. 

ASE forecast is 
between 2.3% and -
6.8% of the TAF and 
within FAA allowed 
variance of 10% -
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Figure 13
Total Commercial Operations Forecast

FAA TAF vs. ASE ALP Update

Historical ASE Forecast FAA TAF

Source: FAA TAF published March 1, 2023 and ASE ALP Update forecast prepared by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023. Note: Commercial 
Operations are defined by FAA as the sum of Air Carrier and Air Taxi operations.

ASE forecast is within 2.4% 
and 6.3% of the TAF and 
within FAA allowed variance 
of 10% to 15%..
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Figure 14
Total Operations Forecast

FAA TAF vs. ASE ALP Update

Historical ASE Forecast FAA TAF

Source: FAA TAF published March 1, 2023 and ASE ALP Update forecast prepared by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023. Note: Commercial 
Operations are defined by FAA as the sum of Air Carrier and Air Taxi operations.

ASE forecast is within 1.3%  
and 2.6% of the TAF and 
within FAA allowed variance of 
10% to 15%..
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Aspen Percent
Forecast Mid-Range FAA Variance from

Years Forecast 2022 TAF 2022 TAF

Passenger Enplanements
Base year 2022 298,561 291,825 2.3%
Base year + 5 years 2027 319,232 322,062 -0.9%
Base year + 10 years 2032 341,334 355,855 -4.1%
Base year + 15 years 2037 364,966 391,588 -6.8%

Commercial Operations
Base year 2022 26,064 25,593 1.8%
Base year + 5 years 2027 29,214 27,491 6.3%
Base year + 10 years 2032 30,222 29,505 2.4%
Base year + 15 years 2037 32,073 31,623 1.4%

Total Operations
Base year 2022 50,423 50,598 -0.3%
Base year + 5 years 2027 54,504 53,103 2.6%
Base year + 10 years 2032 56,464 55,747 1.3%
Base year + 15 years 2037 59,303 58,520 1.3%

Table 27
FAA TAF FORECAST COMPARISON

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Source: 2022 FAA Terminal Area Forecast for ASE, 2022 enplanements from Airport Management Records. 2022 operations 
from FAA OPSNET w ebsite (w w w .aspm.faa.gov/opsnet), report created January 2023. Forecast provided by Jacobsen 
Daniels Associates, January 2023.
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   Peak Period Demand  

This  section presents  the peak period demand  at ASE  for  the peak month, peak month  average day 

(PMAD),  and  peak  hour  of  the  PMAD.  The  peak  period  data  is  presented  for  enplaned  passengers, 

scheduled air carrier operations, and total operations. The peak period forecasts are given for the base 

year of 2022 and the forecast horizon years of 2027, 2032, 2037, and 2042. The forecast aircraft fleet mix 

distribution is presented following the peak period analysis. 

The historical peak period analysis was prepared by analyzing aircraft operations data from Cirium’s Diio 

Mi Schedule database for scheduled passenger service and the FAA OPSNET and FAA TFMSC data for air 

taxi, general aviation, and military total aircraft operations. 

 

Base Year Base Year Base Year Base Year Base Year Base Year Base Year Base Year
Base Year + 1 year + 5 years + 10 years + 15 years + 1 year + 5 years + 10 years + 15 years

ASE Mid-Range Forecast 2022 2023 2027 2032 2037 2022-2023 2022-2027 2022-2032 2022-2037
Passenger Enplanements (a)
Air Carrier -           -           -           -          -          0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Regional/Commuter 298,561   302,585   319,232   341,334 364,966 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
Total 298,561   302,585   319,232   341,334 364,966 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

Aircraft Operations
Itinerant

Air Carrier 11,006     11,957     12,536     11,749   11,613   8.6% 4.8% 0.7% 0.4%
Air Taxi 15,058     15,369     16,678     18,473   20,460   2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1%

Total Commercial Operations 26,064     27,326     29,214     30,222   32,073   4.8% 2.3% 1.5% 1.4%

Itinerant
General Aviation 18,644     18,782     19,347     20,076   20,832   0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Military 157          160          160          160         160         1.9% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1%

Local
General Aviation 5,399       5,441       5,613       5,836     6,067     0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Military 159          170          170          170         170         6.9% 1.3% 0.7% 0.4%

Total Operations 50,423     51,880     54,504     56,464   59,303   2.9% 1.6% 1.1% 1.1%

Total Air Taxi and GA Operations 39,101     39,593     41,638     44,384   47,360   1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

Cargo Tons -           -           -           -          -          0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Based Aircraft
Single engine piston 54             54             51             62           60           0.0% -1.0% 1.3% 0.7%
Multi-engine piston 7               7               7               8             8             0.0% -0.4% 1.1% 0.7%
Turboprop 20             20             20             30           31           
Jet 14             14             17             24           25           0.0% 4.0% 5.5% 3.8%
Helicopter 1               1               1               2             2             0.0% 0.0% 7.2% 4.7%

Total 96             96             96             126         125         0.0% 0.1% 2.7% 1.8%

(a) Enplaned passengers at ASE are classified in the TAF as Regional/Commuter enplanements because they are carried on airlines whose primary function is to provide scheduled service to/from major connecting hub 

airports. The  classification of Regional/Commuter enplanements is independent of the aircraft size operating the flights to/from the hub airport. Aircraft operations, in contrast, are classified by the seat capacity of the 

aircraft operating the flights. Flight operated by aircraft with greater than 60‐seats are classified in the TAF as Air Carrier operations and flights on aircraft with 60 or fewer seats are classified as Air Taxi operations.

Source: 2022 enplanements from Airport management records. 2022 operations from FAA OPSNET w ebsite w w w .aspm.faa.gov/opsnet, report created January 2023. Forecast provided by Jacobsen Daniels 
Associates, January 2023.

Table 28
2022 FAA TAF FORECAST SUMMARY TEMPLATE

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Years Compound Annual Growth Rates
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March has historically been the peak month for enplaned passengers averaging approximately 15.2% of 

the total annual enplaned passenger during the years 2012‐2021 (see Table 28) and an estimated 47,600 

enplaned passengers  in 2022. The PMAD  is the mathematical average of the peak month (peak month 

total divided by 31 days) or approximately 1,488  in 2022. The peak hour enplaned passengers  (of  the 

PMAD) was calculated by multiplying the total airline scheduled seats for the peak hour by the annual 

load factor for 2022.   

 

As shown in Figure 15 below, according to airline schedule data, there were six peak‐hour departures and 

seven arrivals from 12:00 pm to 1:00 pm. During the peak hour, there were 412 scheduled departing seats. 

When multiplied by  the average  load  factor of 73.2% equals approximately 305 enplaned passengers 

during the peak hour or about 20.0% of the PMAD (see Table 29). 

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

2012 30,902 31,234 33,438 9,963 6,132 15,421 22,050 19,858 10,038 6,721 6,357 19,583 211,693
2013 27,129 27,772 32,380 9,174 6,048 15,710 21,267 20,431 10,834 7,270 5,911 20,998 204,921
2014 25,309 27,888 35,624 9,380 7,208 16,747 22,439 20,931 11,790 8,308 6,163 21,073 212,857
2015 31,235 30,733 37,509 10,537 6,372 16,851 23,421 21,261 12,481 8,550 6,525 24,976 230,448
2016 31,274 36,420 38,428 10,435 6,477 17,844 25,039 23,440 15,295 10,102 7,270 27,479 249,500
2017 32,335 31,877 38,996 8,654 6,272 17,833 24,329 22,212 15,105 9,824 8,775 26,936 243,145
2018 36,323 34,327 42,361 14,244 9,714 21,821 21,643 26,310 17,826 13,028 11,540 31,648 280,782
2019 39,277 37,185 43,367 14,076 10,965 23,465 30,966 29,170 19,224 13,449 9,495 31,565 302,200
2020 38,640 41,574 22,890 323 1,272 4,065 9,766 12,874 10,125 10,024 7,825 19,737 179,110
2021 20,400 22,177 32,283 11,668 6,606 21,894 31,114 29,293 21,289 14,405 10,854 24,305 246,286
2022 39,923 38,106 47,611 13,276 4,268 21,245 28,124 28,048 22,987 17,072 10,843 27,058 298,561
Total 352,744 359,290 404,885 111,728 71,331 192,893 260,155 253,825 166,991 118,750 91,555 275,357 2,659,501

2012-2021 13.3% 13.5% 15.2% 4.2% 2.7% 7.3% 9.8% 9.5% 6.3% 4.5% 3.4% 10.4% 100.0%

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

2012 809 739 904 305 144 371 467 426 246 153 161 470 5,195
2013 633 628 671 239 147 397 479 432 255 154 143 483 4,661
2014 720 719 852 233 179 381 466 416 262 203 146 540 5,117
2015 717 712 840 303 155 380 449 407 260 182 156 586 5,147
2016 757 777 845 231 119 349 497 455 300 205 137 628 5,300
2017 765 752 884 182 141 384 509 481 331 226 188 637 5,480
2018 985 907 1,069 403 246 496 567 531 373 285 261 732 6,855
2019 921 820 994 274 243 560 646 605 400 278 206 702 6,649
2020 924 883 927 121 107 108 247 300 218 246 236 596 4,913
2021 616 598 747 238 146 653 703 655 443 265 180 658 5,902
2022 904 845 940 262 120 521 561 562 474 322 226 728 6,465
Total 8,751 8,380 9,673 2,791 1,747 4,600 5,591 5,270 3,562 2,519 2,040 6,760 61,684

2012-2022 14.2% 13.6% 15.7% 4.5% 2.8% 7.5% 9.1% 8.5% 5.8% 4.1% 3.3% 11.0% 100.0%

Source: Airport management recoreds and Cirium Diio Mi T-100 and Airline Schedule databases accessed January 2023.

Table 29
2022 MONTHLY ENPLANED PASSENGERS AND SCHEDULED DEPARTURES

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Monthly Enplaned Passengers

Average Percent of Annual Passengers

Monthly Scheduled Departures

Average Percent of Annual Passengers
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These peak period ratios were held constant over the forecast periods for the lower, mid, and upper‐

range forecasts to produce the peak period forecasts presented in Table 29. Peak hour enplanements 

are projected to increase from approximately 305 in 2022 to 346 in 2042 in the lower range forecast, 

400 in the mid‐range forecast, and 483 in the upper range forecast. The peak period scheduled airline 

operations is presented in Table 30. Peak‐hour scheduled operations are projected to increase from 

approximately 13 in 2022 to 15 in 2042 in the lower‐range forecast, 16 in the mid‐range forecast, and 19 

in the upper‐range forecast. 
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Figure 15
2022 PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY 
SCHEDULED AIRLINE OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

 Departures  Arrivals

Source: Cirium's Diio Mi Schedule database accessed January 2023. Analysis provided by Jacobsen Daniels Associates.
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Actual

Lower Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual enplanements 298,561  307,879  317,487  327,395  337,613  
Peak month 46,125    46,590    48,044    49,544    51,090    
Peak month average day 1,536      1,576      1,625      1,676      1,728      
PMAD peak hour 303         311         321         331         341         

Actual

Mid Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual enplanements 298,561  319,232  341,334  364,966  390,234  
Peak month 47,611    48,308    51,653    55,229    59,053    
Peak month average day 1,536      1,634      1,747      1,868      1,998      
PMAD peak hour 303         323         345         369         394         

Actual

Upper Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual enplanements 298,561  335,298  376,556  422,890  474,926  
Peak month 47,611    50,740    56,983    63,995    71,869    
Peak month average day 1,536      1,717      1,928      2,165      2,431      
PMAD peak hour 303         339         381         427         480         

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET w ebsite (w w w .faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023 and Cirium's 
Diio Mi Schedule database accessed January 2023. Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 
2023.

Table 30
PEAK PERIOD ENPLANEMENTS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Enplanements

Forecast Enplanements

Forecast Enplanements
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Figure 16
2022 PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY 
SCHEDULED AIRLINE OPERATIONS

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

 Departures  Arrivals

Source: Cirium's Diio Mi Schedule database accessed January 2023. Analysis provided by Jacobsen Daniels Associates.
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Actual

Lower Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 11,006   12,090   12,357   12,581   12,693   
Peak month 1,880     2,065     2,111     2,149     2,168     
Peak month average day 61         67         68         69         70         
PMAD peak hour 13         14         15         15         15         

Actual

Mid Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 11,006   12,536   11,749   11,613   11,884   
Peak month 1,880     2,141     2,007     1,984     2,030     
Peak month average day 61         69         65         64         65         
PMAD peak hour 13         15         14         14         14         

Actual

Upper Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 11,006   13,167   12,935   13,266   13,963   
Peak month 1,880     2,249     2,209     2,266     2,385     
Peak month average day 61         73         71         73         77         
PMAD peak hour 13         16         15         16         16         

Table 31
PEAK PERIOD SCHEDULED AIR CARRIER OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast

Forecast

Forecast

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET w ebsite (w w w .faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023 and 
Cirium's Diio Mi Schedule database accessed January 2023. Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels 
Associates, January 2023.
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The peak period operations for all Airport operations (air carrier, air taxi, general aviation, and military) 

are presented in Figure 17. March 2022 was chosen as the peak month for total operations since it is the 

peak month for air carrier operations and is typically one of the busiest months for total operations. The 

forecast for peak period Airport operations is presented in Table 31. Peak hour total Airport operations 

are projected to increase from approximately 25 in 2022 to 29 in 2042 in the lower range forecast, 32 in 

the mid‐range forecast, and 37 in the upper range forecast. 
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Figure 17
2022 PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY 

TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Departures Arrivals

Source: FAA OPSNET website (www.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023. Analysis by Jacobsen Daniels Associates.
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  ASE Aircraft Fleet Mix Forecast 

The FAA guide to developing aviation demand forecasts3 states that the primary source for aircraft fleet 

mix data is the Official Airline Guide and USDOT T‐100 data, including aircraft currently operating in airline 

fleets or on order and expected to begin service within the next six to 12 months. The FAA may allow the 

inclusion of aircraft in the future fleet mix that are not currently operating today. Still, generally, these 

aircraft must have obtained their FAA standard airworthiness certificate. 

                                                       

3 GRA, Incorporated, April 2001, Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport prepared for the Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Aviation 

Policy and Plans Statistics and Forecast Branch (APO‐110), Washington, DC. 

 

Actual

Lower Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 50,423   53,106   55,021   56,961   58,859   
Peak month 5,897     6,211     6,435     6,662     6,884     
Peak month average day 190        200        208        215        222        
PMAD peak hour 25         26         27         28         29         

Actual

Mid Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 50,423   54,504   56,464   59,303   62,801   
Peak month 5,897     6,374     6,603     6,935     7,345     
Peak month average day 190        206        213        224        237        
PMAD peak hour 25         27         28         29         31         

Actual

Upper Range 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Annual operations 50,423   56,265   60,236   65,401   71,671   
Peak month 5,897     6,580     7,045     7,649     8,382     
Peak month average day 190        212        227        247        270        
PMAD peak hour 25         28         30         32         36         

Sources: Historical: FAA OPSNET w ebsite (w w w .faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023. 
Forecast: Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023.

Forecast Operations

Table 32
PEAK PERIOD AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Forecast Operations

Forecast Operations
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The fleet mix projections for this report incorporate USDOT T‐100 data and airline schedule data from the 

Cirium Diio Mi aviation database. The Official Airline Guide is a commercial source of airline schedule data 

similar to the Cirium Schedule database used  in this report.  In addition, the FAA Airport  Improvement 

Handbook4 states that the future fleet mix, if different from the current fleet mix, must be based on the 

airport forecast approved by the FAA Airports District Office (ADO).  Given the uncertainties regarding the 

timing and development of  the eVTOL  technology and  its provision of air  service at  significant  levels, 

operations by eVTOL aircraft are excluded from the ALP Update aviation demand forecasts.  

Below  is a description of  the primary aircraft projected  to operate at ASE over  the  forecast horizon, 

including  the  CRJ‐700,  the  Embraer  EMB‐175,  and  the  Airbus  A220‐100,  and  an  aircraft  range map 

depicting the range of these aircraft from ASE (see Map 3). 

In addition, a summary of some critical advances in aircraft technology that, although not included in the 

future fleet mix for ASE, will likely have a significant influence on the national fleet mix's long‐term future. 

