


Project Schedule



Unique Project Elements

 Extensive Community/Public Workshops

 Public Workshops, Coffee Chats/Small Group Meetings, 
Social Media Outreach

 Extensive Study Input Committee Involvement

 Detailed working sessions with the committee

 Extensive Visioning/Design Concept Process

 Maximum Allowable Architecture and 
Engineering Design, 25%



Next Steps

 Consider list of members for the Study Input Committee

 February 10th work session to finalize committee list

 Team Kick-off to finalize first meetings

 Schedule Visioning Session and first Study Input 
Committee Meeting (Tentative Date: February 24th)



Thank You!
January 2015



Update on the Aspen/Pitkin 
County Airport Improvements 
and EA Process
September 2015



Meeting Objectives
 Explain what has changed since we last met and 

how it will affect the overall EA project

 Provide a background understanding of 
proposed improvements

 Understand the Environmental Assessment (EA) 
process and how it relates to the updated 
projects

 Define next steps 



Purpose of This Environmental 
Assessment (EA)
 The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires 

consideration of the environmental consequences of a 
federal action before the action is taken

 An Environmental Assessment is prepared to determine if a 
significant environmental impact may occur

 Provides an in‐depth review of the environmental impacts 
for the proposed action and alternatives to those actions

 Provides disclosure of the alternatives, impacts and 
mitigation to the public and decision makers



2012 Master Plan 
Recommendations 

 Premised on the continuation of the 95 foot wingspan restriction 
and the Modification to Standards (MOD) for airfield 
development granted by the FAA
 MOD allowed ASE to operate with a 320 ft. runway taxiway separation

 2012 Master Plan recommended development projects for both 
the east side and the west side

 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) developed for the Master Plan 
recommended projects was feasible and fundable

 In August 2013 the FAA approved the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), 
for east side and west side development with the exception of 
the proposed future runway/taxiway separation of 320 feet on 
the west side due to the fact that it did not meet FAA separation 
standards.



2012 Master Plan – Continued

 The ALP approval does not apply to the proposed 
runway/taxiway separation distance of 320 feet on the 
west side of Runway 15/33

 FAA determined that the MOD allowing the 320 foot 
separation on the west side was not acceptable and any 
development had to meet separation standards (400 feet)

 BOCC undertook a Future Air Service Study to determine 
the feasibility, consequences and costs to comply with the 
400 foot runway to taxiway separation



Master Plan Recommendations



Future Air Service Study (2014)

 ASE currently has a 95 ft. wingspan restriction in place based 
on runway to taxiway separation distance

 Aircraft trends indicated that the Regional Jets with 
wingspans less than 95 ft. will be phased out, with half of 
the U.S. fleet retired by 2021
 With wingspan restriction still in place, current air carriers would not 

be able to operate at ASE with future fleet

 FAA will not allow another MOD to allow larger wingspan without ASE 
meeting FAA standards of 400 feet separation 

 In order to have future air service at ASE, the FAA is requiring 
the airfield to be brought into FAA compliance



Future Air Service Study (2014)

 Next generation of regional aircraft have a larger wingspan

TABLE 3.2 AIRCRAFT TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

AIRCRAFT TYPE

WINGSPAN
FEET/

INCHES
MAX LW 

(LBS)
ASE PERFORMANCE 

CAPABLE

MEETS/DOES NOT MEET 
CURRENT OPERATIONAL 

RESTRICTIONS
Current Regional Aircraft

CRJ‐700 76' 3" 67,000 Yes Meets

Q‐400 93' 3" 62,000 Yes Meets

CRJ‐900 81' 7" 73,500 No Meets

CRJ‐1000 85' 11" 81,500 No Meets

E‐170 85' 4" 72,312 No Meets

E‐175 85' 4" 74,957 No Meets

E‐190 94' 3" 94,799 No Meets

E‐195 94' 3" 99,208 No Meets

Future Regional Aircraft

E175‐E2  101’ 8” 86,201 Yes* Does Not Meet

E190‐E2 110’ 7” 107,431 Yes* Does Not Meet

E195‐E2 110’ 7” 116,911 TBD* Does Not Meet

MRJ‐70 Standard 95' 9" 79,807 TBD Does Not Meet

MRJ‐90 Standard 95' 9" 83,776 TBD Does Not Meet

CS100 Base 115’ 1” 110,000 Yes Does Not Meet

CS300 Base 115’ 1” 121,500 Yes Does Not Meet
Source: Manufacturers; *E‐Jets E2 data are preliminary



Future Air Service Study (2014)
 Future Air Service Study examined ways to 

meet the FAA standards so air carrier service 
could be kept at ASE as fleet mix changes

