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2.1Environmental Resources Analysis

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Climate

• Per requirements of the Clean Air Act, the EA will identify criteria pollutant emissions: 
• carbon monoxide (CO), 
• ozone (precursor pollutants NOx and VOC), 
• sulfur oxides (SOx), 
• particulate matter (fine and course particles - PM2.5 and PM10).

• Pitkin County area is subject to a State Implementation Plan (SIP) because the region had previous 
exceedances of the standard for course particulate matter (PM10).

• Air Quality in the region meets the standards (attainment) for all other criteria pollutants.

• Terminal Alternatives
• Construction emissions: emissions due to the construction process.
• Operational emissions: Relative to No Action, the With Project scenario would increase emissions due to a 

slight increase in aircraft taxiway length. 
• Conformance with the SIP: Project is expected to be de minimis* (100 tons per year).

* de minimis emission levels are a threshold for air emissions caused by a federally funded project for an area that does not meet the standards.

• Runway Alternatives
• Construction emissions: emissions due to the construction process.
• Operational emissions: Relative to No Action, the With Project scenario would increase emissions due to 

additional passengers and larger aircraft.  

• Conformance with the SIP: Project is expected to be de minimis (100 tons per year).

• All proposed 
improvements are 
located primarily on 
pre-disturbed ground.

• No listed endangered, 
threatened, or special 
status species are 
commonly found 
within the survey 
area. 

• The United States 
Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 
concurred with the 
EA assessment of 
no impacts and 
sent a letter of “no 
concerns.” 

• With the piping of a section of Owl Creek (see Water Resources board) animals that once inhabited the area 
may move downstream or to another riparian system.

• Consuming fossil fuels/energy has been shown to contribute to climate change.

• The project is expected to change the quantity of energy consumed by airport facilities and airport activity.

• The EA will quantify greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation of the project.

• Runway Alternative
• Runway improvements are expected to increase aircraft-related energy consumption due to the larger aircraft 

and more passengers being served.

• Terminal Alternatives
• Terminal facility-related emissions per square footage are expected to decrease.
• Slight increase in taxi distance associated with terminal improvements would result in an increase in aircraft 

emissions.

Biological Resources - Vegetation Types
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• Overview

• 65 DNL noise contours were generated for existing 
(2015) and future (2023 and 2028) conditions 
for the No Action and Development Alternatives.  
Additionally, noise was modeled for the out year 
(2033) to show noise after five years of project 
implementation.

• DNL (day-night average sound level) is the noise 
metric used for environmental analysis. DNL is the 
average noise level over a 24-hour period. 

• Noise between the hours of 10pm and 7am is 
artificially increased by 10 dB to take into account 
the increased sensitivity to noise during this 
period.

• Noise contours are a series of superimposed 
lines that represent various DNL levels used to 
assess the relative aircraft noise exposure levels of 
different project alternatives.

• Per FAA regulations, the threshold of significance for noise is an increase in noise by 1.5 decibels (dB) or more for a 
noise-sensitive area at the 65 DNL noise contour or higher.

2.2Environmental Resources Analysis

Summary of Aviation Activity Forecast (2015-2033)

Noise

2015 represents the existing/baseline year for noise 
analysis.

• There are no noise-sensitive land uses located 
within the existing 65 DNL contour.

Noise: Existing (2015)

• The purpose of a noise wall is to 
mitigate for aircraft ground operations 
(including running auxiliary power units 
when the aircraft engines are off).

Noise Walls

2015 Noise Contours

10 Foot Noise Wall Project Contours

14 Foot Noise Wall Project Contours

• Analysis for the noise walls was 
conducted using the Lmax metric, a 
single event noise metric.

• Goal is to reduce noise levels by 5 db.
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2.3Environmental Resources Analysis

2023 represents the opening year of the terminal.

• The 2023 DNL contour represents the first year of the completed terminal. This contour represents both the No 
Action Terminal and With Project Terminal Alternatives since they would be the same (no changes in operations 
or fleet mix).

Noise: Future (2023)

• No Action: 

• The No Action Alternatives 
would result in a change 
in noise due to a change 
in fleet mix over time.  
(Note that this contour 
represents the No Action 
Runway/With Project 
Terminal as well, since 
the terminal project would 
not result in a change in 
operations).

Noise: Future (2028)
2028 represents the first year of 
operation for the runway

2023 With Project Noise Contours

• With Project:

• The first year of 
implementation assumes 
a phase-in of regional jets 
with a wingspan greater 
than 95 feet.

2028 No Project Noise Contours

2028 With Project Noise Contours
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Environmental Resources 2.4
Analysis

The What If Scenario discloses potential effects that might arise if the project induced enplanements or 
resulted in additional city destinations. Therefore, the What If Scenario assumes a high load factor.

Noise: What if Scenario

• No Action: 

• The No Action Alternatives 
would result in a change in 
noise due to a change in 
fleet mix over time.  (Note 
that this contour represents 
the No Action Runway/With 
Project Terminal as well, 
since the terminal project 
would not result in a change 
in operations).

Noise: Future (2033) Out Year
2033 Out Year represents five-
years hence for operation with 
the runway

• With Project:

• The Out Year condition 
assumes a general change 
in fleet mix over time as 
older aircraft are retired, the 
business jet fleet is all Stage 
3, and all CRJ-700 aircraft 
would be phased out.

2033 No Project Noise Contours

2033 With Project Noise Contours

2033 What If Noise Contours
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2.5Environmental Resources Analysis

• Aviation-related land use planning is integral to safe, sustainable operations. There are no noise-sensitive land 
uses within the 65 DNL contour.

• The proposed improvements would not result in the disruption of any communities, the relocation of residences 
or businesses, or result in any changes to existing or planned land uses or zoning designations.

Land Use

• The breakdown in passengers by 
vehicle type (based on a 2009 
curbfront survey) was applied to the 
forecasts of passengers to project the 
number of vehicle ground movements 
that would occur under various 
passenger enplanement scenarios.