 
Map 3 

SELECT AIRCRAFT RANGES FROM ASE 
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 

                                                       
4 FAA Order 5100.38D, effective February 26, 2019 
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 CRJ‐700 

The Canadair Regional Jet Series 700 aircraft (CRJ‐700) is a 65 to 70‐seat, two‐engine regional jet built by 

Bombardier, Inc. with a maximum take‐off weight of 75,000 pounds.  The CRJ‐700 entered airline service 

in  the U.S.  in 2001 and gained popularity among airlines because of  its  improved  speed and comfort 

compared to comparably sized  turboprops and  its superior operating economics compared to existing 

regional jets at that time, such as the four‐engine BAe‐146.  

During the early 2000s, the BAe‐146, which provided the majority of scheduled seats at ASE (see Table X), 

was being phased out of service by U.S. airlines and ceased operating at ASE by 2004. Therefore, the CRJ‐

700  was  the  logical  replacement  for  the  BAe‐146,  given  its  wingspan  of  76.3  feet  and  operating 

performance to operate safely.  

Since 2004, scheduled service on the CRJ‐700 has been provided predominantly by SkyWest through code‐

share agreements with American, Delta, and United. As of December 31, 2022, SkyWest operates 80 CRJ‐

700s for American, five for Delta, and 19 for United, with an average age of approximately 17 years. The 

aircraft in the SkyWest fleet range in age from about 24 years. Based on the age of the older CRJ‐700 in 
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the SkyWest fleet, it’s reasonable to assume that the younger aircraft can safely operate for another 12 

to 15 years or perhaps longer. 

Bombardier delivered the last new CRJ‐700 in 2011, and the aircraft is no longer in production, although 

long‐term maintenance and support services are expected to continue. In 2020, Bombardier sold its CRJ 

Series  aircraft program  to Mitsubishi Heavy  Industries,  Ltd.  (MHI)  “which  acquired  the maintenance, 

support, refurbishment, marketing, and sales activities for the CRJ Series aircraft,  including the related 

services and support network located in Montréal, Québec, and Toronto, Ontario and its service centers 

located in Bridgeport, West Virginia, and Tucson, Arizona, as well as the type certificates.”5 MHI believes 

that with the service and support its Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul (MRO) network provides; the CRJ 

Series can continue operating for the next few decades.6 In addition, SkyWest currently has a roster of 

trained and experienced CRJ‐700 pilots and support staff that would be expensive to retrain to switch to 

a different aircraft type.  

Supporting the continued use of the CRJ‐700 are the limited aircraft options currently available to airlines 

other than the Embraer EMB‐175.  In February 2023, MHI officially canceled the development of its long‐

planned Mitsubishi Regional  Jet program, also known as  the Spacejet program. The Spacejet program 

included plans for a 76‐seat regional jet which would have been a competitor to the CRJ‐700. Mitsubishi 

is currently working with ZeroAvia,  Inc. studying the potential  for replacing the existing  jet engines on 

regional‐sized aircraft with hydrogen‐electric powertrains. However, this technology has yet to receive 

FAA aircraft certifications and is a decade or more away from scheduled airline operations.  

Embraer has also been developing the next generation of the EMB‐175, the E175‐E2. This aircraft was 

designed for 80 to 88 seats which exceeds the seat limit imposed by the pilot scope clauses of major U.S. 

airlines like American, Delta, and United. However, because of the 76‐seat scope clause prohibitions, no  

U.S. airlines have yet to place an order for the EMB‐175 E2, and Embraer has put further development of 

the airplane on hold until 2027. In addition, the E175‐E2 has a wingspan of over 103 feet which would 

prohibit current operation at ASE. 

Based on the age of the aircraft in the existing SkyWest fleet and the planned service and maintenance of 

the  aircraft  by  MHI,  it  is  possible  to  assume  CRJ‐700  will  have  a  remaining  viable  service  life  of 

approximately 20 years through 2042).  

 Embraer EMB‐175 

The  EMB‐175  is  a  two‐engine  regional  jet manufactured  by  Embraer  and  designed  to  seat  76  to  88 

passengers. The EMB‐175 has a wingspan of 85.3 feet and a maximum take‐off weight of 86,500 pounds, 

so it’s an acceptable aircraft under the terms of the Pitkin County Code restrictions.  In addition, the EMB‐

175 has the operating performance capabilities to operate at ASE.7 

                                                       
5 Bombardier Annual Information Form 2022 for Fiscal Year ended December 31, 2022. 
6 Waldron, Greg. “MHIRJ see long future for CRJ regional jets”, FlightGlobal, July 25, 2022 (www.flightglobal.com) 
7 Airspace Impact and Aircraft Feasibility Assessment Update prepared by Lean Engineering, August 25, 2018. 
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SkyWest  Airlines  currently  operate  194  EMB‐175s  under  code‐share  agreements with  American  (20 

aircraft), Delta (84 aircraft), and United (90 aircraft). The average age (years) of the SkyWest EMB‐175 is 

approximately 5.Error! Bookmark not defined. 

The airlines currently operating at ASE have informed the Airport that within 12 to 18 months, they plan 

to begin service at ASE with the EMB‐175. In anticipation of operations by the EMB‐175, the Airport has 

recently  prepared  a  Passenger  Facility  Charge  (PFC)  Application  (22‐12‐C‐ASE)  to  fund  the 

acquisition/replacement of  four  (4) mobile boarding  ramps  and  the design  and  expansion of  five  (5) 

existing air carrier aircraft parking hardstands. Currently, no airline operations are scheduled by the EMB‐

175 at ASE through 2023, so the exact service date is still being determined. It’s also uncertain if these 

new EMB‐175 operations will replace existing CRJ‐700 operations or serve new routes and destinations. 

Based on this  information, the EMB‐175 has been  included  in the fleet mix forecast for ASE beginning 

January 2024. 

Airbus A220‐100/300 

The Airbus A220‐100 is a relatively new 2‐engine narrowbody aircraft that entered service in 2016. The 

A220‐100 is designed for a seating configuration of between 100 and 120 seats and has a wingspan of just 

over 115  feet.  In addition, the A220‐100 was determined to have the operating performance to serve 

ASE.7 Delta is currently the only U.S. airline to operate the Airbus A220‐100 with a total of 45 in their fleet 

at an average age of 3 years. Delta’s A220‐100s have a capacity of 109 seats and a maximum take‐off 

weight of 139,000 pounds. 

The Airbus A220‐300 is a larger derivative of the A220‐100 with a typical seating configuration between 

120 and 150 seats. Delta Air Lines  is the only airline currently operating the Airport that operates the 

A220‐300, and  it has a seating configuration of 130 seats and a maximum  take‐off weight of 156,300 

pounds. 

  Future Aircraft Technology 

 Advanced Air Mobility 

Recent advances in battery and electric propulsion technology have created a new and growing industry 

dedicated  to providing electric vertical  take‐off and  landing aircraft  (eVTOL)  that could  transform  the 

future of commercial air service. It’s envisioned that these eVTOL aircraft would provide air taxi or “Uber” 

like shuttle services on small planes in urban and rural environments. This air shuttle service would likely 

begin by providing short flights from major urban centers to commercial service airports. Eventually, this 

technology could be expanded to  include options  for daily travel within and between cities and other 

geographical areas currently provided by traditional transportation methods. 

Significant investments are being made by major airlines such as United, American, Delta, and others, as 

well as aircraft manufacturers like Airbus, Boeing, and Embraer, to develop the aircraft technology and 

physical  infrastructure  required  to  support  this  new  technology.  In  addition, NASA  and  the  FAA  are 

working  closely  with  the  eVTOL  industry  to  support  the  development  and  implementation  of  this 
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technology. And in September 2022, the FAA issued an engineering brief that provides interim guidance 

for designing vertiports for aircraft with vertical takeoff and landing (VTOL) capabilities.  

Archer Aviation, one of the leading firms in the eVTOL industry, has announced its goal to have its four‐

passenger Midnight aircraft certified by the FAA in late 2024 and begin commercial service in 2025. The 

Midnight is initially planned to provide short‐distance trips of approximately 20 miles within the Archer 

urban air mobility network (Archer‐managed vertiports). The plane’s batteries could then be recharged 

within 10 minutes for another short‐distance flight. In addition, Archer formed a partnership with United 

Airlines  in  2021  and  recently  announced  their  plans,  assuming  successful  certification  of  the  Archer 

aircraft, to fly a shuttle route for United between the Downtown Manhattan Heliport  in New York City 

and Newark  Liberty  International Airport  in New  Jersey.  The  flight  is  estimated  to  take  less  than  10 

minutes compared to a typical commute by car of an hour or more. 

eVTOL  technology has  the potential  to play a  significant  role  in  the  future of  commercial air  service. 

However, there are still many issues to be resolved. eVTOL aircraft are currently designed to use helicopter 

landing and take‐off facilities, but these helipads are typically not designed to handle high traffic volumes. 

Air  traffic  control  procedures  and  regulations must  be  developed  to  safely  control  and manage  the 

potential high volumes of low‐flying aircraft in and around airport airspace. The physical infrastructure to 

support the aircraft's electrical charging, maintenance, and storage needs to be developed. Finally, and of 

critical  importance,  is  the  acceptance  by  the public of  their  safety onboard  eVTOL  aircraft  and  their 

concern with additional low‐flying local air traffic.  

 New Aircraft Propulsion Technology 

The  aviation  industry has  increased  its  focus on developing new  aircraft engine  technologies  to help 

reduce carbon emissions. Most recent research and development have focused on aircraft powered by 

rechargeable lithium‐ion batteries, hydrogen‐electric systems (hydrogen fuel cells), hydrogen‐combustion 

engines, and hybrid‐electric systems. 

There have been significant advances  in developing these new engine technologies comparable to the 

development of eVTOL technologies. For example, the all‐electric (batter powered) airplane manufacturer 

Eviation has approximately 300 orders for its Alice 9‐seat commuter aircraft. The Alice performed its first 

successful  test  flight  in September 2022, and Eviation  is currently working with  the FAA  to certify  the 

airplane for commercial service.  

Another leading innovator is ZeroAvia which is developing a hydrogen‐electric powertrain that replaces 

traditional engines on existing fixed‐wing aircraft. In January 2023, ZeroAvia conducted a successful test 

flight with  a  19‐seat  Dornier  228  aircraft with  one  of  its  two  turboprop  engines  retrofitted with  a 

hydrogen‐electric powered motor. Although the flight lasted approximately 10 minutes, it was considered 

a significant step in developing this new technology. ZeroAvia is projected to receive FAA certification for 

its technology in 2025; it would still need to obtain FAA airworthiness certification before aircraft could 

enter commercial service. ZeroAvia has attracted investments from United Airlines and American Airlines, 

claiming  approximately  1,500  pre‐orders  for  its  hydrogen‐electric  powerplant  systems.  The  ZeroAvia 

technology is being developed for existing aircraft in the range of approximately 20 to 100 seats. 
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Likewise, Airbus  is working on a hydrogen‐combustion  system  as part of  its  ZEROe  carbon emissions 

reduction program. The Airbus system uses gaseous or liquid hydrogen as the combustible fuel to power 

a modified turbine jet engine. If developed to full scale, Airbus believes this technology could power up 

to a 100‐seat aircraft on flights up to 1,000 miles and be placed in service by approximately 2035. 

These new aircraft propulsion  technologies may eventually power a significant portion of  the nation’s 

airline fleet, but they are not currently in the active fleet of any U.S. airline. The outlook on when or if 

these new aircraft designs enter the national fleet is highly uncertain., As discussed above under Advance 

Air Mobility, the fleet mix forecast for this report is based on aircraft currently operating in airline fleets. 

Therefore,  aircraft with  new  engine  propulsion  technology  is  not  included  in  the  forecast  fleet mix 

supporting the ALP Update.   

  Fleet Mix Assumptions for Scheduled Airline Service 

The forecast fleet mix distribution was based on the current aircraft fleet mix (March 2022),  individual 

airline aircraft orders (firm orders and options), recent trends in airline scheduling practices, and projected 

airline  trends  from  other  independent  forecasts  such  as  the  FAA  Aerospace  Forecast,  the  Boeing 

Commercial Market Outlook, and the Airbus Global Market Forecast.  

The  fleet mix  for a peak month average day was prepared  for the  lower, mid. Upper range air carrier 

operations  forecast. Tables 32‐34 provide  the  fleet mix distribution by percentage of  total passenger 

aircraft operations by aircraft  type based on  the  forecast of  total commercial operations  for  the peak 

month average day in 2022 and forecast years 2022, 2027, 2032, 2037, and 2042. The peak month was 

identified as March 2022 and determined by analyzing the monthly departures over the last ten years. 

 Lower Range Fleet Mix 

The lower‐range fleet mix forecast assumes the CRJ‐700 will continue operating at ASE through 2042 (20 

years).  The  lower‐range  forecast  assumes  slow  long‐term  enplanement  growth  and  that  the  existing 

schedule of non‐stop destinations would generally remain the same as today. It also assumes that service 

on the CRJ‐700 will be gradually reduced over the forecast horizon from 100% of all scheduled service in 

2022 to approximately 25% by 2042. The EMB‐175 LR  is assumed to provide the remaining scheduled 

service over the forecast horizon, increasing from no scheduled service in 2022 to approximately 75% of 

all scheduled service in 2042. The lower‐range forecast assumes that all scheduled airline service will be 

provided by regional jets (with wingspans less than 95 feet) regardless of whether airfield improvements 

are implemented, and ASE is brought up to whether full Airport Reference Code (ARC) D‐III standards and 

the existing 95‐foot aircraft wingspan restriction is lifted. 
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 Mid‐Range Fleet Mix 

The mid‐range forecast assumes that airfield improvements will allow the Airport to meet full ARC D‐III 

standards,  and  the  existing  95‐foot  wingspan  restriction  will  be  rescinded  by  approximately  2032. 

Therefore, the mid‐range forecast assumes the CRJ‐700 will continue operating at ASE through 2032, and 

all future scheduled service on the CRJ‐700 will be replaced by the EMB‐175 by 2037. In addition, the mid‐

range forecast assumes that with lifting the 95‐foot aircraft wingspan restriction, narrowbody aircraft such 

as the Airbus A220‐100 will begin scheduled service at ASE by 2037.  

Narrowbody Aircraft 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042
A220-100 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
A220-300 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Subtotal Narrowbody Aircraft 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Regional Jets 
CRJ-700 32 32 25 9 9 100.0% 97.0% 73.5% 25.7% 25.0%
EMB-175 LR 0 1 9 26 27 0.0% 3.0% 26.5% 74.3% 75.0%

Subtotal Regional Jets 32 33 34 35 36 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

PMAD Aircraft Departures 32 33 34 35 36 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Sources: Cirium's Airline Schedule database and T-100 database, Airport Management Records, individual airline Annual Reports 
Forecast provided by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, January 2023.

Note: Aircraft included in the fleet mix forecast must be currently operating in the national airline fleet and are limited to those with the 
operational performance necessary to operate year-round at ASE

Lower Range - PMAD Daily Departures Base Case - PMAD % Departures

Table 33
LOWER RANGE FLEET MIX FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY SCHEDULED DAILY DEPARTURES
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 Upper Range Fleet Mix 

The assumptions for the upper‐range forecast are similar to those of the mid‐range forecast and assume 

the  existing  95‐foot wingspan  restriction will  be  rescinded  by  approximately  2032.  The  upper‐range 

forecast assumes the CRJ‐700 will continue operating at ASE through 2032, and the EMB‐175 will replace 

all future scheduled service on the CRJ‐700 by 2037. In addition, the upper‐range forecast assumes that 

with lifting the 95‐foot aircraft wingspan restriction, narrowbody aircraft such as the Airbus A220‐100 will 

begin scheduled service at ASE by 2037. Because of the assumed higher passenger demand in the upper‐

range forecast, more operations on the narrowbody A220‐100 are assumed over the forecast horizon. 