 Worked within Master Plan goals and 
recommendations 

 Included extensive public involvement

 Future Air Service Study recommendations 
included:

 80‐ft  Runway shift to the west and widening

 Full‐parallel taxiway

 Second west side FBO

 Updated Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and a Capital 
Improvements Plan (CIP) to be submitted to 
FAA pending BOCC approval on Sept. 9th 



Future Air Service Study (2014)

 Preferred alternative would require a runway shift 
and 400 ft runway/taxiway separation to meet FAA 
standards to keep future air service



East Side EA Focus

 Master Plan recommended updates 
to the east side due to:
 Terminal Area and east side deficiencies

 Apron issues

 Operational issues

 Roadway/connectivity issues

 Transit center

 Visioning Sessions conducted on 
terminal redevelopment in early 
2014

 EA focused on the potential 
environmental impacts of just the 
east side projects



Things have changed…
 FAA funding availability was analyzed and determined that not all 

projects are fundable within reasonably foreseeable timeframe
 Based on financial constraints, priorities of the FAA and the Airport were 

based on:
 Safety
 Meeting FAA required standards 
 Operational efficiency

 Reasonable Foreseeable Project Priorities Have Shifted:

 Based on the estimated funding shortfalls the west side parallel taxiway, 
the 2nd FBO and the multi‐modal transit center are not considered within 
the current planning horizon

 The proposed ALP has been revised to reflect future and ultimate 
improvements phases

Previous Priorities New Priorities

1. West side Development/2nd FBO 1. Terminal Redevelopment

2. Terminal Redevelopment 2. Runway Shift

3. Runway Shift West side Development/2nd FBO



What this means for the EA Process

 Both the runway shift and the terminal replacement will be 
considered in one EA
 Separate purpose and needs, but in one document

 EA will rely on Future Air Service Study Alternatives analysis

 Benefits to the project include:
 Greater ability to analyze updated existing and future conditions based 

on new information 
 Analysis of future fleet mix with runway shift that meets FAA 

standards

 Take advantage of combined public outreach process

 Minimizes confusion concerning link of terminal redevelopment to 
airfield redevelopment



What this means for the EA (cont.)

 The multi‐modal transit center, west side parallel taxiway 
and 2nd FBO (west side) will not be part of the EA

 Multi‐modal transit center, west side taxiway and second 
FBO are not reasonably foreseeable, but still considered 
on the ALP for future development when feasible and 
demand dictates

 Parking options will need to be analyzed to meet parking 
needs since the multi‐modal transit center recommended 
from the Master Plan is not fundable at this time

 Parking options may include both on‐site and off‐site 
alternatives



What additional elements will be 
analyzed?
 As stated in the Future Air Service Study, the runway shift 

to meet FAA standards will allow for aircraft with a greater 
wingspan
 Future fleet mix will be examined and used for the air, noise, terminal sizing and 

other analyses for the EA
 While many newer aircraft are larger, they also offer improved efficiencies 
 Winglets or blended wings improve fuel efficiency and climb gradient
 Lower carbon footprint
 Quieter
 Improved range/comfort

 Because of the potential for increased enplanements, 
analysis will also examine “pillow count”

 Removal of transit center will result development of single 
level parking options

 Will examine cumulative impacts related to both projects, 
as well as other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions



Updated EA Proposed Projects



Environmental 
Assessment Content
 The Environmental Assessment 

will consist of the 
following key chapters:
 Purpose and Need

 Alternatives—Including the 
Proposed Action

 Affected Environment –
Environment as it exists today

 Environmental Consequences of 
the Proposed Action and the 
Feasible and Prudent Alternatives

 Mitigation Measures



Environment Categories
 Categories to Evaluate Per FAA Order 1050.1E Include:

 Air Quality

 Coastal Resources

 Compatible Land Use

 Construction Impacts

 Cumulative Impacts

 Department of Transportation 
Act: Section 4(f)

 Farmlands

 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants

 Floodplains

 Hazardous Materials, Pollution 
Prevention, and Solid Waste

 Water Quality

 Historical, Architectural, Archeological, 
and Cultural Resources

 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

 Natural Resources and Energy Supply

 Noise

 Secondary (Induced) Impacts

 Socioeconomics Impacts, Environmental 
Justice, and Children’s Environmental 
Health and Safety Risks

 Wetlands

 Wild and Scenic Rivers



Next Steps
 Community Input Committee Meeting (September 10th)

 Public Meeting September 10th

 4:30‐6:30 pm at the Limelight Hotel

 Coffee Chats over the next two weeks

 Community meetings over the next two weeks



BOCC Presentation of CIC Design Workshop and Public Open House
December 2015
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1 | Community Visioning
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1 | Community Visioning
Summary

The vision session occurred in February of 2015 and was organized into 
(4) general themes for discussion.  