• Ground vehicle movements each 
represent a roundtrip vehicle 
movement, which is a trip to the 
airport to drop-off the passenger and 
a trip from the airport back to the 
vehicles origin.

Surface Transportation

• Minor modifications to surface traffic routing at the airport could occur with implementation of the terminal 
improvements. However, there would be no changes to access points.

• The proposed projects would not cause any Pitkin County arterials or any Colorado State Department of 
Transportation (CDOT), City of Aspen or City of Snowmass intersections to change from acceptable to deficient 
levels of service.

Table 2. Vehicle Ground Movements

2015
Actual

2023
No Action 

with Project: 
Terminal

2028
No Action 
Runway

2028
With Project: 

Runway First Year 
of Implementation

2033
No Action

2033
With Project: 
Runway Out 

Year

2033**
What If 

Scenario

Projected Passenger 
Enplanements

Projected 
Passenger 

Enplanements 233,541 263,153 258,860 296,140 281,036 333,259 548,356
467,082 526,306 517,720 592,280 562,072 666,518 1,096,712

Rental Vehicles 27.2% of Passengers
Car 14.3% 1.46 6,205 6,992 6,878 7,869 7,467 8,855 14,570

Van 19.5% 2.24 5,540 6,243 6,141 7,025 6,667 7,906 13,009
SUV/Truck 66.2% 2.02 20,832 23,473 23,090 26,416 25,068 29,727 48,913

All 100.0% 1.97 32,578 36,708 36,109 41,310 39,203 46,488 76,492
Commercial Vehicles 29.6% of Passengers

50.0% of Vehicles pickup passengers when dropping off other passengers
Car 1.7% 2.00 879 990 974 1,115 1,058 1,254 2,064

Van 89.0% 1.96 47,026 52,988 52,124 59,631 56,589 67,105 110,417
SUV/Truck 8.9% 2.33 3,955 4,457 4,384 5,016 4,760 5,644 9,287

Limo 0.4% 1.00 439 495 487 557 529 627 1,032
All 100.0% 1.98 52,300 58,931 57,970 66,318 62,936 74,631 122,800

Non-Commercial Vehicles 43.2% of Passengers
19.5% of private vehicles go to on-site parking (car, van, SUV. Large SUV)

Car 11.9% 1.46 14,805 16,682 16,410 18,773 17,815 21,126 34,762
Van 16.3% 2.24 13,218 14,895 14,652 16,762 15,907 18,863 31,037

SUV/Truck 55.2% 2.02 49,701 56,003 55,090 63,024 59,809 70,923 116,699
Large SUV 4.7% 2.00 4,230 4,766 4,688 5,364 5,090 6,036 9,932

RFTA (Public Bus) 5.2% 1.64 6,446 7,263 7,145 8,174 7,757 9,198 15,135
Limo 6.7% 2.88 4,688 5,282 5,196 5,944 5,641 6,690 11,007

All 100.0% 1.98 93,088 104,892 103,180 118,040 112,020 132,835 218,572
Total Vehicles

Car 7.8% 1.50 21,889 24,664 24,262 27,756 26,340 31,235 51,395
Van 45.9% 2.02 65,785 74,126 72,917 83,418 79,163 93,874 154,463

SUV/Truck 36.4% 2.05 74,489 83,934 82,564 94,455 89,637 106,294 174,900
Large SUV 2.8% 2.00 4,230 4,766 4,688 5,364 5,090 6,036 9,932

RFTA (Public Bus) 3.1% 1.64 6,446 7,263 7,145 8,174 7,757 9,198 15,135
Limo 4.1% 2.67 5,127 5,778 5,683 6,502 6,170 7,317 12,039

All 100.0% 1.98 177,965 200,531 197,259 225,668 214,158 253,954 417,864

Vehicle Type
% of  

Passengers

Average 
Passengers Per 

Vehicle

Vehicle Movements

Projected Total Passengers

Vehicle Ground Movements

Generalized Land Use Map

Terminal Site Plan 1: The Ridge. Terminal Site Plan 2: The Pavilion.



www.pitkincountyconnect.comwww.aspenairport.com
for more information: add to the conversation online:

2.6Environmental Resources Analysis

• Water Resources in Survey Area (area surveyed by certified specialists):

• Owl Creek 

• Owl Creek 100 Year Floodplain

• Three wetlands

• Two Tributaries to Owl Creek

• Four Ditches

• Note that only those resources in the Study Area (proposed disturbance area for improvements) were evaluated 
for potential impacts

• The Terminal Alternatives would not have any significant impacts on water quality and no impacts to wetlands or 
non-wetlands. 

• The Runway Alternative would require the piping of 1,670 linear feet of Owl Creek and would result in 1.5 acres 
of riparian area impact, which is associated with the 100-year floodplain of the creek.  Piping of the creek would 
decrease sedimentation and wildlife hazards on the airfield.

• Coordination with US Army Corps of Engineers is ongoing.

Water Resources

Wetlands & Water Features Near Airport

Cumulative Impacts

• The proposed improvements would not result in an adverse impact to land use compatibility, noise, or other 
environmental resources, aside from wetlands. 

• The piping of Owl Creek is viewed as beneficial from the standpoint that sedimentation and wildlife hazards would 
be reduced.  In addition, piping of Owl Creek would reduce evaporation and is of benefit in continuing drought 
conditions in the arid west. Because the purpose and need of the projects are to address safety requirements, 
and are not directed towards increasing capacity, cumulative impacts to water resources such as increased 
development near the Airport are unlikely to occur.