Narrowbody Aircraft 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042
A220-100 0 0 1 3 2 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 9.1% 5.9%
A220-300 0 0 4 6 8 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 18.2% 23.5%

Subtotal Narrowbody Aircraft 0 0 5 9 10 0.0% 0.0% 15.6% 27.3% 29.4%

Regional Jets 
CRJ-700 32 22 0 0 0 100.0% 64.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
EMB-175 LR 0 12 27 24 24 0.0% 35.3% 84.4% 72.7% 70.6%

Subtotal Regional Jets 32 34 27 24 24 100.0% 100.0% 84.4% 72.7% 70.6%

PMAD Aircraft Departures 32 34 32 33 34 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Sources: Cirium's Airline Schedule database and T-100 database, Airport Management Records, individual airline Annual Reports 
Forecast provided by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, March 2023.

Note: Aircraft included in the fleet mix forecast must be currently operating in the national airline fleet and are limited to those with 
the operational performance necessary to operate year-round at ASE

Mid Range - PMAD Daily Departures Mid Range - PMAD % Departures

Table 34
MID-RANGE FLEET MIX FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY SCHEDULED DAILY DEPARTURES
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  Airport Fleet Mix Forecast 

Provided  in Table 36  is  the projected Airport  fleet mix  for air carrier  (scheduled airline), Air Taxi, and 

General Aviation aircraft over the 2022 to 2042 forecast horizon. The fleet mix is based on the Mid‐Range, 

or ALP Update Forecast, for scheduled air carriers, air taxis, and general aviation operations. In addition, 

a count for military operations is also included. 

The fleet mix forecast for scheduled air carrier operations is subdivided into regional jet and narrowbody 

aircraft types based on what is discussed in Section 1.6.13 for the Mid‐Range (ALP Update) Forecast. The 

fleet mix assumes the CRJ‐700 will remain the primary aircraft operating scheduled airline service through 

approximately 2027. The EMB‐175 LR is expected to begin service at the Airport in 2023 or 2024 and, by 

2027, is projected to account for about 8.1% of total Airport operations. By 2032, the Airbus A220‐100 

and A220‐300 are expected to begin service at the Airport and account for 3.3% of  total Airport operations 

(0.7% for the A220‐100 and 2.6% for the A220‐300). The Airbus A220‐100/300 operations are expected to 

increase gradually over the forecast horizon, reaching 5.6% of total Airport operations by 2042 (see Table 

36). 

The ASE fleet mix of air taxi and general aviation aircraft has a significant amount of overlap by a similar 

aircraft  type.  ASE  has  an  extensive  business/corporate market  that  operates  large  turboprops  and 

business jet aircraft, as well as a large charter, fractional ownership, and on‐demand air taxi market which 

operates similar‐sized aircraft. In addition, ASE has a steady flow of local operations on smaller piston and 

turboprop aircraft. Due  to  this  significant overlap between  the GA and air  taxi  fleet mix,  the  two are 

combined with piston‐engine aircraft in Table 36 below. 

Narrowbody Aircraft 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042
A220-100 0 0 2 4 5 0.0% 0.0% 5.7% 10.8% 13.2%
A220-300 0 0 4 7 9 0.0% 0.0% 11.4% 18.9% 23.7%

Subtotal Narrowbody Aircraft 0 0 6 11 14 0.0% 0.0% 17.1% 29.7% 36.8%

Regional Jets 
CRJ-700 32 22 0 0 0 100.0% 64.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
EMB-175 LR 0 12 29 26 24 0.0% 35.3% 82.9% 70.3% 63.2%

Subtotal Regional Jets 32 34 29 26 24 100.0% 100.0% 82.9% 70.3% 63.2%

PMAD Aircraft Departures 32 34 35 37 38 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Sources: Cirium's Airline Schedule database and T-100 database, Airport Management Records, individual airline Annual Reports 
Forecast provided by Jacobsen Daniels Associates, March 2023.

Note: Aircraft included in the fleet mix forecast must be currently operating in the national airline fleet and are limited to those with the 
operational performance necessary to operate year-round at ASE

Mid Range - PMAD Daily Departures Mid Range - PMAD % Departures

Table 35
MID RANGE FLEET MIX FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
PEAK MONTH AVERAGE DAY SCHEDULED DAILY DEPARTURES
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The fleet mix was developed by downloading the latest 12 months (December 2021 – November 2022) 

operations by aircraft type from the FAA’s Traffic Flow Management System Count website. This data was 

supplemented with local aircraft operation counts from the FAA Operations Network website to develop 

a baseline 2022 fleet mix and percent of operations by aircraft type. The percent change in the various 

aircraft types over the forecast horizon was based on the projected growth in the jet, turboprop, single‐

engine piston, and multi‐engine piston aircraft fleet mix changes estimated in the FAA’s 2021 Aerospace 

Forecast for “Active Air Taxi and General Aviation Hours Flown” and assumptions based on local market 

conditions. For example, the piston‐engine fleet at ASE represents less than 2.0% of its total air taxi and 

general  aviation  fleet  operations  in  2022.  On  a  national  level,  piston‐engine  aircraft  operations  are 

projected to decline over the 2042 forecast horizon. However, because they are such a small portion of 

the existing fleet at ASE, their share of fleet mix operations is held constant to account for likely future 

operations by this aircraft category. 

In addition to the existing air taxi and general aviation fleet, several new aircraft models were added to 

the fleet mix forecast to account for new aircraft likely to operate at ASE over the forecast horizon. Many 

of these aircraft have wingspans greater than 95 feet and therefore are not expected to operate at ASE 

until after 2032 when the airfield is assumed to be upgraded to full ADG III standards. For example, the 

Gulfstream G650, G700, and G800 are all forecast to operate at ASE over the forecast horizon, as the G500 

and G600 do today.  

The G650 is currently in service today, but the G700 and the G800 are presently in production, and the 

first aircraft are expected to be delivered in 2023 and 2024, respectively. All three planes have wingspans 

over 95 feet and are currently restricted at ASE. The Bombardier Global 8000 and the Dassault Falcon 10 

X are also examples of aircraft currently under development that can be reasonably assumed to serve ASE 

over  the  forecast  horizon.  Still,  these  aircraft  also  have  wingspans  greater  than  95  feet.  Based  on 

information shared by Gulfstream with the Airport, there is a strong demand for access to ASE with new 

yet‐to‐be‐delivered Gulfstream jets. The number of operations for these future aircraft is estimated based 

on operations counts for similar aircraft operating at ASE today.  

For example,  it was estimated  that  the new Gulfstream  jets  such as  the G650, G700, and G800, and 

Bombardier Global 8000 and Dassault Falcon 10X would enter service at ASE between 2032 and 2037 and 

account  for  300  annual operations by  2037,  approximately  equal  to projected G600 operations.  The 

Gulfstream G600  recorded about 233 operations at ASE  in 2022, and  its operations are projected  to 

increase by about 1.5% annually and reach about 289 annual operations by 2037 (see Table 36).  
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Regional Jets 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

CRJ-700 11,006   8,112     -         -         -         21.8% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ERJ-175 -         4,425     9,914     8,446     8,389     0.0% 8.1% 17.6% 14.2% 13.4%

Subtotal Regional Jets 11,006   12,536   9,914     8,446     8,389     21.8% 23.0% 17.6% 14.2% 13.4%

Narrowbody Jets 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

A220-100 -         -         367        1,056     699        0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.8% 1.1%
A220-300 -         -         1,469     2,111     2,796     0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 3.6% 4.5%

Subtotal Narrowbody Jets -         -         1,836     3,167     3,495     0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 5.3% 5.6%

Business Jets 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042

Embraer Phenom 300 2,003     2,149     2,308     2,481     2,669     4.0% 3.9% 4.1% 4.2% 4.3%
Cessna Excel/XLS 1,822     1,955     2,099     2,257     2,428     3.6% 3.6% 3.7% 3.8% 3.9%
Bombardier Challenger 300 1,790     1,920     2,062     2,217     2,386     3.5% 3.5% 3.7% 3.7% 3.8%
Gulfstream IV/G400 1,770     1,899     2,039     2,192     2,359     3.5% 3.5% 3.6% 3.7% 3.8%
Cessna Citation Latitude 1,547     1,660     1,782     1,916     2,062     3.1% 3.0% 3.2% 3.2% 3.3%
Cessna Citation X 1,538     1,650     1,772     1,905     2,050     3.1% 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 3.3%
Bombardier (Canadair) Challenger 300 1,290     1,384     1,486     1,598     1,719     2.6% 2.5% 2.6% 2.7% 2.7%
Bombardier Challenger 600/601/604 1,102     1,182     1,270     1,365     1,469     2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.3% 2.3%
Gulfstream G500 1,014     1,088     1,168     1,256     1,351     2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 2.2%
Bombardier BD-700 Global Express 974        1,045     1,122     1,206     1,298     1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0% 2.1%
Cessna Citation CJ3 958        1,028     1,104     1,186     1,277     1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
BAe HS 125/700-800/Hawker 800 940        1,008     1,083     1,164     1,253     1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0%
Cessna Citation Sovereign 868        931        1,000     1,075     1,157     1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%
Dassault Falcon 900 849        911        978        1,051     1,131     1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8%
Dassault Falcon 2000 790        848        910        978        1,053     1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.7%
Cessna Citation V/Ultra/Encore 606        650        698        751        808        1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3%
Embraer EMB-545 Legacy 450 542        581        624        671        722        1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2%
Raytheon/Beech Beechjet 400/T-1 532        571        613        659        709        1.1% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
Bombardier Learjet 60 525        563        605        650        700        1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
Gulfstream G280 515        552        593        638        686        1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
Bombardier Learjet 45 481        516        554        596        641        1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Dassault Falcon/Mystère 50 431        462        497        534        574        0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Bombardier BD-700 Global 5000 404        433        465        500        538        0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9%
Dassault Falcon F7X 396        425        456        490        528        0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Cessna Citation CJ2 354        380        408        438        472        0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8%
Hondajet 2600 -         200        215        231        248        0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Gulfstream G600 233        250        268        289        311        0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Gulfstream G650 -         -         -         300        323        0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
Gulfstream G700/800 -         -         -         300        323        0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
Bombardier Global 8000 -         -         -         300        323        0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
Dassault Falcon 10X -         -         -         300        323        0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
Business Jets - Other 5,011     5,139     5,481     4,652     4,966     9.9% 9.4% 9.7% 7.8% 7.9%

Subtotal Business Jets 29,285   31,380   33,661   36,146   38,857   58.1% 57.6% 59.6% 61.0% 61.9%

Turboprop Aircraft
Pilatus PC-12 1,233     1,316     1,406     1,504     1,610     2.4% 2.4% 2.5% 2.5% 2.6%
Beech Super King Air 350 403        430        460        491        526        0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Beech 200 Super King 292        312        333        356        381        0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Fairchild Swearingen SA-226T/TB Merlin 3 128        137        146        156        167        0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Socata TBM 112        120        128        137        146        0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Beech Denali -         100        107        115        123        0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Daher Kodiak 900 -         -         100        107        114        0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Turboprops - Other (a) 2,408     2,464     2,527     2,696     2,880     4.8% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.6%

Subtotal Turboprop Aircraft 4,576     4,878     5,206     5,561     5,948     9.1% 9.0% 9.2% 9.4% 9.5%

Piston Aircraft
Cirrus SR-22/SR-22 Turbo 113        116        119        122        125        0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Piper Malibu 62          64          65          67          69          0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Cessna 210 Centurion 51          52          54          55          57          0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Piston - Other (a) 5,014     5,314     5,279     5,408     5,532     9.9% 9.8% 9.3% 9.1% 8.8%

Subtotal Multi-engine Piston 5,240     5,379     5,517     5,652     5,783     10.4% 10.2% 9.8% 9.5% 9.2%

Total Air Taxi and General Aviation 39,101   41,638   44,384   47,360   50,587   77.5% 76.7% 78.6% 79.9% 80.6%

Military Aircraft 316        330        330        330        330        0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5%

Total Airport Operations 50,423   54,504   56,464   59,303   62,801   100.0% 100.3% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(a) Includes estimated allocation of local VFR operations based on percentage of piston and turboprop based aircraft.

Note: Percentage totals may not add due to rounding errors.

Sources: FAA Traffic Flow Management System Counts website (www.aspm.faa.gov/tfms) accessed January 2023. FAA OPSNET website (www.aspm.faa.gov/opsnet) accessed January 2023, Airport 
Management Records. Analysis by Jacobsen Daniels Associates.

Table 36
AIRPORT FLEET MIX FORECAST

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport

Annual Fleet Mix Operations Annual % of Fleet Mix Operations
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  Critical Aircraft Forecast  

The critical aircraft forecast uses historical information to project the largest or most demanding aircraft 

anticipated to conduct a minimum of 500 annual operations at the Airport.  This designation is used to 

size runways and taxiways in the ALP Update.   

Based on a review of the FAA’s Traffic Flow Management System Counts (TFMSC) for 2022, the Gulfstream 

G500 represent the most demanding aircraft that conduct a minimum of 500 annual operations.   The 

G500 has an Airplane Design Group code of D‐III. 

The critical aircraft for planning of airfield facilities is recommended to continue to be the Airbus A220‐

300 throughout the planning horizon. 
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1.7 Appendix: Forecast Datasets 

Lower‐Range Enplanement Forecast Regression and Dataset:  

 

 

SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.84

R Square 0.71

Adjusted R Square 0.69

Standard Error 19370.57

Observations 30

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 25,166,499,356    25,166,499,356     67                         6.48467E‐09

Residual 28 10,506,130,112    375,218,933         

Total 29 35,672,629,468   

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value Lower 95%

Intercept 34,380.7649       20,922.2580         1.6433                    0.1115                 (8,476.5379)              

CO Employment 56.5674               6.9071                   8.1897                    0.0000                 42.4188                     

Forecast equation: Intercept coefficient + (CO Employment coefficient x Forecast Colorado Employment)
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Total
Colorado

ASE Employment Forecast
Year Enplanements (000s) Enplanements
1990 139,670            2,040                 
1991 138,968            2,087                 
1992 160,381            2,135                 
1993 175,197            2,234                 
1994 184,682            2,346                 
1995 202,891            2,425                 
1996 198,496            2,519                 
1997 189,855            2,629                 
1998 210,379            2,732                 
1999 205,919            2,808                 
2000 196,335            2,918                 
2001 174,322            2,942                 
2002 178,885            2,917                 
2003 189,030            2,909                 
2004 181,613            2,958                 
2005 191,082            3,037                 
2006 197,764            3,109                 
2007 177,450            3,218                 
2008 213,050            3,251                 
2009 215,716            3,164                 
2010 220,335            3,144                 
2011 220,287            3,204                 
2012 211,693            3,263                 
2013 204,921            3,356                 
2014 212,857            3,468                 
2015 230,450            3,574                 
2016 249,501            3,667                 
2017 243,159            3,761                 
2018 280,791            3,858                 
2019 302,204            3,894                 
2020 179,123            3,737                 
2021 246,331            3,942                 
2022 298,561            4,045                 298,561              
2023 4,147                 268,985              
2024 4,211                 272,598              
2025 4,279                 276,425              
2026 4,343                 280,071              
2027 4,408                 283,705              
2028 4,471                 287,320              
2029 4,536                 290,945              
2030 4,600                 294,586              
2031 4,664                 298,189              
2032 4,727                 301,788              
2033 4,791                 305,383              
2034 4,854                 308,976              
2035 4,918                 312,566              
2036 4,981                 316,150              
2037 5,044                 319,734              
2038 5,108                 323,312              
2039 5,171                 326,888              
2040 5,234                 330,462              
2041 5,297                 334,035              
2042 5,361                 337,613              

CAGR 2022-2042 0.6%
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Mid‐Range Enplanement Forecast Regression and Dataset: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.84                                        

R Square 0.71                                        

Adjusted R Square 0.70                                        

Standard Error 19,321.55                              

Observations 30.00                                     

ANOVA

df SS MS F

Regression 1 25219606131 25219606131 67.55451977

Residual 28 10453023337 373322262

Total 29 35672629468

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value

Intercept 105,471                                  12,409.90           8.4990                0.0000               

(Millions 2012$) 0.4875                                    0.0593                8.2192                0.0000               

Forecast equation: Intercept coefficient + (Millions 2012$ coefficient x Forecast Colorado Income)
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Mid‐Range Forecast Trend Line Data Set: 