Community input and insights were documented during the session and 
have been consolidated into general themes.
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“A Balanced Approach”
•	 Economic lifeline

•	 Operational efficiency

•	 Good neighbor

•	 Part of the community

“Embrace the Outdoors”
•	 Views

•	 Inside / outside spaces

“The Gateway Experience”
•	 Reflect the community vision

“Connectivity to the Community”
•	 Ground transportation / accessibility

1 | Community Visioning
Summary

General Themes:
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2 | What’s Happened
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2 | What’s Happened
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FUTURE AIR SERVICE STUDY - PHASE II
ALTERNATIVE 12

ASPEN, COLORADO

MASTER PLAN COMPARISON TO PROPOSED
LAYOUT FROM STUDY
 IMPACTS - CURRENT PROPOSED

MASTER PLAN LAYOUT
TERMINAL AREA/COMMERCIAL RAMP
SOUTH AND NORTH GA RAMP
WEST SIDE DEVELOPMENT

MASTER PLAN LAYOUT
ROADWAYS AND PARKING LOTS

LEGEND
MASTER PLAN LAYOUT
AIRCRAFT PAVEMENT

PROPOSED AIRFIELD AND ROAD
LAYOUT FROM AIR SERVICE STUDY

ASE PROPERTY LINE
BURLINGAME RANCH PROPERTY LINE

- ALL RSA'S, ROFA'S, AND TOFA'S SHOWN
ARE FOR PROPOSED AIRCRAFT PAVEMENT

MASTER PLAN LAYOUT
BUILDINGS

HIGHWAY 82 100' RIGHT-OF-WAY SETBACK
CDOT PROPERTY LINE

Site Constraints

Aerial Map with Area of Study Highlighted
*Based on Masterplan Update Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (12/2012)

Area of Study

N
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Keyplan
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ED

Proposed Runway Layout Demonstration
*Based on Masterplan Update Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (12/2012)

2 | What’s Happened
Site Constraints

Area of Study

Section A

Layout Diagram - Section A (through proposed airfield layout, terminal and parking)

CL    = Centerline

RSA  = Runway Safety Area Boundary

TOFA = Taxiway Object Free Area Boundary

BRL   = Building Restriction Line

CDOT = Colorado Department of Transportation

Legend

N



9

Layout Diagram - Plan of Proposed Commercial Terminal Area
*Based on Masterplan Update Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (12/2012)

2 | What’s Happened
Site Constraints

N
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Impact of airfield and existing site slopes to terminal planning.

3D Diagram Aerial - Ground Slope Relationships

2 | What’s Happened
Site Constraints

N
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Site Sections along site show topographic contours and grade differences.

3D Diagram Aerial - Ground Slope Relationships

2 | What’s Happened
Site Constraints

N
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Jet Bridges
2 | What’s Happened

Conceptual Terminal Elevation with Jet Bridges *Based on Masterplan Update Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (12/2012)

Pros

•	 Separated passenger and ground 
crew operations

•	 Less risk of passenger injury during 
bad weather events

Cons

•	More Expensive

•	Obstructed views from departure lounges

•	Significant exterior visual presence

•	No “outdoor arrival experience”

•	No “small town feel”

•	Less flexible aircraft loading

•	Taller building

Jet bridge alternatives have been evaluated against both the community goals and priorities 
established during the visioning session and the airport’s operational objectives.  It has been 
determined that the inclusion of jet bridges is counter to the community goals and priorities and 
not required to maintain safe and efficient operations.
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Structured Parking
2 | What’s Happened

Structured Parking Future Location Diagram

The financial plan associated with the EA does not currently 
include structured parking or multi-modal transit as a near-term 
project.  It is important to conceptually study any given terminal 
concept’s compatibility with future structured parking (see below) 
as a means to “future-proof” the project.

The parking count total is shown as two targets (see right).  This 
is because there is an opportunity to move rental storage off-site 
and allow more screening and vegetation at the terminal.

parking count target

short term
long term
employee
rental car ready
rental car storage
commercial

total
total (off-site rental car storage alternative)

(existing)

115
155

69
58

265
0

662
397
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3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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Building Concepts Matrix

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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Building Concepts Matrix

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
Building Concept 1 “Single Story”

•	 Gate Lounge finish floor same elevation as 
aircraft apron grade

•	 All program on single level

•	 Large building footprint in north / south 
direction

•	 Large grade transition required between 
Terminal curbside and HWY 82

Pros: Cons:
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Building Concept 1 “Single Level”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

Site Plan
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Building Concepts Matrix

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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Building Concept 2 “Split Level”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