• The proposed improvements would not significantly combine cumulatively with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or 
person undertakes such other actions.”
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2.7Environmental Resources Analysis

• For evaluation in the EA, the area of development 
includes:

• Aspen

• Snowmass Village

• Pitkin County

• Western Slope

• Colorado

• The socioeconomic indicators evaluated include:

• Population

• Income

• Employment

• Tax Revenue

• Tourism

• Lodging

Socioeconomic Conditions

• No Action: 

The No Action Alternative 
would result in a reduction in 
enplanements/resort visitors 
(compared to the With Project 
scenario), but would increase 
operations of turboprops (only 
in out years).

• With Project:

The proposed improvements 
would increase enplanements/
resort visitors similar to what 
would occur under current 
fleet mix (status quo).  (Note 
that this scenario reflects the 
FAA-approved forecast, and is 
reasonably foreseeable.)

• What-if Scenario:

What-If scenario would result in an 
increase in enplanements/resort visitors 
that could occur from combined factors 
of greater aircraft capacity and potential 
increase in lodging capacity (growing 
RBO market). (Note that this scenario is 
not an FAA-approved forecast, and is not 
reasonably foreseeable.)

Overview

• Socioeconomic indicators provide background for understanding social and economic development in an area. 
These indicators serve as a basis for assessment of potential socioeconomic impacts.

Population
• Annual growth rates in Aspen (1.3%) and 

Pitkin County (0.8%) are less than the 
2% objective discussed in past planning 
documents.

• The State Demography Office population 
forecast for Pitkin County assumes that 
growth will continue at 2% or less through 
2035.

Income
• While median household 

income is relatively high, 
the cost of housing, health 
care and other expenses 
makes families more 
vulnerable to changes in the 
economy.

Source: Aspen Consolidated Sanitation District
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2.8Environmental Resources Analysis

Socioeconomic Conditions

Tax Revenue
• Retail sales show 

steady increase 
in recent years 
despite drop in total 
population (visitors 
plus residents) due to 
loss of hotel units in 
Aspen.

• Projections continue 
to show an increase 
in retail sales tax 
revenue.

Tourism
• Skier visits relatively 

flat but generally 
increasing since 
recession.

• WRNF visitation 
increased 
substantially with 
greatest growth 
occurring during 
summer season.

• Tourism economy 
generally stable and 
growing.

Source: Pitkin County 2016 Budget Report

Source: Aspen Skiing Company

Skier Visits Trend

Employment
• Sectors most 

impacted by tourism 
constitute 62.5%  
of total jobs in the 
County.

• Accommodations 
and food services 
make up 33.8% of 
total jobs.

• Overall economy 
more than 
$610,000,000. 
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Aspen

Source:  AirDNA Market Report/Aspen – 11/2016

p
Listing Count Trend d –– All Listings

Snowmass Village

Source:  AirDNA Market Report/Snowmass Village – 11/2016

Snowmass V
Listing Count Trend 

s V
d –

illageViV
– All Listings

2.9Environmental Resources Analysis

Socioeconomic Conditions

Economic Benefits of Project (Runway)

2023 2033
No Action 
(Runway) 

 No Action 
(Runway)

With Project 
(Runway)3 

Reduction w/o 
Runway Project

No Action 
(Runway) 

With Project 
(Runway) 

Reduction w/o 
Runway Project What-If Scenario

Enplanement Increase (over 2015) 29,612 25,319 62,599 37,280 47,495 99,718 52,223 244,739

Additional Visitors1 22,031 18,837 46,574 27,736 35,336 74,190 38,854 182,086

Annual Visitor Spending2  $50,694,085.73 $43,344,710.14 $107,165,982.46 $63,821,272.32 $81,308,780.28 $170,711,631.79 $89,402,851.51 $418,979,462.62

Source:  TGMC, llc

Economic Benefits of New Visitors (Annual)

2028 2033

3 First year of relocated runway implementation

1 Enplanement increase x .744 (from the Colorado Department of Transpotation, Division of 
Aeronautics report entitled "2013 Economic Impact Study for Colorado Airports")  
2 Based on estimate of visitor spedning obtained from the Colorado Department of Transpotation, 
Division of Aeronautics report entitled "2013 Economic Impact Study for Colorado Airports")

All Scenarios Assume Commecial Passenger Terminal Redevelopment

Forecast Scenarios Enplanement Increase 
(Over 2015) Visitors1 New Lodge Guests2 

No Action Runway w/Terminal 29,612 22,031 15,422
2028 No Action 25,319 18,837 13,186
2028 w/Project 62,599 46,574 32,602
2033 No Action 47,495 35,336 24,735
2033 w/Project 99,718 74,190 51,933
2033 What-I f 244,739 182,086 127,460

Source:  TGMC, llc

1 Demand seats x .744 (from the Colorado Department of Transpotation, Division of Aeronautics report entitled "2013 Economic 
Impact Study for Colorado Airports") 

2 Visitors x .70 (based on average of 2015/16 Aspen Skiing Company on-mountain survey data and ACRA data from 2012 summer 
visitor survey regarding acommodation type) 

Potential New Upvalley Lodging Guests (Annual)

Lodging (RBO Market)
• RBO market very dynamic and growing.

• Over 200 units added to RBO inventory in Aspen/Snowmass Village since 
May of 2015 (inventory at 994 as of November, 2016).

• Occupancy rate of RBO units is rising with peak occupancy occurring 
during summer.

• Currently no efforts to regulate the number of RBO units by local 
jurisdictions.

Source: DestiMetrics, “Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient Inventory Study,” May 2015.

Lodging (Traditional Lodge 
Units)

• Traditional lodging inventory has seen 
a slight reduction since 2009.

• Economy lodge rooms have been 
identified as the most underserved 
segment of the current inventory.