 

Trend Line Forecast (TREND function)
Time Series Trend Line

Total
Calendar Enplaned 2000-2022

Year Passengers % change Trend % change

2000 196,335 172,430
2001 174,322 -11.2% 176,578 2.4%
2002 178,885 2.6% 180,726 2.3%
2003 189,030 5.7% 184,874 2.3%
2004 181,613 -3.9% 189,022 2.2%
2005 191,082 5.2% 193,170 2.2%
2006 197,764 3.5% 197,319 2.1%
2007 177,450 -10.3% 201,467 2.1%
2008 213,050 20.1% 205,615 2.1%
2009 215,716 1.3% 209,763 2.0%
2010 220,335 2.1% 213,911 2.0%
2011 220,287 0.0% 218,059 1.9%
2012 211,693 -3.9% 222,208 1.9%
2013 204,921 -3.2% 226,356 1.9%
2014 212,857 3.9% 230,504 1.8%
2015 230,448 8.3% 234,652 1.8%
2016 249,500 8.3% 238,800 1.8%
2017 243,145 -2.5% 242,948 1.7%
2018 280,782 15.5% 247,096 1.7%
2019 302,200 7.6% 251,245 1.7%
2020 179,110 -40.7% 255,393 1.7%
2021 246,286 37.5% 259,541 1.6%
2022 298,561 21.2% 263,689 1.6%
2023 267,837 1.6%
2024 271,985 1.5%
2025 276,133 1.5%
2026 280,282 1.5%
2027 284,430 1.5%
2028 288,578 1.5%
2029 292,726 1.4%
2030 296,874 1.4%
2031 301,022 1.4%
2032 305,171 1.4%
2033 309,319 1.4%
2034 313,467 1.3%
2035 317,615 1.3%
2036 321,763 1.3%
2037 325,911 1.3%
2038 330,059 1.3%
2039 334,208 1.3%
2040 338,356 1.2%
2041 342,504 1.2%
2042 346,652 1.2%

CAGR

2022-2042 1.4%
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Total
Colorado

ASE Income Forecast
Year Enplanements (Millions 2012$) Enplanements
1990 139,670            103,853               

1991 138,968            106,514               

1992 160,381            112,688               

1993 175,197            118,986               

1994 184,682            125,346               

1995 202,891            133,455               

1996 198,496            141,025               

1997 189,855            149,316               

1998 210,379            163,967               

1999 205,919            173,696               

2000 196,335            188,555               

2001 174,322            193,889               

2002 178,885            191,618               

2003 189,030            191,572               

2004 181,613            194,063               

2005 191,082            201,516               

2006 197,764            212,115               

2007 177,450            220,617               

2008 213,050            222,666               

2009 215,716            211,936               

2010 220,335            215,011               

2011 220,287            227,659               

2012 211,693            236,759               

2013 204,921            246,179               

2014 212,857            263,794               

2015 230,450            276,230               

2016 249,501            278,136               

2017 243,159            291,989               
2018 280,791            306,464               

2019 302,204            318,762               
2020 179,123            333,012               

2021 246,331            337,139               

2022 298,561            346,523                298,561              
2023 355,979                279,000              
2024 366,139                283,951              
2025 376,485                288,994              
2026 387,021                294,130              
2027 397,754                299,362              
2028 408,689                304,692              
2029 419,832                310,124              
2030 431,182                315,657              
2031 442,737                321,289              
2032 454,499                327,023              
2033 466,469                332,858              
2034 478,654                338,797              
2035 491,061                344,845              
2036 503,692                351,003              
2037 516,544                357,267              
2038 529,616                363,639              
2039 542,909                370,119              
2040 556,431                376,711              
2041 570,183                383,414              
2042 584,173                390,234              

CAGR 2022-2042 1.3%
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Upper‐Range Enplanement Forecast Regression and Dataset: 

 

SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.91                    

R Square 0.82                    

Adjusted R Square 0.81                    

Standard Error 14,905.16          

Observations 19.00                  

ANOVA

df SS MS F

Regression 1                           17,577,799,724         17,577,799,724    79                        

Residual 17                         3,776,786,357           222,163,903        

Total 18                         21,354,586,081        

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P‐value

Intercept (37,182)                28,616                        (1)                            0.2112                

U.S. Income 2012$ 0                           0                                  9                             0.0000                

Forecast equation: Intercept coefficient + (U.S. Income coefficient x U.S. Income)
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Total
United States

ASE Income Forecast
Year Enplanements (Millions 2012$) Enplanements
2000 196,335            11,082,804          

2001 174,322            11,310,940          

2002 178,885            11,347,528          

2003 189,030            11,518,960          

2004 181,613            11,886,495          

2005 191,082            12,200,842          

2006 197,764            12,733,864          

2007 177,450            13,113,833          

2008 213,050            13,226,502          

2009 215,716            12,835,584          

2010 220,335            13,145,591          

2011 220,287            13,578,930          

2012 211,693            14,003,346          

2013 204,921            13,999,673          

2014 212,857            14,549,484          

2015 230,450            15,207,372          

2016 249,501            15,451,773          

2017 243,159            15,883,894          

2018 280,791            16,323,380          

2019 302,204            16,740,965           273,106              
2020 179,123            17,628,633           289,558              
2021 246,331            17,513,458           287,424              
2022 298,561            17,932,090           298,561              
2023 18,353,421           302,992              
2024 18,789,467           311,074              
2025 19,230,887           319,256              
2026 19,677,973           327,542              
2027 20,130,886           335,937              
2028 20,589,752           344,442              
2029 21,054,717           353,060              
2030 21,525,689           361,789              
2031 22,002,364           370,624              
2032 22,484,638           379,563              
2033 22,972,558           388,606              
2034 23,466,291           397,757              
2035 23,966,231           407,024              
2036 24,472,320           416,404              
2037 24,984,225           425,892              
2038 25,501,748           435,484              
2039 26,024,856           445,179              
2040 26,553,865           454,984              
2041 27,088,719           464,898              
2042 27,629,764           474,926              

CAGR 2022-2042 2.35%
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Air Taxi Lower‐Range Forecast Dataset: 

 

 

 

 

ASE % of U.S.

U.S. TAF OPSNET Market

Air Taxi Air Taxi Ops Share

2000 14,209,636 7,199 0.05%
2001 14,265,426 9,008 0.06%
2002 13,891,554 10,034 0.07%
2003 14,950,858 10,034 0.07%
2004 15,815,452 12,446 0.08%
2005 15,500,785 12,522 0.08%
2006 14,780,293 13,904 0.09%
2007 14,522,951 12,786 0.09%
2008 13,776,919 12,750 0.09%
2009 12,267,037 10,247 0.08%
2010 12,125,258 7,945 0.07%
2011 11,916,906 8,664 0.07%
2012 11,669,834 8,797 0.08%
2013 11,472,904 9,428 0.08%
2014 11,037,236 8,926 0.08%
2015 10,496,017 9,674 0.09%
2016 10,090,374 10,248 0.10%
2017 9,689,298 10,865 0.11%
2018 9,577,072 9,514 0.10%
2019 9,689,010 10,615 0.11%
2020 7,912,398 12,508 0.16%
2021 8,296,994 15,655 0.19% Forecast

2022 8,704,649 0.19% 15,058
2023 9,072,081 0.19% 15,189
2024 9,068,107 0.19% 15,321

2025 8,755,709 0.19% 15,455
2026 8,453,997 0.19% 15,590
2027 8,400,802 0.19% 15,725
2028 8,472,202 0.19% 15,862
2029 8,543,603 0.19% 16,001
2030 8,612,958 0.19% 16,140
2031 8,681,691 0.19% 16,280
2032 8,750,788 0.19% 16,422
2033 8,820,515 0.19% 16,565
2034 8,889,715 0.19% 16,710
2035 8,964,060 0.19% 16,855
2036 9,037,650 0.19% 17,002
2037 9,111,293 0.19% 17,150
2038 9,184,773 0.19% 17,299
2039 9,260,205 0.19% 17,450
2040 9,336,361 0.19% 17,602
2041 9,413,518 0.19% 17,756
2042 9,492,210 0.19% 17,910
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Local GA Operations Forecast Dataset: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aspen

Local GA CSA Historical
Year Operations Population Trips/Capita

Historical 2000 3,570 101,035 0.035
2001 1,952 103,887 0.019
2002 2,042 106,250 0.019
2003 1,737 107,834 0.016
2004 1,205 109,306 0.011
2005 1,243 112,183 0.011
2006 609 115,574 0.005
2007 1,162 119,151 0.010
2008 3,575 122,952 0.029
2009 1,383 126,610 0.011
2010 3,837 125,326 0.031
2011 3,494 125,434 0.028
2012 3,508 126,717 0.028
2013 3,241 127,711 0.025
2014 3,544 128,817 0.028
2015 4,850 130,346 0.037
2016 5,041 132,383 0.038
2017 5,655 133,230 0.042
2018 4,152 134,150 0.031
2019 4,219 134,550 0.031
2020 4,951 134,783 0.037
2021 5,921 135,236 0.044
2022 5,399 136,643 0.040

Forecast 2023 5,179 138,066 0.038
2024 5,233 139,503 0.038
2025 5,288 140,957 0.038
2026 5,343 142,423 0.038
2027 5,398 143,907 0.038
2028 5,455 145,408 0.038
2029 5,511 146,923 0.038
2030 5,569 148,454 0.038
2031 5,627 150,002 0.038
2032 5,686 151,566 0.038
2033 5,745 153,149 0.038
2034 5,805 154,745 0.038
2035 5,865 156,360 0.038
2036 5,927 157,992 0.038
2037 5,989 159,642 0.038
2038 6,051 161,308 0.038
2039 6,114 162,992 0.038
2040 6,178 164,695 0.038
2041 6,243 166,415 0.038
2042 6,308 168,154 0.038

LOCAL GA TRIPS PER CAPITA FORECAST
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Itinerant GA Operations Forecast Dataset: 

 

U.S. 2021 TAF ASE % Forecast

Itinerant GA Market Based on Forecast
Year Operations Share US Share Smoothing

2000 43,688,572 0.069% 30,178           
2001 85,363,664 0.033% 27,978           
2002 85,297,109 0.032% 27,335           
2003 82,932,168 0.030% 24,504           
2004 82,169,900 0.030% 25,023           
2005 80,635,115 0.031% 25,140           
2006 79,655,079 0.031% 24,721           
2007 79,701,648 0.028% 22,351           
2008 77,518,412 0.029% 22,334           
2009 73,147,935 0.027% 19,670           
2010 70,780,287 0.023% 16,005           
2011 69,560,406 0.023% 15,677           
2012 69,234,437 0.022% 14,985           
2013 68,485,782 0.021% 14,266           
2014 67,861,350 0.021% 14,060           
2015 67,970,901 0.023% 15,447           
2016 67,236,780 0.024% 16,407           
2017 67,056,449 0.024% 16,012           
2018 67,786,041 0.023% 15,715           
2019 68,736,690 0.023% 15,621           
2020 66,286,570 0.025% 16,787           
2021 68,573,571 0.029% 19,926           
2022 69,824,611 0.027% 18,644           18,644         
2023 70,855,940 0.028% 19,839 18,782

2024 71,710,729 0.028% 20,078 18,922

2025 72,326,072 0.028% 20,250 19,062
2026 72,644,487 0.028% 20,339 19,204
2027 72,902,670 0.028% 20,412 19,347
2028 73,162,038 0.028% 20,484 19,490
2029 73,424,920 0.028% 20,558 19,635
2030 73,690,888 0.028% 20,632 19,781
2031 73,960,601 0.028% 20,708 19,928
2032 74,234,297 0.028% 20,785 20,076
2033 74,512,099 0.028% 20,862 20,225
2034 74,794,098 0.028% 20,941 20,375

2035 75,080,406 0.028% 21,022 20,526

2036 75,371,054 0.028% 21,103 20,679

2037 75,666,108 0.028% 21,186 20,832

2038 75,965,683 0.028% 21,269 20,987

2039 76,269,832 0.028% 21,355 21,143

2040 76,578,642 0.028% 21,441 21,300

2041 76,890,426 0.028% 21,528 21,458

2042 77,208,959 0.028% 21,617 21,617

CAGR 2022-2042 0.7% 0.7%

ITINERANT OPERATIONS U.S. MARKET SHARE FORECAST



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes May 18, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Valerie Braun, Howie Mallory, Barry Vaughan, Rick 
Heede, Bruce Gordon 
Virtual: Mike Solondz, Sara Ott, Catherine Christoff 
Absent: Auden Schendler, Clint Kinney 

III. Public Comment - Non-Agenda Items (2:23): 
-Amory Lovins (3:10) No audio at the end 
-Tom Kurt (4:29) No audio 
-Ellen Anderson (5:27) No audio at the beginning 
(6:54) Complaint from the public gallery that they could not hear and Jacque replied that the 
Board would do its best to speak as loud as possible. 
-Letter from Polly Ross  (8:35) 
(10:37) Motion to Approve the Meeting Minutes from April 20, 2023. Motion made 
by Meg Haynes, Second by Mike Solondz. Vote unanimous. 

IV. Board Comments (11:25): None 
V. Subcommittee Updates (11:47): 

• Safety Task Force Update – Barry (11:55) 
• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (12:10) 
• Criteria Pollutant Update – Rick (15:51) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (16:09) 

VI. Old Business (16:21): 
a) Open House – Marci and Miles – Presentation and Slides 
b) Forecast/Fleet Mix Report (22:32) 

     Review and Slides – Rich  
• (23:42) Core Community Goals for Pitkin County Aspen Airport –  

Resolution 105-2020 
• (24:50)  AAB Role and Responsibility 
• (28:08) How the Forecast stacks up to the Resolution language 
• (29:40) Delta CRJ 700’s Versus Others 
• (30:31) AAB Roles and Responsibilities (Task at Hand) 

             Review and Slides – Dan 
• (31:58) FAA Forecast and Fleet Mix Requirements – Enplanements 
• (34:41) Jacque makes a statement about her role in the Visioning Process 

that she feels is important for the Board and the public to understand. 
• (36:15) FAA Forecast and Fleet Mix Requirements – Aircraft Fleet Mix 

 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


• (38:58) Initial FAA Forecast Evaluation Versus Current Forecast – Enplaned 
Passenger Forecast (Requested by Howie) 

•  (39:54) Initial FAA Forecast Evaluation Versus Current Forecast – Aircraft 
Fleet Mix 

• (41:47) Brad Jacobsen adds a few comments 
Board Comments/Discussion – around the table (42:20): 

1) Jacque opens with a statement regarding meeting procedures and why they are 
discussing widening the runway. She asks to start the conversation about the 
.8% versus 1.3% growth and then follow with the Fleet Mix. 
• Barry Vaughan (44:55) 
• Rick Heede (45:25) 
• Bruce Gordon (45:57) 
• Valerie Braun (48:11) 
• Howie Mallory (50:18) 
• Mike Solondz (52:55) 
• Meg Haynes (55:20) 

2) (55:56) Board Fleet Mix Discussion/Questions with Brad Jacobsen and Bill 
Flock  

3) (1:32:41) Public Comment on Fleet Mix 
• Tom Kurt (1:32:51) 
• Amory Lovins (1:34:54) 
• Anita Savanyu (1:38:36) 
• Charles Bantis (1:40:44) 
• Denis Omarin (?) (1:43:42) 
• Todd Freeman (1:46:33) 
• Jacque posed a question to Bill Flock (1:49:55) 
• Evan Marks reads a statement from John Sarpa (1:50:18) 
• Evan Marks (1:52:41) 
• Jacque read letter from Auden Schendler who was absent (1:54:55) 
• Ellen Anderson (1:59:03) 
• Suzanne Caskey (2:03:24) 
• Jackie Merrill (2:07:51) 
• Leslie Desmund (2:10:54) 
• Missy Prudden (2:12:18) 
• Wayne Etheridge (2:14:25) 
• Pam Moore (2:16:54) 
• Jim Ward (2:17:51) 

4) (2:18:43) Board Discussion Following Public Comment – Around the Table 
• Barry Vaughan (2:18:52) 
• Rick Heede (2:23:40) 
• Bruce Gordon (2:25:16) 
• Valerie Braun (2:27:44) 
• Mike Solondz (2:28:31) 
• Howie Mallory (2:29:40) 



• Meg Haynes (2:33:29) 
• Jacque Francis (2:37:48) 
• Board Discussion on adding language to remove the Airbus 220 300 from 

the Fleet Mix. (2:40:49) 
c) Vote on Direction for Staff 

(2:53:18) Motion made that the AAB Approve the 2023 ALP Updated Fleet 
Mix Demand Forecast as Presented. Motion made by Meg Haynes, Second 
by Mike Solondz. 5 Yay – Rick, Mike, Howie, Meg, Jacque. 2 Nay – Bruce, 
Valerie. Motion Passes  
-Rick Heede added that he supports Ellen’s statement and requests the Board find 
out more about aviation pollution at Buttermilk. (2:54:54) 

VII. New Business (2:55:21): 
a) Safety Task Force Recommendations – Board decides to push this to the next 

meeting (first agenda Item), due to time constraints.  
VIII. Public Comment (2:59:00): 

-Amory Lovins (2:59:04) 
IX. Board Follow Up Comments:  

-Rick Heede (3:03:12) 
-Barry Vaughan (3:04:50) 

X.  Adjourn (3:06:40) 

 

 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: June 15, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie  
• Criteria Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee - Meg 

 
VII. Old Business 

• Comments from AAB re: FAA Noise Policy Review Comment Period (see 
attached letter) 

• Review, Discussion, Vote to Approve   
 

VIII. New Business 
• Safety Task Force Recommendations 

• Recommendations, Discussion, Public Comment, Vote to Advance to the 
BoCC (See Attached Report) 

• Jacobsen/Daniels ALP Project Update 
• Jacobsen/Daniels Terminal Project Definitions 
• 2023 Pavement Repairs 

 
IX. Action Items 

• Reminder Aviation Forecast Presentation to the BoCC on June 27th.  June 28th 
BoCC will consider a Resolution and accept Public Comment.  