•	 Gate Lounge finish floor same elevation as 
aircraft apron grade

•	 Finish floor split helps mitigate grade 
difference between air- and landside

Pros: Cons:

•	 Large building footprint in north / south 
direction

•	 Medium grade transition required between 
Terminal curbside and HWY 82

•	 Stair / Escalator / Elevator required on 
building interior
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Building Concept 2 “Split Level”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

Site Plan



22

Building Concepts Matrix

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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Building Concept 3 “Nested”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

•	 Gate Lounge finish floor same elevation as 
aircraft apron grade

•	 Curbside at (or close to) HWY 82 grade

•	 Reduced overall building footprint

•	 Overall building mass is visually reduced

•	 Better integration with future structured 
parking

Pros: Cons:

•	 Stair / Escalator / Elevator required on 
building interior
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Building Concept 3 “Nested”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

Site Plan
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Building Concepts Matrix

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

3 | Terminal & Site Concepts
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Building Concept 4 “2-Story”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

•	 Gate lounge finish floor same elevation as 
aircraft apron grade

•	 Curbside at (or close to) HWY 82 grade

•	 Smallest overall building footprint

•	 Stair / Escalator / Elevator required on 
building interior

•	 Largest perceived building mass

Pros: Cons:
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Building Concept 4 “2-Story”
3 | Terminal & Site Concepts

Site Plan
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4 | Workshop Outcome
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Community Input Process
4 | Workshop Outcome

The scorecard (see below) assessed community (CIC & Public) opinion on how well 
each concept met community goals and priorities established during the visioning 
session and the airport’s operational objective.

Workshop Building Concepts

Scorecard

October 2015
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Great! =
Good =

Acceptable =
Marginal =

Unacceptable =

The following input matrix covers the (4) concepts as they relate to the 
general themes discussed in the visioning session.  During the workshop, 
please use this scorecard as a tool to discuss and evaluate potential 
benefits by giving each concept a number score in the below categories.  
Tally up the total in each column at the bottom when finished.

Input Guide:                                                                                                                   Rating System:
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A Good Neighbor

Operational Efficiency

Passenger Experience

View of the Outdoors

Inside/Outside Spaces

Ground Transportation 
and Accessibility

Total

Workshop Building Concepts

Scorecard

October 2015
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Good =
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The following input matrix covers the (4) concepts as they relate to the 
general themes discussed in the visioning session.  During the workshop, 
please use this scorecard as a tool to discuss and evaluate potential 
benefits by giving each concept a number score in the below categories.  
Tally up the total in each column at the bottom when finished.

Input Guide:                                                                                                                   Rating System:
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A Good Neighbor

Operational Efficiency

Passenger Experience

View of the Outdoors

Inside/Outside Spaces

Ground Transportation 
and Accessibility

Total

Workshop Building Concepts

Comments?
Please write any additional comments / thoughts / con
Thank you!

Workshop Building Concepts

Comments?
Please write any additional comments / thoughts / concerns below.
Thank you!

October 2015
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Community Input Outcome
4 | Workshop Outcome

The comments from the CIC Workshop and Public Open House had overlapping 
themes, which are summarized / paraphrased below.

“Build to meet our needs”
•	 Small-town feel of back-in parking works great already, keep it

•	 Make terminal big enough to serve our needs but not an architectural  monument

“Terminal should be integrated into landscape”
•	 Roof gardens and outdoor spaces are exciting ideas for passengers!

•	 Keep beauty of surroundings, keep building as low as possible

•	 Views of roof are important for nearby residents, roof gardens!

“Parking”
•	 Structured parking is needed for capacity, convenience and accessible (ADA) use  

(general sentiment, with some opposite opinions)

“Connection to RFTA”
•	 The Airport needs to promote use of public transportation as much as they can
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Community Input Outcome
4 | Workshop Outcome

Building Concept 1
“Single Story”

CIC PUBLIC

13.7

15.9

26«

20.7

Building Concept Tally PITKIN
CONNECT

10.7 17.8

12.7 18.5

21.6« 22.8« 

14.5 18.3

Building Concept 2
“Split Level”

Building Concept 3
“Nested”

Building Concept 4
“2-Story”

Upon tallying and averaging the “scores” of the concepts, Concept 3 was the clear 
top choice with Concepts 2 and 4 sharing positions as alternate choice.
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Summary
4 | Workshop Outcome

Recommendation #1 Concept 3/4 Hybrid

•	 	 “Setback” appearance to minimize visual impact (Concept 3)
•	 	 Stack levels flat to allow for future expansion (Concept 4)

Recommendation #2 Concept 2
•	 	 All functions on a single level
•	 	 Split-level provides some grade mitigation opportunity
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Thank You



Scoping Comments Summary
BOCC Presentation
April 2016

Environmental Assessment 