• While annual and peak-season 
occupancy have increased in recent 
years the market has room to 
accommodate additional visitors. Source: DestiMetrics, “Stay Aspen Snowmass Transient Inventory Study,” May 2015.
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Public Involvement - Sign in Sheets 
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Appendix 10 
Forecast Approval Letter  
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Appendix 11  
Public Hearing and Public Comment Period 
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Pitkin County Website Public Comments Through End of Comment Period (10/4/2017) and Responses 

Submitted by 
Date 
Received 

Comment Summary Response 

Paul McDonough August 27, 
2017 

Wonderful news! We are looking forward to finally getting a state of the art 
terminal and runway! Our family has enjoyed our 2nd home and the area for 
decades, however the getting to and fro has always been the worst part! We 
would love to the improved efficiencies and amenities of a new terminal! Also, 
a longer runway would allow more direct flights, leading to more skiers & 
customers to our businesses! 

The proposed action includes the relocation of the runway to address 
deficiencies and meet FAA standards, which does not include a longer 
runway.   
 
Please note that the project is needed to accommodate current and 
forecasted users and that it will not allow more flights (i.e. add capacity). 
 

Howard Vagneur August 28, 
2017 

Hi, I've reviewed all of your plans, drafts, etc. and it appears to me that you 
only address areas at the airport. 
An Extended current EA is needed for areas outside the airport envelope. I 
have been impacted by low flying, loud and off course aircraft over my 
property in Woody Creek for many years impacting my property and lowering 
the property value. Past advisement to airport authorities have fallen on deaf 
ears. HV 

Preparation of the Draft EA followed the policies, procedures, and guidelines 
as outlined in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.  These orders outline FAA 
accepted methodologies, methods, models, techniques, and thresholds of 
significance for the impact assessment and preparation of EA documents.  
The EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA, and Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.   
 
The study area varies based on the resource being analyzed and can extend 
beyond the airport boundary.  For example, the study area for noise is the 
three dimensional geographic area with the potential to be impacted by 
noise from the proposed project and must be large enough to include the 
area within the DNL 65 dB contour.  The study area for each resource 
category has been defined in this EA (in Chapter 4).  To determine if the 
Proposed Action will result in impacts, the No Action Alternative is compared 
with the Proposed Action.   
 
Based on the evaluation completed for this EA, no significant noise impacts 
would occur as a result of the proposed project relative to federal thresholds.   
Noise compatibility or non-compatibility of land use is determined by 
comparing the DNL value at a location to the values in the FAA’s land use 
compatibility guidelines.  In this case, the 65 DNL noise contour encompasses 
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Submitted by 
Date 
Received 

Comment Summary Response 

primarily airport property and does not contain any non-compatible land 
uses.  
 
Air quality is analyzed relative to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
there are no significant impacts relative to any of the air quality standards.   
 
Since the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft from flying 
into or out of the valley due to federal grant assurances (with the exception 
of the grandfathered curfew already in place). 
 
According to Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 91.119, Minimum 
safe altitudes; in general, there are minimum standards for operations of 
fixed wing aircraft (excluding when necessary for takeoff/landing).  Over 
congested areas, an altitude of 1,000 feet above the highest obstacle within a 
horizontal radius of 2,000 feet is required, except for under take-off and 
landing procedures.  Complaints on low-flying aircraft may be filed with the 
FAA, Office of Flight Standards, which monitors aircraft operations.  Once the 
facts have been recorded, an FAA aviation safety inspector attempts to 
identify the offending aircraft operator.  For more information on low flying 
aircraft complaints, please visit the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/ 
 
 

Ron Thompson August 30, 
2017 

I fail to remember the voters approving an enlargement to the airport and you 
work for the voters. This voter is against your plan. Enlarging the airport will 
fundamentally change our city, we are popular because of our small town 
charming character. 
Our commissioners and the city council disrespect the federal government's 
immigration laws, therefore if you go ahead with this costly plan you should 
have a strategy for how to fund it without federal funds. 

The Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) was presented with the Draft 
EA and all comments during fall 2017.  and unanimously voted to submit the 
document to the FAA. This action does not require a direct vote by the 
community.  The BOCC has submitted the Final EA to the FAA for their 
review. 
 
The proposed airport improvement projects evaluated in this EA are unlikely 
to occur without funding from the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), 
which is the federal grant-in-aid program that represents a major source of 
funding for airport development and planning, and is used to ensure that 

http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/
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Submitted by 
Date 
Received 

Comment Summary Response 

airport upgrade projects necessary for a facility to remain open and viable, 
are completed.  In general, eligible projects include those improvements 
related to enhancing airport safety, capacity, security, and environmental 
concerns.  The proposed improvements evaluated in this EA are eligible for 
funding; however, timing of these projects will depend largely on availability 
of federal funding.  With federal funding, the County will be responsible for 
covering the costs associated with the local share of the federal grant, 
components of the project that are ineligible for federal funding, and costs 
that exceed the grant. 

Peter Grenney August 30, 
2017 

Section - 2.2.2 Terminal Circulation Road Requirements and Parking Needs - 
seems outdated based on 2012 parking calculations. How is the parking 
management plan accounting for car-share, ride-share, autonomous vehicles, 
and e-bikes? Is there any opportunity to make the terminal a shared hub for 
other regional transportation services (i.e. Union Station) whether it's for 
buses, shuttles, shared rides, etc.? 

The 2012 parking calculations were the most recent information on airport 
parking needs at the time of the Master Plan. It was not within the scope of 
this EA to update those numbers; however, it was confirmed that the 
assumptions made in the Master Plan were still valid, and therefore were 
used in this EA. Relative to your question on parking, the site plan covered in 
the EA plans for keeping the existing number of parking spaces due to lack of 
funding for a potential parking garage.  The need for a general parking study 
for the entire valley has been identified due to broader parking needs, but it is 
assumed that due to limited parking, users will have to use other methods of 
transportation such as public transit, ride sharing, etc.  The site plan includes 
a more intuitive, user friendly link to the RFTA station to streamline ease of 
use of the public transportation system.  Final details relative to these 
elements will be included in the final design, which will include opportunities 
for public comment. 