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


XI. Board Follow-up Comments 
 

XII. Adjourn 
 
 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes June 15, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Valerie Braun, Barry Vaughan, Rick Heede, Bruce 
Gordon, Sara Ott, Clint Kinney 
Virtual: Mike Solondz 
Absent: Howie Mallory, Auden Schendler, Catherine Christoff 

III. Public Comment (0:52): 
-Amory Lovins attended the AAB Open House and Tour and was troubled by the inaccuracies 
he found in some of the posters. He wants to know who is responsible for and who edited 
the content on the posters. He then distributed a handout and spoke on a few of his 
findings. 
-(3:35) Ellen Anderson announced the first court appearance for the Curfew Violation will be 
held on July 25th at 8:30AM . She also spoke about feeling déjà vu and brought up how 
radon first began to be talked about in the late 80’s. The county did not want to do testing 
in her building so she bought the measuring canisters and did it herself. Ellen added that it is 
similar to what is happening now at the end of the runway. She was one of the citizen 
scientist out there for 5 days measuring with equipment that they purchased and the results 
are in Amory’s Essay #10. Ellen suggests there should be more studying/measuring of the 
nanoparticles with the best equipment possible and also including things that the EPA does 
not have a standard for. 

IV. Approval of the Meeting Minutes (7:19):  
Motion made by Meg Haynes, Second by Bruce Gordon to approve the Meeting 
Minutes from May 18, 2023. Vote passes unanimously. 

V. Board Comments (8:31): 
-Jacque reads a note from Howie per his request:  To move the Fleet Forecast document to 
the ultimate decision makers - the BOCC , I voted to accept as presented. I still see 2 
unresolved issues with the CAF. First, the A220-300 requires a 150’ wide runway which will 
also be appropriately more robust.  The 300 is not yet certified let alone being tested to 
verify that it will have the versatility of the CRJ 700 and more. This uncertainty needs to be 
addressed at the upcoming joint meeting. Let’s not have an unintended consequence of 
building a runway width that may not be necessary- or really only benefits a few very large 
GA..  
2. The A220- 100 is apparently in the process of being certified for ASE and only requires a 
100’ wide runway. 
3. Finally, I suggest that the BOCC & AAB meet directly with SkyWest to help resolve this 
uncertainty. 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


-(10:01) Meg requested clarification on Board members communicating through emails and 
following the rules associated with that. Jacque agreed and said that she had spoken with 
staff and requested they put together a process for this.  
-(11:26) Dan said to prevent any violations of the public meeting rules, we want everything 
that needs to go out to the Board be sent to Sandra with the request to have it sent to the 
other members. He added that we can do this because neither Sandra nor himself are on 
the Board. 
-(12:18) Barry asked if there is going to be a deviation from what instructions we originally 
received from staff in terms of complying with the Colorado Open Meetings Act, he thinks it 
needs to be agendized. Whatever protocol we are going to potentially follow needs to be 
put in writing so people can look at it before we vote on it so our decision can be deliberate 
and informed. Jacque agreed and tasked Dan with putting it on the next agenda and 
creating a draft policy. 
-(13:11) Valerie stated that for the first time since she moved out of Woody Creek 2 ½ years 
ago, she called in a Noise Complaint. She added that she got a quick response but it was a 
generic answer. This event was extraordinarily loud and she thought it was a military fly by. 
This all made her think about the process and since she is leading the Noise Subcommittee 
she would like to look at this process on how the complaints get logged and what happens 
after. This could be used as a way to report improvement. 
-(15:45) Jacques asked Dan to tell the Board the procedure for military aircraft. Dan answers 
that we get an occasional fly by training exercise from the base down in Colorado Springs 
because we have a unique navigational aid coming here that they like to use. The particular 
incident that Valerie is referring to was a SkyWest CRJ 700 that did a go around. He added 
that he is more than happy, as part of Valerie’s task force, to revamp how the noise 
complaints are logged. 
-(16:40) Rick said that he as part of the Criteria Pollutant Subcommittee would like to 
respond to Ellen’s request that more measuring be done at the end of the runway before we 
submit the RFQ. Jacque asked Diane for a timeline on the RFQ. Diane said that as soon as 
staff has responses from Jacque and Rick they would be happy to coordinate with the City 
and the County and set up a committee meeting with whomever they would like. Rick added 
that he thought that would be appropriate in terms of how they craft the RFQ – what 
instruments, monitoring strategy, etc… 
-(18:00) Rick also commented that he would like to encourage staff to produce a AAB 
Timeline on upcoming milestones. He believes this would help in the decision making 
process. Dan added that we do have somewhat of a fluid timeline but can make one that is 
more firm on certain things. Dan said that there has been a lack of resources recently as 
staff has been very busy responding to other things, CORA request for example. RFPs and 
RFQs sometimes get put on the backburner. Diane added that she would work with Rick to 
get a subcommittee meeting scheduled. Jacque added that they are working on 
coordinating with the City and the County to make sure that we are going to be measuring 
the consistent criteria pollutants and whatever else we deem necessary, and also to know 
how to coordinate our monitoring stations. 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (20:45): 
• Safety Task Force Update – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (21:05) 



• Criteria Pollutant Update – Rick (26:27) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (26:30) 

-Sara asked that the noise violations be provided through the website so that the 
public has some understanding on frequency and where the reporting is coming 
from. She feels this would be very helpful with community education 

VII. Old Business (28:35): 
a. Comments from the AAB re: FAA Noise Policy Review Comment Period 

-(28:35) Valerie said Ryk Dunkelberg told her the number of comments makes a huge 
difference to the FAA regarding noise. Valerie encouraged everyone to comment on the 
FAA website. 
-(30:00) Jacque asks if everyone on the AAB had a chance to review Valerie’s draft 
document.  All had reviewed and there were no edits or changes 
(31:07) Motion made to approve that Valerie can submit this document on 
behalf of the AAB. Motion made by Jacque Francis, Second by Barry Vaughan. 
Unanimous, vote passes 
-(31:43) Rick added that once there is a response and more noise data he would like to        
see it reported on the ASE Dashboard. 
-(32:19) Barry added that regarding noise all the efforts are great, it is a multifaceted 
approach, but at some point the AAB will have to deal with the issue of when a pilot 
comes to us and asks how he can Fly with Integrity, is there a noise abatement 
procedure they can follow? So far, we do not have that. 
-(33:08) Valerie replied that with the help of whomever ends up being our next 
consultant this will be devised. It will be part of the education period and it will include 
how can I be quieter. 

VIII. New Business (33:42):  
a. Safety Task Force Recommendations 

• Recommendations Presentation – Daniel Baker (36:28) 
• Board Comments/Discussion follows (58:29) 
• Public Comment – Amory Lovins (1:15:53) 

(1:17:20) Motion made that the AAB accept and approve the initial report and 
recommendations of the ASE FlightOps Safety Task Force and submit it to the 
BoCC in the form of a policy to include the authorization of Airport Staff to 
work with the AAB appointed members on the Task Force to access, evaluate, 
and develop an operational implementation plan to include resource analysis 
as needed. Motion made by Meg Haynes, Second by Mike Solondz. 
Unanimous, vote passes. 

b. Jacobsen/Daniels ALP Project Update Presentation (1:18:37) 
c. Jacobsen/Daniels Terminal Project Definitions/Schedule (1:22:54) 
d. Pavement Repairs Presentation – Dan (1:36:22) 

-(1:46:32) Bruce asked why the tower was evacuated earlier in the day and Diane  gave 
an update. 

e. Communications Team Update – Miles and Marci (1:48:28) 
IX. Public Comment: 

-Ellen Anderson (1:54:33) 



X. Board Follow Up Comments: None 
XI. Adjourn (1:56:35) 

 
 
 
 
Action Items 

• Valerie asked that the Fly Quiet Rebranding but on the next Agenda 
• Rick requested an AAB Timeline of Upcoming Milestones 
• Meg requested we send the Jacobsen/Daniels Original/Updated Project Schedule Slides 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: July 20, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie  
• Criteria Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee - Meg 

 
VII. Old Business 

• Guidelines Regarding Emails – Dan 
• Emissions RFQ & Task Force Discussion – Dan 
• Pavement Report – Dan 
• FBO Update – Dan  

 
VIII. New Business 

• SAF Discussion/BoCC Prep – Jacque 
• Budget Discussion – Dan 
• Legislative Path Forward – Jacque 
• Communications Team Update – Marci & Miles 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 
• Airport Emissions Monitoring – Amory Lovins 

 
IX. Action Items 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow-up Comments 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


 
XII. Adjourn 
 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes July 20, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Valerie Braun, Barry Vaughan, Rick Heede, Auden Schendler 
Virtual: Meg Haynes, Mike Solondz, Howie Mallory, Sara Ott, Clint Kinney, Catherine 
Christoff 
Absent: Bruce Gordon 

III. Public Comment (0:59): 
-Ellen Anderson (1:22). Another reminder that the first appearance for the Curfew Violation 
is next week. She also asked Dan if the core samples had come back. Dan said they did not 
do additional core samples, they were done last year. We did deflectometer testing and the 
results are trickling in and they are still analyzing the data. Ellen requested the photos of the 
core samples and Dan agreed to send them to her. 
-Amory Lovins (3:15). Amory asked if the Fly With Integrity is on or off the agenda. He was 
told it is on the agenda so he said he would comment later. 
- Approval of the Meeting Minutes (4:48)):  
Motion made to approve the June Meeting Minutes by Valerie Braun and second 
made by Meg Haynes. Auden Schendler and Howie Mallory abstained, as they 
were not present. Alternates (Mike and Barry) voted to pass. 

IV. Board Comments (5:43): 
-Meg said thank you to Auden for sending the article on Bio Fuels Myths. She found it 
interesting and compelling with the amount of documentation and research done and with 
the conclusion of the three recommendations of what the Biden Administration could do to 
help reduce emissions. Meg asked what Auden’s thoughts are about how this information 
would be applicable to the AAB and what we can do. Auden responded that he feels the 
AAB should have a robust conversation about this and that he believes it is on the agenda 
for later. 
-(6:47) Auden brought up that when John Bauer came to the BoCC he mentioned the FAA 
had a group working on climate. He feels this is an opportunity to pressure them by saying 
we, the AAB, really care about this issue and ask them to do more. Auden suggested the 
AAB draft a letter signed by all members saying we want to see more out of the FAA on this. 
-(7:53) Jacque added that she wanted to make sure the community and the press realize 
that we couldn’t get any of the almost $100 million in grant money because we are not in 
compliance. We cannot do many of the things that we want to do with the 
recommendations like solar, electrifying the airfield – all the things that are very climate 
forward. We can pressure the FAA and tell them that we want this but until then we have to 
find out a way to pay for it. If we do not eliminate our modification to standards and 
comply, we are going to have to figure out a legislative path to get there, which will take a 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


long time. Jacques feels the community needs to realize what we are giving up by not 
cooperating with the FAA. 
-(9:02) Howie asked who could speak about the process of the Curfew Violation hearing that 
Ellen mentioned. What is the infraction enforcement process, and is it meaningful for those 
who choose to violate it? Dan replied that a curfew violation is just like any other civil 
violation – like a speeding ticket. If the person does not realize they have committed the 
violation they end up being served by the Sheriff’s Department or the courts. It then goes 
through the court system – they can either pay the fine or take it to court, which they have 
in this case. Howie asked how much the fine is and Dan replied he thinks it is $1500 and 
then speaks to what the legislative process is to raise the fine. (10:38) Board questions and 
discussion follows. 
-(13:09) Howie brought up the wording by the BoCC on the Fleet Mix vote. He asked if 
someone could explain them using authorization instead of approval. Dan replied that there 
was no difference really, just political verbiage because there was no authorization required 
by the FAA or the County to submit this – we didn’t really need to take it in front of the 
BoCC but we did as part of the process. Through that, they authorized staff to submit the 
Forecast and Fleet Mix to the FAA. 
-(14:22) Barry added that he didn’t think there was any practical difference between the 
two forms of language. One of the commissioners expressed that they did not want to 
telegraph the County was approving the Forecast but was approving the submission of the 
Forecast to the FAA so we could move forward with the ALP process. 
(15:24) Barry asked if they were going to talk more about the article that Auden distributed. 
Jacque replied that she thought everyone should read it first.  She added that Jennifer 
Holmgren is coming on August 15th to speak to the BoCC on SAF and the AAB is all invited to 
attend and to submit questions. Jacque asked to push this to the August Agenda because 
everyone will be much more prepared. 

V. Subcommittee Updates (16:19): 
• Safety Task Force Update – Barry (16:35) 

-(20:35) Board/staff discussion follows regarding the need for more/better 
messaging to the public 

• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (28:32) 
-(31:19) Board questions/discussion follows 
(43:18) Motion made to accept the name Fly with Integrity by Auden 
Schendler and second made by Howie Mallory. Vote passes 
unanimously - Mike Solondz voted for Bruce Gordon who was absent  

• Criteria Pollutant Update – Rick (43.46) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (46:03) 

-(46:58) Barry added that in the last 10 years while we have been studying the 
issues regarding the airport, Eagle, Gunnison, Montrose, Telluride, 
Hayden/Steamboat which is also called Yampa Valley Airport, Hailey for Sun 
Valley, and Durango, have all built new terminals. Maybe one thing we want to 
do is somehow see what they have done. How they did the design work, how 
they made it green, how they got the funding, how they made their terminal 
process work. Let’s do what they did that works, and on what didn’t work lets 
learn from their mistakes and do it better 



-(48:25) Meg agreed and stated that she is very interested in doing some of that 
research herself and she is committed to doing that. 