Name not shown  September 
11, 2017 

MOST IMPORTANT: When did citizens approve an enlargement to the airport? 
Can we bring torches to these meetings? This expansion is being crammed 
down the community's throat---just like all the new government buildings only 
the bureaucrats hungry for more power want in our little village. Geez. The 
Aspen Mayor and his Troika bypassed us citizens for the 47' foot City Hall with 
a 1500 sq. foot office with shower for the City Manager. When the newly 
hired airport director ---from .....get ready....LAX -----came into Rotary 
(typically a pro business group) to talk about the new plan in glowing (in his 
mind) and positive (in his mind) terms like "gargantuan" and "huge," I was told 

  The Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) was presented with the EA and 
all comments during fall 2017.  The BOCC unanimously voted to submit the 
document to the FAA.  This action requires approval of the BOCC but does 
not require a direct vote by the community. FAA will conduct its independent 
review and issue its decision.  The design phase of the proposed project will 
incorporate further opportunities for public comment. All projects will be 
designed in accordance with Aspen/Pitkin County Design Guidelines, which 
are intended to provide a mechanism to ensure that future development 
and redevelopment at the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport is implemented in a 
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to shut up afterwards and not to mention it. HAHAHA Remember, 
commissioners ---you work for us voters. A majority of voters are against your 
plan. This bears repeating: " Enlarging the airport will fundamentally change 
our city; we are popular because of our small town charming character." 

manner consistent with community values which reflect high standards for 
architectural quality, environmental sensitivity, neighborhood compatibility, 
and sustainability 

Name not shown September 
23, 2017 

Some 50 years ago an article about the necessity of keeping our airport small 
appeared in the Aspen Times. Of course the financial interests ignored it as 
they will ignore it now. It is a shame that in a world gone bad with global 
warming and an ignorant upper class that we cannot find something better to 
do with this money. My absentee neighbors are all cutthroat CEOs with no 
morality. They want to come and go, if they do at all, in the largest possible 
contrivance. This would be a private jet with a wingspan that surpasses that of 
15 tall men lying head to toe. Think of these men as dead and you will get a 
real picture of what global warming and unrestrained opulence brings. 

The purpose and need for this project is not related to general aviation 
aircraft operations at ASE.  Instead, it relates to bringing the airfield up to FAA 
required safety standards to allow for future commercial service jet aircraft to 
continue to operate at ASE.  Based on the Master Plan Update of 2013, the D-
III standard was identified as the correct design group for ASE and therefore, 
ASE must meet those D-III standards. 
 
No significant impact has been identified from the projects relative to air 
quality or greenhouse gas emissions and therefore, no mitigation is required 
as part of the proposed projects.  However, the Airport recognizes the 
importance of climate change and has been working with Pitkin County and 
the City of Aspen on the climate action planning to determine if there are 
ways to incorporate GHG minimization (such as preconditioned air, electric 
hook ups, sustainable terminal design) into the project or into other areas of 
the Airport. 

Peg O'Brien September 
25, 2017 

Please protect the air quality of the residential and recreational areas beneath 
the flight path. 
Data collection (on the mesa above the Woody Creek Post Office, on airport 
mesa above Jaffee Park, and others locales beneath the flight path - during on, 
off, and shoulder seasons), and analysis (perhaps involving a 3rd party 
environmental science group who would provide recommendations), followed 
by creation and strict enforcement of emissions regulations, may be 
appropriate. The Aspen-Valley-appropriate air quality regulations could then 
be used to guide decisions on types and numbers of planes allowed, which 
could inform the airport design. 
Thank you. Respectfully, Peg O'Brien WC Metro President 

No significant impact has been identified from the projects relative to air 
quality or greenhouse gas emissions relative to federal thresholds and 
therefore, no mitigation relative to this is required as part of the proposed 
projects.  Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft 
from flying into or out of the valley (with the exception of a limited curfew in 
place that is grandfathered in).  However, the Airport recognizes the 
importance of climate change and has been working with Pitkin County and 
the City of Aspen on the climate action planning to determine if there are 
ways to incorporate GHG minimization (such as preconditioned air, electric 
hook ups, sustainable terminal design) into the project or into other areas of 
the Airport. 

Bert Myrin September 
25, 2017 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. I support the current flight curfew 
going forward. I am concerned about the potential for larger commercial and 

The existing curfew at ASE is grandfathered in place and will remain in place 
in perpetuity, unless there is a change to the Pitkin County Code (Title 10).  
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private jets. I support “The Ridge” terminal area improvement because the 
exterior appearance is smaller in scale, with a low profile roof that hugs the 
landscape. 
Additionally, the open interior makes wayfinding intuitive and the enormous 
windows provide a sense of place that is unique to Aspen. If it were up to me 
(which it’s not), I’d support all improvements proposed except those 
necessary to accommodate larger jets. The projection of 74,190 additional 
annual visitors in 2033 with the runway project seems incompatible with 
maintaining the small-town character of Aspen. Thanks again for the 
opportunity to comment. - Bert Myrin 

The addition of larger aircraft was modeled and found to have no significant 
impact on elements such as noise and air quality relative to federal 
thresholds.  Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict 
aircraft from flying into or out of the valley.  
 
The design concept for the terminal will be finalized during the design phase 
of the terminal, if the project moves forward, and will consider additional 
public input during that process on items like "fitting into the landscape", 
wayfinding, etc. The EA analyzed a terminal up to 140,000 square feet as a 
space reservation. 
 
The purpose and need to meet forecast commercial service fleet was 
identified in the Air Service Study, completed in 2014, which included 
coordination with air carriers. As part of the Air Service Study and subsequent 
2015 ALP Update, the forecasts of aviation activity were updated to address 
the changing air carrier fleet.  The Study confirmed that the aircraft currently 
serving ASE under the 95-foot wingspan restriction are being phased out of 
the commercial service fleet and being replaced by aircraft with larger 
wingspans and higher seat counts by 2028.  Other than the CRJ-700 which is 
being phased out, no existing or future aircraft meet three important criteria: 
1) the 95-foot wingspan, 2) the current weight limit and 3) can operate out of 
Aspen Airport with the current airfield configuration.  As part of this EA, FAA 
forecasts for aviation activity, size of aircraft and frequency, along with local 
and regional land use plans were reviewed to ensure that the proposed 
projects meet FAA design standards for the aircraft fleet currently using, and 
forecasted to use, the Airport. 
 