VI. Old Business (48:52): 
• Guidelines Regarding Emails – Dan (48:59) 
• RFQ’s Subcommittees/Task Force. RFQ versus RFP Slide – Dan (51:23) 
• 42 U.S. Code 7573 – State Standards and Controls Slide – Dan (58:21) 
• Runway Pavement Conditions Slide – Dan (1:03:48) 
• FBO Update – Dan (1:08:05) 

VII. New Business (1:08:29):  
• SAF Discussion and BoCC Prep – Jacque 
• Airport 2024 Budget Presentation/Discussion – Dan (1:10:06) 
• Legislative Path Forward Discussion – Jacque (1:18:24) 
• Communications Team Update – Marci and Miles (1:26:00) 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich (1:38:19) 
• Airport Emissions Monitoring – Amory Lovins (1:43:00) 

o Board Questions (1:56:34) 
VIII. Public Comment(2:12:12): 

• Amory Lovins (2:12:23) 
• Ellen Anderson (2:15:26) 

IX. Board Follow Up Comments:  
• Rick Heeded (2:19:18) 
• Jacque (2:19:46) 
• Howie (2:20:03) 
• Valerie (2:20:44) 

X. Adjourn (2:21:38) 
 
 
 
Action Items 

• Ellen requested the photos of the core samples and Dan agreed to send them to her – Done 
• Jacque asked that all members read the SAF Report sent by Auden before the next meeting so 

there can be a discussion. 
• Meg asked that staff send out the slide on the difference between and RFQ and an RFP – Done 
• Jacque requested another Pavement Update on the Next Agenda – Done 
• Jacque asked Sandra to send the Board Jennifer Holgrem’s Bio and also request that the 

members put together a list of any questions they have for her – Done 
• Rick asked that Amory provide the AAB with a PDF of his presentation – Done 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: August 17, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie  
• Criteria Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee – Meg 

 
VII. Old Business 

• Pavement Condition Update – Dan 
• FBO Update – Dan 
• SAF Discussion / Jennifer Holmgren Recap – Jacque 

 
VIII. New Business 

• Communications Team Update – Marcy and Miles 
• Website Improvements – Dan 
• ALP Update and Discussion – Brad Jacobsen and Abe Oomen 
• Terminal Project Definitions Documentation – Brad Jacobsen and Abe Oomen 
• Commercial Passenger Update 

 
IX. Action Items 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow-up Comments 

 
XII. Adjourn 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes August 17, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Barry Vaughan, Rick Heede, Auden Schendler, Mike 
Solondz, Bruce Gordon, Clint Kinney 
Virtual: Valerie Braun, Howie Mallory, Sara Ott 
Absent: Catherine Christoff 

III. Public Comment (1:04):  None 
IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes (1:18): 

Motion made to approve the June Meeting Minutes by Meg Haynes and second 
made by Rick Heede. Passed unanimously. 

V. Board Comments (1:44): 
-(1:58) Mike Solondz showed a slide of a very busy terminal taken at 7:00AM on a normal 
sunny Monday morning – he said when there is bad weather it is worse. He added that he 
knows we all get busy with committees but in this photo, he does not see many happy faces. 
This is what we are trying to solve for our community – this is in the Common Ground 
Recommendations.  
-(3:29) Howie Mallory brought up that at the last meeting Auden suggested the AAB write a 
letter to engage the FAA regarding their Climate Action Program. He is wondering how the 
Board can pursue that. 
-(4:46) Auden Schendler replied that if the Board wants to pursue this it is as simple as 
drafting a letter which he can work on with Staff,  and then sending it to the FAA. He added 
the letter should say that we care about the issue a lot and we appreciate working with you. 
Here are the things we care about and we would love an ongoing dialog. Particularly, we 
would like you to double down on what you said you were going to do with the committee 
you have set up. Auden volunteered to draft the letter and then the Board could review it. 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5:42): 
• Safety Task Force Update – Barry (5:51) 
• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (7:29) 
• Local Pollutants Update – Rick (9:31) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (14:00) 

VII. Old Business (14:32): 
• Pavement Condition Update – Dan (15:02) 

Board Discussion and Questions follow 
• FBO Update – Dan (27:42) 

Board Discussion and Questions follow 
• SAF Discussion /Jennifer Holmgren Recap – Jacque (42:29) 

Board Discussion and Questions follow 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


-(44:29) Jonathan Jones comes to the table to answer questions from the Board on 
SAF at Atlantic.  
Board Discussion and Questions follow 

VIII. New Business (1:01:25):  
• Communications Team Update/Website Improvements– Marci and Mile (1:01:40) 

Board Discussion and Questions follow (1:10:05) 
Board requested the topic of speaking out individually to the paper be put on next 
month’s agenda 

• ALP Update, Slides and Discussion – Brad Jacobsen and Abe Oomen (1:21:53) 
-Jacques asks questions she has received from the community (1:28:45) 
-Sara requested clarity from the BoCC on the role of the AAB. Is it reviewing 
technical plans and options and making recommendations or are they expected to 
be the place for public comment and debate. 
-Clint requested that the ALP Update be moved to number 1 under old business 
-Meg asked that we send the Board the Jacobsen Daniels slides - Done 

• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich (1:55:33) 
IX. Public Comment (2:03:22 ):  None 
X. Board Follow Up Comments (2:04:25):  

-Sarah added that she has reviewed the legislation that formed the AAB and it does not 
provide the direction she requested as an action item. 

XI. Adjourn (2:04:58) 

 

 

Action Items: 
• Staff to obtain the SAF upload data from the FBO if it is available for the next meeting 
• Auden  will write the first draft of the FAA climate letter 
• Staff will check with John Ely if we can force the recording of GA passenger numbers 
• Board requested the topic of speaking out individually to the papers/interviews be put on next 

month’s agenda 
• Valerie requested staff look into outreach efforts and protocols for AAB members 
• Sara requested clarity from the BoCC on the role of the AAB. Is it reviewing technical plans and 

options and making recommendations or are they expected to be the place for public comment 
and debate. 

• Clint requested that the ALP Update be moved to number 1 under old business 
• Meg asked that we send the Board the Jacobsen Daniels slides - Done 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: September 21, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie  
• Local Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee – Meg 
• Intermodal Transportation – Rich 

 
VII. Old Business 

• ALP Update – Dan 
• Bylaws Update – Rich 
• Legal Clarification on GA Numbers – Rich 
• SAF Upload Data – Dan 
 

VIII. New Business 
• Communications Team Update – Marcy and Miles 
• Grant Assurances 101 – Dan 
• Pavement Study Results – Dan 
• 2024 Budget – Liz Woods and Dan 
• Policy Discussion on SAF Feasibility Study – Rich 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 
• Slot Reservation System Update 

 
IX. Action Items 

 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 
 

XI. Board Follow-up Comments 
 

XII. Adjourn 



                        Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes September 21, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

I. Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
II. Roll Call:  

In Person: Meg Haynes, Valerie Braun, Barry Vaughan, Rick Heede, Bruce Gordon, Mike 
Solondz, Clint Kinney 
Virtual:  Howie Mallory, Sara Ott, Catherine Christoff 
Absent: Jacque Francis, Auden Schendler 
*Meg added that with two members out if there is any motions made, Mike and Barry 
would vote in their place. 

III. Public Comment (1:02): 
-Ellen Anderson said she wanted to talk about two instances that happened on September 
1st. She wrote a letter to the editor about the first – there were two commercial flights that 
were diverted to Grand Junction for refueling because they had to circle for so long because 
there was such a glut of private. The letter was stating that this is not very green. While 
chatting with someone on Monday the 4th, Ellen learned about the second incident - what 
you could call a near miss. Before getting into the details, she did want the AAB to know that 
she reached out to Ops because she had not heard about it in the news. They told her to 
report in on the Airport website, which she did, and then Sandra asked her to file a CORA 
request per Dan. The incident she heard about was from someone who wants to remain 
anonymous. The person said they were on United Flight 4864, which was supposed to 
depart from Aspen at 11:42AM on September 1st. They were in a long que because there 
was a lot of traffic that day, but then they started accelerating down the runway and then 
the pilot jammed on the brakes to the point that people were freaked out and distressed. 
The person then told Ellen the plane made a right angle turn – they did not say whether it 
was to the left or the right, and that they witnessed an incoming plan come past them. They 
thought it was a United Flight but they were not sure. Ellen said it had been three days and 
she had heard nothing back and asked if Dan could speak about this incident. 
-(4:13) Dan replied that he did reply to the CORA request yesterday and it just needs to go 
through Jeanette and she will handle it from there. Dan added that the reason he asked 
Ellen to fill out a CORA request is because she had asked for all records and documents 
pertaining to this incident and that is the County’s formal policy. Staff checked with the Air 
Traffic Control Tower and what happened with this incident is the aircraft was taking off; 
they got an indicator light in the cockpit, which is an immediate abort takeoff. After doing 
that, the pilot turns right off the runway, to clear the runway. Why it might seem to 
someone that it was a near miss is because they were using the typical WRAP Procedure. 
This is when an aircraft is at a certain point on approach and an aircraft is departing at the 
same time, the aircraft will climb, turn right, then at a certain altitude, turn left and go over 
the incoming plane. It is the only way we can maintain any type of flow rate here. You would 
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see much longer lines if we did not. What the person saw after they turned right of the 
runway, was the other plane landing. It was in no way a near miss.  
-(5:40) Ellen added that it was reported to her as a hugely abrupt stop. Dan said that he is 
sure it was since they were going downhill on the runway and made a quick stop. Ellen also 
added that the person said as soon as that other plane landed, their plane got right back in 
the Que. Dan replied that they probably figured out the issue, maybe a breaker, corrected it 
and got back in line. They would not have taken off if they did not feel safe in doing so. He 
added that if someone has an issue with a flight they should also reach out to the airline for 
more clarity. 
-(6:34) Mike Solondz added that a rejected takeoff is not a gentle maneuver. It is done 
forcefully, on purpose, because they only have a certain amount of runway to stop in. It is 
aggressive. 
-(6:59) Ellen states that she is just reporting it on behalf of the person because there is a 
culture of intimidation. The reason this person does not want their name used in any way is 
because they have a relative who works at the airport and they said they would lose my job. 
-(7:34) Dan adds that he hopes when Ellen says works at the Airport she doesn’t mean for 
the Airport/County because that would never happen. We do not have a culture like that 
and Dan wanted to make it clear that we would not tolerate that here. 
-(7:51) Bruce asks Mike if the airlines are instructed to let the people know what happened. 
Mike replied that they are and they are usually very good about explaining what the effect 
or the mechanical issue was.  It is pretty standard. 

IV.  Approval of the Meeting Minutes (8:51):  
Motion made to approve the August Meeting Minutes by Bruce Gordon and 
second made by Mike Solondz.  
-(9:04) Howie adds that he finds the minutes very sparse,  almost just a repeat of the 
agenda. He does not understand why we do not have a little more beef in the 
minutes – a key point capture so when someone is reading the minutes they can get 
a sense of what was discussed. When did we decide not to do minutes like that? Dan 
replied that was the direction we were given by the County’s attorney’s office. 
Howie replied that good minutes take the key points of someone’s presentation on a 
topic, two or three sentences perhaps, as opposed to saying someone spoke for 5 
minutes 11 seconds. He does not consider those minutes, just a report of what went 
on. 
-(10:59) Clint added that if we start doing that, then those minutes will be criticized 
as not objective, it will be someone’s opinion. A minimal set of minutes like this is 
absolutely the standard most boards use. 
-(11:20) Sandra stated that she is liable for everything in the minutes. It is very 
difficult to do word for word minutes for a 2 to 3 hour meeting. She already does 
verbatim, pretty much, for the Public Comment and the Board Comments when she 
was already advised not to. She added that she timestamps every new discussion so 
that you can go back to the recording and hear the entire discussion they are 
interested in. 

V. Board Comments (11:58): None 
VI. Subcommittee Updates (16:19): 



• Safety Task Force Update – Barry (12:06) 
• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (17:25) 
• Local Pollutants Update – Rick (19:24) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (20:51) 
• Intermodal Transportation Update – Rich (21:49) 

VII. Old Business (26:22): 
• ALP Update – Dan 
• Bylaws Update – Rich (26:59) 

-(28:55) Board Discussion Follows on Public Comment pertaining to the ALP Process. 
-Board requested the topic of Public Comment on the ALP Process be put on a 
future agenda. 
-(33:43) Howie read that there was a presentation to the Bocc on the ALP and he 
asked Dan to clarify what the BoCC is hearing compared to what the AAB is hearing 
on the ALP – so they can remain in sync. Dan replied that he gave a presentation at 
a joint meeting of the BoCC and Aspen City Council. He said it was a hundred 
thousand foot view of where we are in the process and the next steps. 

• Legal Clarification on GA Numbers – Rich (34:58) 
-(35:55) Board Discussion Follows on GA Numbers 
-(44:08) Rich states that there seems to be a majority of Board members that would 
like John Ely to include gathering GA enplanement numbers, just for informational 
purposes,  in the negotiations with the FBO. We can see what happens from there. 
-(44:13) Board Discussion Continues on GA Numbers 

• SAF Upload Data Slides – Dan (47:22)  
-(54:33) Jonathan Jones and Eric from Atlantic answer questions from the Board 

VIII. New Business (1:10:09):  
• Communications Team Update – Marci 
• Grant Assurances 101 - Slides – Dan (1:14:22) 

-(1:34:46) Questions from the Board 
-Rick requests that Staff send the SAF Presentation to the Board - Done 

• Runway Pavement Results – Slides – Dan (1:36:57) 
-Board Questions/Discussion 

• 2024 Budget Presentation – Liz Woods and Dan (1:45:00) 
-Board Questions/Discussion 
-Barry asked that Staff share a PDF version of Liz’s Budget Slide – Done 
-Board requests that Liz come back to the next meeting for more Budget questions 

• Policy Discussion on SAF Feasibility Study – Rich (1:54:21) Board and Staff decided to 
table this discussion until Jacque and Auden are in attendance – next agenda 

• Commercial Passenger Update – Bil Tomcich (1:54:34) 
• Slot Reservation System Update (2:00:59) Board decided to push this to the next 

agenda 
IX. Public Comment (2:01:26): 

-Ellen Anderson added that she sees safety two ways. There is the acute safety like the 
crashes, which is what the Safety Task force is doing. She also sees what she calls the 
chronic safety and that is the health of the community. Ellen said this is like déjà vu for her 
as she already went through this in the 1980’s with radon – she was told we do not need to 



do that, we do not know that it is bad for you and so forth. Ellen did citizen science and fast 
forward, it is bad for you – we know so much more about it now than we did then. She got 
vilified then for trying to pursue it and she is seeing a kind of a repeat now. What concerns 
Ellen, having done citizen science through AspenFlyRight, she believes there is good reason 
to be concerned about the smaller particulates and she has forwarded literature on how 
bad it is, especially for small children, and the nanoparticles go from the blood into the 
organs. She added that just a week and a half ago there was another report from the 
National Institute of Health on high levels of particulates associated with increased breast 
cancer. So one of the reasons she is so passionate about this is because she does not want 
to see unintended consequences with what she calls the chronic health of the community. 
What are we doing to our air in and around the airport, and for the neighborhoods 
underneath the flight path? Of course, we do not want plane crashes but we cannot forget 
the long term effects both physical and other kinds of health effects. I hope that the County 
Commissioners and you take that into account. What are we doing to our lungs? The quote 
from the article was they have observed an 8% increase in breast cancer for people living in 
areas with high PM 2.5. The City of Aspen does not even measure it, just PM 10. Ellen is 
particularly interested in this because she is a breast cancer survivor and she is passionately 
trying to defend her community, her home, and the long-term health of all of us. 

X. Board Follow Up Comments (2:04:01): 
-Mike Solondz asks if there is anything we can do now to curtail APU usage - anything that 
might limit it instead of letting them run for hours and hours. Dan replied that a lot of that 
we will try to address in the Fly with Integrity Program – it will include not only noise but 
immersions as well. He added that he knows Atlantic requests that people do not run their 
APUs as long – some comply and some do not. The difficulty is there is no teeth right now to 
force them to comply. 
-(2:05:13)Rick added to Ellen’s comment that he is also particularly concerned about the 
unintended consequences of ultrafine particles which is why we put in the RFQ request for 
entities that have adequate knowledge and expertise in how to measure it so we can get a 
firm baseline so we can move forward on what is really at risk. 
-(2:05:37) Barry added a follow-up to the APU comment, one thing they did in Santa Monica 
was put up signs by the FBO and elsewhere on the ramp requesting that APUs be used for 
not more than 10 minutes. The amount is somewhat arbitrary but that is something that 
perhaps could be considered in discussions with the FBO operator as something we could do 
in the near term without waiting for the Fly with Integrity process to be concluded. We 
could try to fast track something like that to amplify the request to the pilot community to 
mitigate to the extent that they can. 

XI. Adjourn 
 
 
Action Items 

• Board requested the topic of Public Comment on the ALP Process be put on a future agenda. 
• Rich states that there seems to be a majority of Board members that would like John Ely to 

include gathering GA enplanement numbers, just for informational purposes,  in the 
negotiations with the FBO. We can see what happens from there. 

• Rick requests Staff send the SAF Presentation to the Board - Done 



• Barry asked that Staff share a PDF version of Liz’s Budget Slide – Done 
• Board requests that Liz come back to the next meeting for more Budget questions 
• Board and Staff decided to table the Policy Discussion on SAF Feasibility until Jacque and Auden 

are in attendance – next agenda 
• Slot Reservation discussion was pushed to the next agenda 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: October 19, 2023         
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Subcommittee Updates (5 minutes max each) 
• FlightOps Safety Task Force – Barry 
• Noise Subcommittee – Valerie  
• Local Pollutants Subcommittee – Rick 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee – Meg 
• Intermodal Transportation – Rich 

 
VII. Old Business 

• Budget Discussion – Liz and Dan 
• SAF Feasibility Study Update – Jacque and Rich 
• Colorado Sun Article Discussion – Dan 
• Climate Action Letter – Auden 
• Discussion of Meeting Minutes Format – Rich 

 
VIII. New Business 

• Town Hall 
• Retreat 
• Annual AAB Report to the BoCC 
• ALP and Terminal Definitions Update – Jacobsen Daniels 
• Communications Team Update – Marcy 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
IX. Action Items 

 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 
 

XI. Board Follow-up Comments 
 

XII. Adjourn 



                        Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes October 19, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

• Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
• Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Valerie Braun, Rick Heede, Howie Mallory, Auden 
Schendler, Barry Vaughan, Mike Solondz, Clint Kinney 
Virtual:  Bruce Gordon, Sara Ott, Catherine Christoff 
Absent:  

• Public Comment (1:21): 
-Ellen Anderson stated that she wanted to make it very clear to review what her motivation 
is for all these years. She has been working on Airport issues for over a dozen years and is 
fighting for her home and her community. Her physical home that she has lived in for over 
40 years and her community is Aspen Village especially, but also others like Woody Creek, 
Burlingame, North 40 that are around the Airport, and the global community. Ellen has been 
accused of not representing the community, she believe she does. It has been suggested 
that people on various committees should reveal what their potential financial gain is – Ellen 
lets them speak for themselves but she has none; in fact, it has been a financial loss for her. 
The thousands of hours she has put into this has deeply  
cut in to her ability to earn an income. Ellen has been criticized for complaining, but that is 
the oldest trick in the book. (Break in sound?) She adds it is her values and she is fighting for 
her home. When the assault stops,  she will stop. Ellen said she is getting tired of hearing 
from her too, as she is sure you are but she’s not going to stop or go away. Ellen has been 
criticized for being a fuddy duddy. She suggests that some things are principles like the 
Constitution, like the rule of law, and like following public process in Pitkin County. Ellen 
thinks you have heard her say she speaks to process because she feels she is qualified to do 
that and she will continue to do that. She notices that one of the Agenda items is to discuss 
the Colorado Sun article. Ellen spent most of Sunday and the Monday after that was 
published trying to correct. She talked to editors – there were many, many factual errors 
and she hopes that when you have that discussion, she will be allowed to speak and not be 
limited to 3 minutes at the end. Just as a reminder, she sees that one of your procedural 
agreements is to encourage an inclusive public process. Ellen suggests on this Agenda item, 
since she was the person who had a lot of false things said, and if you want to get to the 
truth of the matter, let her participate in an appropriate way in that discussion. Ellen hopes 
that Amory will be able to join but he is on a business trip so she’s not sure.  

• Approval of the Meeting Minutes (4:49):  
-Howie mentioned a spelling correction on the sync – done 
-Jacque wanted to make sure that staff realized that Sara Ott and Catherine Christoff joined 
virtually – done 
-Meg noticed a few typos but gave her notes to Sandra to correct - done 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


Motion made to approve the August Meeting Minutes by Howie and second made 
by Valerie .  

• Board Comments (6:54): 
-Howie had a request for an explanation and he thought Brad might be the person to ask. 
He said we have “agreed” to make the critical aircraft the A220-300 for the future of the 
Airport, is that correct? Brad replied that was what the Fleet Mix & Forecast identified. 
Howie then added that the aircraft has to be certified to land and take off here in various 
conditions. He then asks how is that process conducted - where and how will they be 
tested? Brad replied that unfortunately he does not know the answer to that question. He 
said he would defer to Bill Tomcich as he is more qualified to speak to that. 
-(8:12) Clint asks if this can be put on a future agenda in the essence of time. All agreed. 
-(8:27) Jacque added that she attended the North 40 Homeowners Board Meeting and there 
is a misconception in the community that the idea of having a Group 2.5 airport still exists. 
She feels we need to get it out there if there is any kind of middle ground between a Group 
2.5 airport and a Group 3 airport. Also there is a perception that we are going to be adapting 
or changing the recommendations that we already codified in Resolution 105 2020. We 
need to make sure the community realizes we are not in the process of creating an entire 
new recommendation report. This is just the ongoing process that we have been assigned – 
to go through and implement those regulations. 
-(9:24) Auden said there is an interesting design thought process going now around the 
Lumber Yard Project. It is being led by Eduard Oliemans and Michael Miracle is involved as 
well. He added that Rich and Dan have seen the presentation on this and have appropriately 
said this should go in front of the Intermodal Transportation Committee. Auden then 
suggested it be brought to the AAB as a whole because it is such a creative & interesting way 
to think about it. He added that everyone in the room would be blown away and excited 
about it. It’s the kind of thinking this group should see. Auden said even if all we get out of it 
is a sense of vision it would be useful. 
-(10:51) Rich replied that staff is certainly open to that. He just sent an email to Michael and 
Eduard thanking them for the presentation and mentioning that next steps would be to get 
them in front of our Intermodal Committee. Rich added that he is more than happy to bring 
them in and let them present to the AAB if that is what the Board wants. 
-(11:16) Jacque asks about the timing of this and Rich replies that he would like to have it 
before the November meeting. He added that Brad is starting to get to a point of talking 
about space reservation and what it looks like with the terminal and the ALP. He believes 
this would help to inform at least concepts and ideas with that. Rich is hoping for some time 
between now and November 16th. He added there will be more than two committee 
members so it will have to be open to the public. Rich said staff will invite all Board 
members once it is set up. 
-(12:03) Valerie stated she had met with Eduard a few times and he does have some really 
amazing ideas – things that provoke thought and that is really what we need. She highly 
recommends it. 
-(12:21) Clint asks again for the ALP discussion to be the first item on the Agenda as it is the 
most important thing we do. Rich added that staff can switch Old Business and New 
Business or just change things around because the deeper we get into this the more time 
the Board is going to need. 



• Subcommittee Updates (13:11): 
• Safety Task Force Update – Barry  
• Noise Subcommittee Update – Valerie (15:47) 
• Local Pollutants Update – Rick (16:25) 
• Terminal Design Subcommittee Update – Meg (17:13) 
• Intermodal Transportation Update – Rich (17:25) 

*Decision was made by the Chair to start with New Business instead of Old Business 

• New Business (20:00): 
• Town Hall – Jacque suggested to staff that they plan a town hall with Q & A open to 

the public so the Board and staff can try to answer some of the questions out in the 
community. She requested a short discussion to see how the rest of the Board feels 
about it. Board questions/comments followed. 
-(28:29) Jacque asked that staff start working, maybe with Sara, on a plan of what 
this looks like and a time and place. 

• Retreat – (28:44) Rich checks with the Board whether they want to have a retreat.  
-Bruce asks if it is possible to have a retreat without the public and Rich replied that 
all of our meetings have to be open to the public. 
Jacque suggested staff put it on the December agenda to decide if one is needed. 
She also asked that Rich do an update on Board member terms/appointments. 

• Annual AAB Report to the BoCC - (32:39) Rich wanted to remind the Board that at 
the first of the year they will have to put together an annual report for the BoCC. 
Rich said staff will put together a report for the AAB to review. 
-Howie asked if last year’s report can be included as well 

• ALP and Terminal Definitions Update – (33:18) Jacobsen Daniels Presentation/Slides 
Board comments and Discussion 

• Communications Team Update – (1:29:42) Marci 
-Howie requested staff send the Jacobsen Daniels Slides - Done 

• Old Business (1:34:16):  
• Budget Discussion – (1:34:33) Liz and Dan 

Presentation/Slides and Board Questions 
• SAF Feasibility Update – (1:45:09) Jacque & Rich 
• Climate Action Letter – (1:47:15) Auden 

-The Board asks staff to putt the letter in a Google Doc and decides to give everyone 
a week (Friday the 27th) to look over the letter and make any needed edits 

• Colorado Sun Article Discussion – (1:52:26) Dan 
-Some of the Board members had not seen the article so it was decided to move on 
to the other topics. Ellen Anderson had already stated that she spoke with the 
editors and made the corrections. Staff to send article to the Board so those who 
had not could read it – Done. 

• Discussion of Meeting Minutes Format – (1:53:45) Rich 
• Commercial Passenger Update – (2:00:24) Bill Tomcich 

• Action Items (2:03:16): 
• Staff asked to change the format of the Agenda 



• Look back at the specifications and qualification for an aircraft, like the A220 300, 
needs to get into and out of ASE. (Howie) 

• Schedule a presentation with Eduard Oliemans to the Intermodal Subcommittee 
and invite all of the AAB. 

• Staff to set dates for Town Hall and possibly a Retreat 
• Staff to get time on the Agenda for the BoCC to give the AAB Annual Report. 
• Howie requested the slides from the Jacobsen Daniels presentation - Done 
• Sandra to set up Google Doc for Auden’s letter to the FAA. AAB members asked to 

review/edit before next Friday the 27th . 
• Sandra to send CO Sun article to the AAB – Done 
• Jackie request all committee heads look over the employee qualifications to make 

sure they agree with the job description. 
• Valerie requested to hear more about the runway conditions. What is the repair 

plan for 2024. She would like to have a better understanding of that 
 

• Public Comment (2:06:50): 
-Ellen Anderson stated that when AspenFlyRight did Town Halls they did it with point/ 
counter point and they invited Jacque and other people who did not necessarily agree with 
them and she thinks that is a really useful thing for the community. She would strongly 
suggest if the AAB wants to get informed, respectful dialog you have to have people from 
various opinions there not just stations with an open house – she finds those not useful. 
Also, Ellen heard larger plans equals fewer flights and she thinks that is just not true. She 
added the vast majority are private planes. Ellen finished with a question. Independence 
Pass has a length limit of 35 feet, if improvements were made to the pass and we could fit 
60 foot vehicles do you think we would get more vehicles over Independence Pass? She 
would suggest yes. 

• Board Follow Up Comments (2:08:10): 
-Valerie requested to hear more about the runway conditions. What is the repair plan for 
2024. She would like to have a better understanding of that 

• Adjourn 
 
 
 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date: November 16, 2023    
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd=RmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09 
Meeting ID: 940 2439 2896  
Passcode: 480476 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
• December Meeting - Jacque 

 
VI. Priority Item(s) 

• Terminal and Landside Alternatives – Jacobsen/Daniels 
• Communications Team Update (as needed) – Marci 

 
VII. Old Business 

• Town Hall Decision 
 

VIII. New Business 
• AAB Terms /Appointments – Rich 
• 2024 Pavement Maintenance Update – Dan 

 
IX. Standing Items 

• Subcommittee Updates (as needed) 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow-up Comments 

 
XII. Adjourn 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://zoom.us/j/94024392896?pwd%3DRmI4RVBrall2NDhvc0tUUFByTmVDUT09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1649771965588205&usg=AOvVaw0U-0KxQ7JSKPXlvhQ9vyWo


                        Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes November 16, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

• Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
• Roll Call:  

In Person: Jacque Francis, Meg Haynes, Auden Schendler, Barry Vaughan, Sara Ott, Clint 
Kinney 
Virtual:  Valerie Braun, Bruce Gordon, Mike Solondz, Catherine Christoff 
Absent: Rick Heede, Howie Mallory 
-Dan let the Board know that staff is trying out an AI program for taking minutes. 
-Rich added that both alternates would allowed to vote since 2 Board members are out. 

• Public Comment (2:13): 
-Ellen Anderson wanted to give an update on the Curfew Violation. She asked if the AAB was 
aware that the County Commissioners approved on an emergency ordinance to change in 
the County Code everything from a petty offence to a civil infraction. There are a couple in 
Title 10 that have to do with the airport. She does not understand why but it has to do with 
some state statute that was changed for good intentions but turned out to kind of backfire 
in places like here. Ellen still does not understand why the pilot for the United violation on 
January 15th or 16th was not cited because the statute they use specifically says that the pilot 
is the person responsible for meeting the curfew. It is not SkyWest, it is not United Airlines, 
it is the Pilot in Command responsible for the curfew violation. Why Pitkin County, the 
county attorney, or whoever is prosecuting does not cite the pilot – she just does not 
understand – it does not make sense to her. The County Attorney has said that it is too 
difficult to get the pilot to show up in court. She added that one of the results of this last 
adjudication, SkyWest never showed up for three court appearances and there were no 
sanctions. There was no Failure to Appear, which is a consequence that has some sort of 
bite for a person. If you have a bench warrant and you run a stop sign, you get arrested. In 
this case, you can’t have a bench warrant for SkyWest so she doesn’t understand why the 
pilot was not cited. And to say it’s too hard to find him and cite him, Ellen doesn’t buy it. He 
is a commercial pilot; you know when he is coming back in town. They did mention the 
private pilot that was cited a few years ago, and Ellen added that she was the reporting 
party. She downloaded an app on her phone, tracked the tail number and had a Deputy 
meet him with a summons. Ellen said the reason she is bringing this up is to encourage the 
Board to ask Pitkin County to follow its logic and the County Code and cite the person 
specifically named as responsible. 

• Approval of the Meeting Minutes (6:12):  
-Meg noted several typos to be corrected 

Motion made to approve the August Meeting Minutes by Meg and second made 
by Auden.  

• Board Comments (6:39): 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


-Jacque brings up the December Meeting – Keep on the 21st, move to a week earlier, or 
cancel? Discussion follows. Boards decides to keep the meeting on the 21st. 
-(9:22) Sara said she was reviewing the BOCC's agenda yesterday. She just wanted to clarify 
that this is housekeeping work from an administrative perspective on updating fines 
throughout a municipal or county code when she read the staff report. Sara just wanted to 
ensure that the Board takes an opportunity to review that staff memo from the City 
attorney's office.  Secondly, she does not view her role on this Board should be to review 
individual complaints and how enforcement occurs on them, but rather to provide guidance 
and recommendations on the program. She would like that corrected if she misunderstand 
the role of the AAB in those situations. Sara added that she has not seen resident boards 
directing city or county attorneys ever in her career. 
-Clint agreed 
-Jacque agreed 
-Barry agreed 
-(10:42) Valerie stated that she disagrees with Sara. She thinks part of the AAB’s job is to 
think about things like this. As far as giving support to what is currently happening now or 
something that may be done in the future, Valerie thinks we should have input, but are 
obviously not a court. She does think that it is important for the community to know that 
the AAB is committed to having these rules followed and taking it to the end when they are 
not followed. As far as adjudicating, of course not. However, she does think that the Board 
has a role as far as making sure that what has been established as a curfew and what would 
be a violation or whatever else happens to come up our way. 
-(11:56) Jacque adds that if there is a retreat perhaps the Board revisits what it’s purpose is 
as written in the Recommendations. What is the AAB supposed to be doing and what is 
overreach. When new Board members come on this would be a good reminder. 
-(12:48) Bruce stated as usual, he seconds what Valerie said, because being on the noise 
committee, what Ellen just brought up is a very big deal. The AAB should make sure that 
there is really strict enforcement of that curfew. That’s one of the few ways we can control 
some of this noise that's going on. 
-(13:14) Barry added it may be something for the Board to talk about in the first quarter of 
next year in light of, hopefully, having been approved by the BOCC, this new position in staff 
who will be responsible for safety, noise and emissions. That person may or may not be 
involved in reporting and tracking the violations and seeing that that program is improved if 
it can be improved. We are spending a lot of time and have done in the past talking about 
this. If I recall correctly, this event happened months ago. It was a curfew bust of less than a 
minute, they have been fined, they didn’t show up for any of the proceedings. It has taken a 
lot of court time and attorney time. SkyWest or United was fined $1000.00 bucks. Barry 
added it would be interesting to see how that is collected. 
-Jacque agreed 
-(14:25) Sara also wanted to bring to the board's attention to a letter delivered to Pitkin  
County Commissioners back on September 28 that was just shared with her by a group of 
residents. It really talks about the role of the airport in ensuring the cultural vibrancy of the 
area. She found it an interesting perspective that this Board has not heard yet about the role 
of the airport, many of the things locals enjoy, and ensuring those can happen. Sara will 
forward it to Sandra so it makes it in the packet for the next meeting, whenever that is. She 
wants to ensure that the AAB provide ways that all voices come forward. Sara thinks this is a 



way in which a group of residents put that voice forward that met their ability to engage in 
coming to all these meetings. 