The North 40 
HOA and Board 
- Michael 
Wessler 
(President) 
- Amy Barrow 

September 
25, 2017 

The North 40 subdivision is hereby submitting their comments and requests 
for modification of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (ASE) Draft Environmental 
Assessment (Draft EA) and subsequent improvements to the airport. 
North 40 is a residential neighborhood comprised of approximately 70 deed 
restricted units in Pitkin County just outside the City of Aspen. Many of these 
units are occupied by families with children. All units are occupied year-round. 

Please see responses below: 
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- Jeremy Barbin 
- Andrew Lodge 
- Jay Maytin 
- Jared 
Thompson 
- Pete Yang 

Our community also maintains a field and children’s park which is shared with 
the community at large. Our neighborhood is adjacent to Colorado Mountain 
College’s (CMC) Aspen campus. 
The Aspen/Pitkin County Airport’s GA apron, runway, and taxiway are directly 
across Hwy 82 from North 40. This is where most private jets park and all 
airplanes must travel past when taxiing, arriving, or departing. The planes are 
visible from the North 40 field, park, and some of the houses. The airplanes’ 
noise and exhaust fumes affect the field, park, and all units to varying degrees 
– see Figure 4.11-3 and 4.11-4. Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EA acknowledges the 
impacts the airport has on the surrounding area including North 40 and Aspen 
Airport Business Center (ABC). 
“The need to reduce apron noise on surrounding communities. Coordination 
with the public during the Master Plan Update identified noise from the GA 
apron as a substantial concern for the businesses and residences near the 
Airport Business Center. The GA apron can be very busy during peak times in 
the summer and the winter, with numerous business jets parked. Jets are 
generally parked with Auxiliary Power Units (APUs) running, facing Highway 82 
and the Airport Business Center (ABC). These units are run prior to taking off, 
during maintenance, and sometimes for hours while waiting for clients. This 
creates noise in the surrounding community. While this project is not directly 
related to the needed terminal improvements, its need could be addressed at 
about the same time as the terminal improvements.” 
Before proceeding, I want to note that we did move here knowing and 
accepting that our proximity to the airport would have implications on our 
daily life. I would also like to add that the airport does a good job of complying 
with the flight curfew at night between 10 pm – 7 am. During hours of 
operation, the airport generally emits constant background noise with 
noticeably louder noise levels during takeoff and landing. This is to be 
expected. What was a surprise to us is the additional noise and exhaust fumes 
emitted while planes sit on the apron waiting to park, taxi, and / or take off. 
They generally run their Auxiliary Power Units (APU) during this time. This is 
exacerbated by the winds which sometimes blow east across the runway 
towards North 40. This leads to noise and exhaust fumes that are so bad that 
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we have had to leave the park and close the windows at our house. These 
symptoms happen with varying frequency throughout the year but worse case 
is multiple times a week during busy seasons. 
I understand that the Draft EA has deemed the additional noise and emissions 
of a redeveloped airport to be negligible and therefore are not requiring 
mitigating steps to address them as part of this environmental assessment. 
But it would be a missed opportunity to redevelop the airport and not address 
the issues of noise and air pollution, even at current levels. I request that you 
include the following additions to the Draft Environment Assessment to 
address these environmental effects at the North 40 and surrounding areas. 
Some of these suggestions would also reduce pollution in the greater 
Aspen/Pitkin County community. 
1) Noise/Visual Buffer 
a. Figure 1-1 (and other similar Figures) depicts a Noise/Visual Buffer along the 
east side of the GA apron. Section 4.11.2.2 describes construction options of a 
wall and / or berm: “For the Terminal Alternatives, the location of the terminal 
and apron would change and there would be an addition of a noise wall/berm 
on the ramp between the aircraft parking area and the North 40 community.” 
Different heights are discussed. The addition of a noise/visual buffer is not a 
requirement of this document but instead is a suggested additional project. 
b. Strongly support the development of a Noise/Visual Buffer between the 
airport and North 40. 
c. Recommend the 14’ high option along the east (North 40) side of the GA 
apron. Construction consisting of a sound wall on the airport side and an 
earthen half-mound on the Hwy 82 / North 40 side. 
d. Additionally, suggest adding a 10’ high earthen berm north to the far end of 
the FBO and south to the far end of the parking lots. 
e. The materials used for the berm should come from the demolition of the 
old terminal and excavation for the new terminal and other improvements. 
This would greatly reduce the amount of fill being sent to the Pitkin County 
Landfill. This will also offset the cost of the berm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding a noise/visual buffer and the construction of a noise wall/berm to 
decrease airport related impacts to North 40 community, your support of this 
feature and recommendations have been noted. Final material choice and 
height would be determined during the design phase. If constructed, the 
design phase of the proposed project will incorporate opportunities for public 
comment. All projects will be designed in accordance with Aspen/Pitkin 
County Design Guidelines, which are intended to provide a mechanism to 
ensure that future development and redevelopment at the Aspen/Pitkin 
County Airport is implemented in a manner consistent with community values 
which reflect high standards for architectural quality, environmental 
sensitivity, neighborhood compatibility, and sustainability. 
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f. Building a 14’ sound wall with earthen berm along the GA apron and 10’ 
earthen berm in front of the FBO and parking / terminal will help contain 
noise and pollution within the airport. 
g. This will benefit North 40, CMC, Firehouse, and ABC. Will also benefit the 
Pitkin County Landfill. 
2) Change Direction of Parked Planes 
a. The Draft EA does not specify the direction planes should be parked on the 
apron. Currently airplanes are parked with their tails (and exhaust) facing 
North 40. 
b. Request that the orientation of parked airplanes on the apron be changed 
180 degrees so that their noses are facing highway 82 / North 40. 
c. Changing the direction planes park on the apron will redirect the noise and 
exhaust of taxiing and APU’s away from North 40. 
d. This will benefit North 40, CMC, Firehouse, and ABC. 
3) Limit APU Runtime 
a. The Draft EA does not include any reference to the benefit of limiting APU 
runtimes. 
b. Recommend implementing new policy that would limit APU runtime to 15 
minutes and instigate penalties for overages. 
c. Extend an area to the far north (down valley) end of the airport where 
longer runtimes are allowed specifically for safety or maintenance. 
d. Rules will also need to be in place that would prevent pilots from running 
the airplane engines to provide the same services the APU normally does 
which would clearly circumvent any benefit of restricting APU runtime, 
possibly causing even more pollution. 
e. Implementing a maximum time limit on how long an APU can be run will 
reduce the amount of noise and air pollution emitted by airplanes on the 
apron. 
f. This will benefit North 40 and the environment in general. 
4) APU Alternatives 
a. Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EA suggests exploring funding to provide 
alternatives to APU’s: “Pitkin County will explore obtaining FAA Voluntary 