• Priority Item(s) (15:25): 
o Facility Requirements and Alternatives – Jacobsen/Daniels Presentation, Discussion, 

Board Questions 
• (15:57) Agenda 
• (16:39) CGR Scorecard – Airfield and GA 
• (17:16) October AAB Recap 
• (18:02) Existing Terminal Facilities And Requirements 
• (19:36) BoCC Resolution 105-2020 
• (21:23) Design Day Flight Schedule (2032) 
• (22:09) Terminal Space Program Summary (2032) 
• (24:06) Terminal and Apron Locations/Future Terminal Area Envelope 
• (24:52) Terminal Alternative 1 and 2 – Terminal Section and Lower/Upper  

Level Plans 
• (38:25) Existing Landside Facilities and Requirements 
• (39:55) Landside Facilities Envelope 
• (45:25) Landslide Alternative 1 (CGR) – Surface, Alternative 2 – Structures, 

and Alternative 3 – Surface or Structure 
• (51:18) Recap and Next Steps 

o (1:01:36) Communications Team Update – Marci  
-Technical Difficulties - Ad video shown at (1:18:02) 

• Old Business (1:08:47):  
o Town Hall Discussion/Decision – Jacque 

-Board decided to move forward with Town Hall 
o (1:28:35) Jacque asks for a status update on the Climate Action Letter to the FAA 

that Auden wrote. Dan and Rich replied 
• New Business (1:13:22): 

o AAB Terms and Appointments Explanation – Rich 
o (1:20:30) 2024 Airfield Pavement Maintenance Update – Dan 

• Standing Items: 
o Subcommittee Updates 

• (1:28:30) Safety Task Force – Barry 
• (1:30:07) Noise Subcommittee – Valerie 

o Commercial Passenger Update (1:31:27) – Bill Tomcich 
• Public Comment (1:38:31): 

-Ellen Anderson said she had three quick things. First, to piggyback on Bill’s presentation, 
she understands that with Aero, you do not have to join and it’s not scheduled but from a 
commons sense locals point of view, when you go in the airport, you turn left and go 
through TSA, that’s commercial. If you turn right and you don’t have to go through TSA, 
that’s general aviation. Ellen can see why Bill put it on the map but her concern is that we 
are going to get mixed up on flight operations of commercial and non-commercial and that 
they will be artificially inflated. She is asking for clarification on what is commercial and 
what is not because she does not consider Aero commercial because she can’t afford it. 
Secondly, Ellen has a question about the pavement update. She said when she read the 



study, if she is not mistaken, the part where the runway was built most recently, in 2012 is 
in the worst shape. Dan replied no, not necessarily. It depends on what they are looking at. 
The whole length of the runway is going to have to be replaced.  
Ellen asked if that newest part be part of the work that will be done this spring? Dan replied 
no, it is not. 
Ellen’s third comment was speaking for herself as a citizen, she thinks Pitkin County just 
gave the aviation industry a great big open season message. Violate the curfew, it will take 
forever and basically nothing will happen. She also believes it is part of the purview of the 
Board to guide the County Commissioners and advise the County Commissioners – this is 
not the message we want to give the aviation industry. Ellen respectfully suggested that it is 
appropriate for the AAB to make a comment to the County Commissioners to make sure 
that the message is loud and clear. Our curfew is sacred. As a citizen, I really do not want to 
give the FAA, the public, or the aviation industry the indication that you are not taking it 
seriously. 

• Board Follow Up Comments (1:41:15)):  
-Sara added she had been thinking a lot about some of the requests from her fellow board 
members about wanting to know the numbers on general aviation flights, and she keeps 
pushing back, asking what you are going to do once you know them. What value do they 
have to our decision making? She said they have not really gotten to a full discussion of that. 
She is not sure it is about the number of people on the planes, but how it impacts the 
availability of the airport for commercial aviation potentially.  Sara would appreciate if 
sometime in the first half of next year that that conversation could be had by this Board 
after getting through the ALP. She thinks there's more effective strategies than panning on 
the door of the FAA saying, we don't like it, but it would require mobilization of resources 
and approval from the County Commissioners to really go back to our elected 
representatives for their assistance. Sara thinks if this community feels strongly about it, 
that the current tactic of being in a room to share frustrations with no progress is probably 
an ineffective use of our time. We could be helping the Commissioners develop a strategy or 
providing them a recommendation to develop a strategy.  
-(1:42:48) Mike added that he appreciates switching the Agenda around and believes it will 
be much more effective getting the most important things done first. 
-(1:43:15) Clint stated that he does believe the County is enforcing the law and he has to 
trust that the County’s Attorney’s Office and County Administration is doing everything they 
can to enforce the law. Having this Board recommend to the Commissioners to enforce the 
law would not be worth the time. 
-(1:43:35) Barry asks if we have had any curfew busts since this event. Dan replied not that 
he is aware of. Barry asks in how many months? Dan answered roughly 6 months. Barry 
added that the $1000 fine was for an event that occurred in what year? Dan added that it 
was earlier this year. 

• Adjourn (1:44:27) 
 
 
 

 



Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Airport Advisory Board Working Agreements 

Date:          
Time: 3PM – 5PM      
Location: 1001 Owl Creek Rd – Airport Operations Center 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/87932066115?pwd=oakgJcPRsjwKAGCuKC0wmgxmnj2wzo.1 
Meeting ID: 879 3206 6115 
Passcode: 791876 

 
Agenda Items 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Public Comments (3 minutes per speaker for non-agenda items)  
 

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes  
 

V. Board Comments 
 

VI. Priority Item(s) 
• ALP Support Facilities – Jacobsen/Daniels 
• Airport Parking Rates – Dan  
• Communications Team Update (as needed) – Marci 

VII. Old Business 
• Climate Action Letter – Rich 
• Town Hall – Dan  
• Selections for Noise and Emissions – Dan  

 
VIII. New Business 

  
IX. Standing Items 

• Subcommittee Updates (as needed) 
• Commercial Passenger Update – Bill Tomcich 

 
X. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker on agenda topics) 

 
XI. Board Follow-up Comments 

 
XII. Adjourn 

http://www.aspenairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Final-AAB-Working-agreements.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://us06web.zoom.us/j/87932066115?pwd%3DoakgJcPRsjwKAGCuKC0wmgxmnj2wzo.1&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1702759766749235&usg=AOvVaw0rXCoS-cuhsRj-OcfLU74C


                        Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Advisory Board 
Meeting Minutes December 21, 2023 

 
The agenda items contained in these minutes are written in an action only format.  

For the agenda, minutes, and recording, go to: 
https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/ 

 

• Call Meeting to Order:  3:00PM 
• Roll Call:  

In Person: Meg Haynes, Barry Vaughan, Bruce Gordon, Howie Mallory, Mike Solondz, Sara 
Ott, Clint Kinney 
Virtual:  Rick Heede, Catherine Christoff  
Absent: Jacque Francis, Auden Schendler, Valerie Braun 

• Public Comment (1:41): 
-Ellen Anderson stated that its kind of a catch 22 because she is not supposed to talk about 
things that are on the agenda, but the next agenda item is the approval of the minutes. Ellen 
had a few corrections to what was recorded as her comments at the last meeting. She said 
that Sandra does a great job but she did have a few corrections. Ellen added she was not 
sure if the corrections were sent to the Board and she certainly did not want to bicker about 
it but she did want a few details corrected. Ellen said she sent the edits over to Sandra. 
-Rich asked if she was requesting something be changed outside of what was typed. He 
added that typos and such can be corrected but not what was recorded during the meeting.  

• Approval of the Meeting Minutes (3:48):  
Motion made to approve the August Meeting Minutes by Mike and second made 
by Barry. (A few edits to be made at the request of Ellen Anderson) 

• Board Comments (4:36): 
-Howie stated that he sat in on the discussion/presentation by Alec Seybold regarding LTO 
approach and takeoff modifications or potential modifications. It was primarily focusing on 
commercial operations of the CRJ700, under the title of safety and improved safety with 
respect to landing and takeoff, landing approaches, and takeoff patterns. Howie added that 
he can’t critique it because he doesn’t know enough about it but it seemed to be more 
accommodating for the commercial aircraft to be able to fly under slightly more restrictive 
conditions – be able to approach with the gradual slope approach. He asks if that was the 
Puffer Approach. 
-(6:17) Barry explained there were two procedures discussed. One was the departure. The 
other, the approach is going to allow, once it is approved by the FAA, pilots to come in when 
they have received the appropriate training and authorization to do so at a stabilized low 
angle, which will be safer. The departure, when that LDA, the navigational beacon is all froze 
up there on the hill and it‘s not working, the commercial aircraft will still be able to take off 
because in lieu of that ground based guidance system, they will have available to them 
satellite navigation, and that will make their departures safe and legal. 
-(7:07) Howie added that more importantly he thought that was a meaningful bit of 
information with respect to the operation of the airport. He believes it is something the AAB 
could support – be of record that this Board could support. He added the AAB could 

https://www.aspenairport.com/about-aspen-airport/


recognize the presentation and support the objectives of it. Howie feels that would be an 
appropriate role for the Board to play.  
-(7:39) Meg asks if he would like to make a motion to that effect? 
-(7:43) Howie added that he would make the motion if it is necessary. He believes we should 
let the FAA know that the AAB is thinking of different ways to improve operations. The more 
we can keep the commercial flights performing, the better. 
-(8:06) Bruce asked didn’t we do that at the last meeting by moving that over to the BoCC. 
-(8:16) Rich explained that there was a STF meeting that took place that Bruce was on that 
happened prior to this meeting, so he had to go to the BoCC ahead of this. All the 
information was sent and the Board should have received it. If this group is comfortable and 
you want to make a motion to support that, you certainly can. The BoCC gave direction to go 
ahead and have Dan sign the letter. Rich added that he feels it accomplished what it needed 
to so he’s not sure if it adds any more value. 
-(8:49) Howie replied that maybe we should be of record to the BoCC not the FAA. He feels 
it is appropriate that the AAB is playing somewhat of a responsible role here. 
-(9:29) Rick stated that he was not at last month’s meeting but he did appreciated Brad’s 
discussion on the ALP. Rick wanted to note that there have been a couple of community 
comments from Greg Walker and Jeremy Hozier on the possibility that we will be discussing 
midfield crossover with the FAA. He added that he did not want to comment on the 
advisability of that and the necessity for a west side tie down area. Rick just wanted to note 
that they provided some comments and he is also concerned about a midfield crossover. He 
would be interested in following the discussions between the AAC and the FAA. Rick added 
that they also mentioned the possibility of having a full-length taxiway on the west side, 
albeit closer to the runway itself, for smaller GA aircraft. He does not know if the FAA might 
allow such a change but it was an interesting proposal to enable a full-length taxiway on 
that side. 
-(10:54) Howie asked a question with respect to the timeline, the topic is mid runway 
crossing or runway crossing with respect to GA location on the west side. Where is that as 
far as decisions or taking a position? 
-(11:19) Dan replied that is something we need to meet about. He added it is beyond just 
the privy of the airport District Office down in Denver – we need to meet with ATC because 
they are the ones that really control that and they would be the ones to have an issue with 
it. He added that staff would be meeting with the FAA on January 29th with ATC 
headquarters also involved, and hopefully get some answers. 
(11:43) Howie asks if we have taken a Board position on this? Dan replied that would be 
discussed today. 
-(12:00) Meg states that she was asked to reference a letter that was distributed to the AAB 
sent by 9 of the arts and culture organizations in support of the progress the ALP process is 
in and hoping that it will be accepted for the modernization of the airport. The letter 
expressed that it is critically important to these people. This letter was sent to become part 
of the public record by the heads of Theater Aspen, Aspen Music Festival, Jazz Aspen, Aspen 
Art Museum, Aspen Institute, Aspen Words, Anderson Ranch, Dance Aspen and Aspen Film. 
She added that hopefully everyone had read the letter as it was very well written, 
thoughtful and in support of what the Board is doing.  
-(13:09) Meg added that the Board has received another letter from Amory Lovins 
requesting time to be spent with them so he could express his thoughts. Meg encourages by 



way of this public forum to invite anyone from the public to come and speak with the Board 
and voice their opinions. She added the AAB appreciates getting these good, thoughtful 
letters. 

• Priority Item(s) (13:52): 
a) ALP Support Facilities Presentation/Slides – Brad Jacobsen 

• (16:05) CGR Scorecard – Airfield and GA 
• (16:50) CGR Scorecard – Terminal and Landside 
• (21:55) Existing Conditions Slide 
• (22:02) Planned Airfield Improvements Slide 
• (22:20) Planned Airfield/GA Improvements Slide 
• (23:08) Planned Airfield/GA/Terminal Improvements Slide 
• (23.33) Planned Airfield/GA/Terminal/Landside Improvements Slide 
• (23:54) CGR Support Facility Requirements Slide 
• (25:25) CGR Support Facility Alternative Slide (Board Discussion) 
• (41:27) Other Support Facilities Slide 
• (42:07) Other Support Facilities – Microgrid: BESS Slide 
• (42:33) Other Support Facilities – EMAS Slides (Board Discussion) 

-Brad ask the Board for a thumbs up/down whether to include EMAS on the ALP 
(53:46) Majority thumbs up 

• (55:18) Other Support Facilities – Blast Fence Slides 
-Board gives a thumbs up to keep the blast fence on the ALP 

• (58:54) Other Support Facilities – Future EVTOL Slide 
• (1:00:08) Other Support Facilities – Reserved for Future Aeronautical 

Development Slide 
• (1:01:06) Recap 
• (1:04:26) Next Steps (Board Questions and Discussion) 
• (1:13:13) Board discusses giving a thumbs up to present the draft ALP to the FAA 

at the January meeting (1:23:02) Unanimous thumbs up. 
b) Airport Parking Rates (1:26:27) – Dan 
c) Communications Team Update (1:39:22) – Marci 

• Old Business (1:46:09):  
a) Climate Action Letter – Rich 
b) Town Hall (1:46:35) – Dan 
c) Selections for Noise and Emissions (1:47:20) – Dan 

• New Business: 
• Standing Items: 

o Subcommittee Updates 
• (1:49:59) Safety Task Force – Barry 

o Commercial Passenger Update (1:50:59) – Bill Tomcich 
• Public Comment (1:56:01): 

-Ellen Anderson added a point of fact that there was a commercial overrun of the runway 
back in the 1990s and she was on scene. She added that it was a BAE146, it went off the up 
valley end of the runway and there was snow on the ground, Ellen added that she believes it 
is archived in the Aspen Times and there were no injuries. She stated that she is not taking 
sides but it’s just a point of fact that there was a commercial overshoot of the runway. 



-Bill added that he was there when it happened - it was his second year on board. He said 
the airport director took him out and they took pictures of it. Bill added that they lost their 
brakes so the pilot actually intentionally steered the aircraft off the runway and basically did 
a hockey stop in the snowbank. He said it was an incredible feat of piloting, that fact that 
everybody walked away from there and the aircraft was repaired and returned to service in 
a matter of days 
-Ellen agreed that the pilot did a remarkable job and added that it was off the up valley end 
of the runway. 

• Board Follow Up Comments:  
• Adjourn (1:58:00) 
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