 
 
 
 
 
Changing the direction of the parked aircraft or run time of the APU is 
generally dependent on apron space and is managed by the Fixed Base 
Operator and the pilots - it is under their discretion and can’t be regulatorily 
limited. Any changes to those procedures would need to be coordinated with 
the FBO and the pilots, and those changes would be voluntary. It is not 
included in the scope of this EA. 
 
 
 
In response to your comment regarding implementation of an APU 
restriction, please note that policy development is not included as part of this 
EA.  However, this project would result in an average decrease in taxi distance 
of 193 feet, due to the terminal location shift to the south. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Your support of adding conditioned air and power infrastructure for both 
commercial and private aircraft has been noted. As part of the Airport Master 
Plan, the communities’ concern over APU use was documented, and as part 
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Airport Low Emission (VALE) funding for the installation of preconditioned air 
and ground power to enable airlines to reduce their use of APUs.” 
b. Strongly support adding conditioned air and power infrastructure for both 
commercial and private 
aircraft as an alternative to using APU’s – like electric car charging stations. 
c. Implementing electrical alternatives to APU’s will reduce the amount of 
noise and air pollution emitted by airplanes while parked on the apron. 
d. This will benefit North 40 and the environment in general. 
5) Lead Emitting Fuels 
a. Section 4.1.1 states that 30,000 gallons of lead emitting fuel is used at ASE 
each year: Approximately 30,000 gallons of Avgas was consumed in 2015 in 
contrast to approximately 6 million gallons of JetA. Avgas emits lead, but was 
not evaluated because it is used in small quantities at ASE relative to JetA. 
b. Request the phasing out of Avgas which is described in the Draft EA as a 
lead emitting fuel. 
c. Eliminating lead emitting fuels will benefit North 40 and the environment in 
general. 
6) Hwy 82 Access 
a. Figure 1-1 (and other similar Figures) suggests an additional intersection 
between Hwy 82 and airport parking: “Future intersection per CDOT access 
control plan”. 
b. Recommend limiting access between Hwy 82 and the airport to existing 
FBO and Baltic Ave intersections. Remove the existing third, southernmost 
intersection. And do not develop the “Future intersection per CDOT access 
control plan”. 
c. Currently drivers attempt to circumvent morning traffic by exiting Hwy 82 at 
the FBO or Baltic Avenue and re-entering Hwy 82 at the southernmost 
entrance. This causes additional congestion and associated emissions on Hwy 
82. 
d. Limiting intersections between Hwy 82 and the airport frontage road to the 
FBO and Baltic Avenue will benefit Hwy 82 commuters and the environment 
by reducing morning traffic congestion and emissions. 

of the process, the proposed noise wall between the Airport and Highway 82 
was included in the EA to help address community concerns.  
 
 
 
 
Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft from 
flying into or out of the valley due to federal grant assurances (with the 
exception of the grandfathered curfew already in place). The FAA is working 
nationally to move toward eliminating lead based fuels.  They are working 
with the aircraft and engine manufacturers, fuel producers, the EPA and 
industry associations to overcome technical and logistical challenges to 
developing and deploying a new, unleaded fuel.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding future intersection design, Highway 82 access and your concerns 
about traffic congestion have been noted.  Highway 82 access is evaluated in 
this EA because it is included in the CDOT plan, however, the site plans for the 
redeveloped east side do not include the development of the additional 
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The following comments are meant to clarify existing information contained in 
the Draft EA. 
1) Affected Environment 
a. Section 4.5.1 of the Draft EA states that the closest public park / playground 
to the airport is Harmony Park at Burlingame which is about ½ mile from the 
airport. 
b. North 40 owns and/ or operates three parks, the largest and most regularly 
used is a children’s park immediately adjacent to CMC. This park is about 650 
feet from the airport. It is regularly used by children from both the North 40 
subdivision and the community at large – CMC houses ballet, camps, etc. and 
participants and family members regularly use it. 
2) Land Use 
a. Section 4.9.1.1 of the Draft EA identifies existing land use in the vicinity of 
ASE. Reference is made to the North 40 subdivision but it is not described in 
detail in this section. 
b. Request adding language to this section that clarifies that North 40 is a 
residential neighborhood with approximately 72 deed restricted year-round 
residences. 
c. Additionally, add a reference to North 40 on Figure 4.9-1 
Sincerely, 
The North 40 HOA and Board 
- Michael Wessler (President) 
- Amy Barrow 
- Jeremy Barbin 
- Andrew Lodge 
- Jay Maytin 
- Jared Thompson 
- Pete Yang 

intersection, as it was determined to not be needed in the reasonably 
foreseeable future. Presently, there is no plan to remove the southernmost 
intersection.  
 
The EA has been updated to reflect the location of the three parks that are 
owned and/or operated by North 40.  Since the largest park, North 40 Park, is 
privately owned by the North 40 HOA, Section 4(f) does not apply.  Section 
4(f) only applies to publicly owned parks.  The 4(f) section of the EA has been 
updated to include the two smaller parks (Children’s Memorial Park and 
Chuck Brandt Park) that are located on County-owned parcels but operated 
by the North 40 HOA.  Section 4.9 (Compatible Land Use) of the EA has also 
been updated to include a discussion of the three parks in the North 40 
development. 
 
 
The EA has also been updated to include the residential land use and deed 
restricted, year-round residences in the North 40 neighborhood.  

Lee Mulcahy September 
23, 2017 

Subject: New airport expansion 
Comment: Why are we not allowed to vote on the airport expansion?  It's just 
like the new City Hall that is larger than the Art Museum----the voters get no 
input on whether we want it or not.  This giant expansion is not in line with 
the community's desire to maintain our rural and small town character. 

This action requires approval from the Board of County Commissioners 
(BOCC) but does not require a direct vote by the community.  The BOCC was 
presented with the EA and all comments during fall 2017 and unanimously 
voted to submit the document to the FAA.  The FAA will now complete their 
review of the Final EA.   
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Shame on you politicians! 

ResNancy Tate 
Hall 

August 25, 
2017 

Subject: Airport Expansion Concerns 
Comment: 
I realize that many people are all excited about recent projections of increased 
flights and larger aircraft in order to bring in all those tourist dollars.  Does 
anyone ever bring up the fact that the airport happens to be surrounded by 
residential neighborhoods which are already negatively impacted by airport 
noise and pollution? Who wants to live near DIA? Do you hear from 
concerned homeowners?  Aspen is considered to be a very environmentally 
conscious community which is "soooo" green and progressive--on top of the 
climate change issue, and recycling, composting, etc.  What is this rumor 
about reversing the landing direction from up valley to down valley which 
requires flying over neighborhoods like Meadowood?  I hear the 7 am flights 
every day since you moved the runway 1,000 feet closer to town and 
promised that "this was it".  Plans for the new airport show the de-icing area 
moving closer up valley also which is extremely noisy.  It is obvious that the 
airport needs to be spiffed up a bit, but it’s still pretty cool in its present state, 
and certainly convenient. I fear the "new and improved" airport has gotten 
out of hand and could be the nail in the coffin in terms of quality of life for 
people who actually live here.  The airport issue has always been a hot one 
and will continue to be because it is basically in the wrong location!  
Therefore, whatever happens needs to be modest, efficient, and sensitive to 
its potentially disastrous environmental impact on nearby Roaring Fork Valley 
residents. I have attended several of the planning and feedback sessions.  
Seems only the positive remarks get posted and the others ignored. 

 No significant impact has been identified from the projects relative to noise, 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions relative to federal thresholds.  
Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft from 
flying into or out of the valley (with the exception of a limited curfew in place 
that is grandfathered in).  However, the Airport recognizes the importance of 
climate change and has been working with Pitkin County and the City of 
Aspen on the climate action planning to determine if there are ways to 
incorporate GHG minimization (such as preconditioned air, electric hook ups, 
sustainable terminal design) into the project or into other areas of the 
Airport.  This EA does not include any changes to the flight procedures to 
approach over Aspen.  Commercial service aircraft generally arrive from the 
north and depart to the north.  The EA assumes no substantial changes to 
these approach and departures.  The slight change in deicing area should not 
significantly change the noise. 
 
This EA finds that no significant impacts to any resource category are 
expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 

Nancy MacKenzie October 3, 
2017 

“The Woody Creek Caucus contact the airport officials and the county 
commissioners informing them that the current environmental assessment 
does not take into account the specific conditions of a high altitude narrow 
mountain valley and that we request an independent and unbiased study that 
includes; air quality, emergency response, and noise issues in accordance with 
our Master Plan.” 

Please see responses below: 
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We are contacting you now because at the May 27, 2017 monthly meeting of 
the Woody Creek Caucus the above motion concerning the current 
environmental assessment of the Pitkin County Airport was unanimously 
approved. As background information for you, Resolution No. PZ 2016-08 of 
the Pitkin County Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the 2016 Woody 
Creek Caucus Master Plan. We request that you become familiar with Chapter 
2* which is specifically addresses our concerns with the Pitkin County Airport. 
The Woody Creek Caucus supports the existing curfew, safety restrictions on 
GA aircraft, current operating hours, and noise abatement restrictions. We 
also support variable takeoff headings so that no one neighborhood receives 
all the noise impacts. We support future elimination of Stage 2 aircraft and do 
not support expansion of facilities that would allow louder, larger, and heavier 
aircraft, to use the airport. We strongly support a cap of 125,000 pounds gross 
weight for aircraft using Sardy Field. We continue to support safe operation of 
the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport and all efforts to minimize impacts on 
residents of Woody Creek and the surrounding area. Our airport should be 
sized to our small mountain community, in keeping with the rural character of 
the resort.  
The Caucus is concerned that, while the future air service planning study 
supports airport expansion, it fails to study alternatives that relate to the 
health, welfare, safety and capacity of our valley. Therefore, we recommend 
that the Environmental Assessment and any ultimate decision regarding 
airport improvements consider alternatives. Develop an alternative that limits 
the airport to commercial regional jets and private aircraft with a gross 
landing weight of no more than a maximum 125,000 pounds. Because of our 
altitude and the nature of our topography, larger airplanes would create 
unacceptable burdens of noise and toxic pollutants for the many residents 
near the airport and for many miles down valley.  
In general, we believe that bringing more air traffic to Sardy Field is not in the 
best interest of the community. The valley is too confined. In addition, the 
airport is dangerously close to Aspen, the North Forty neighborhood, and 
large-scale events at Buttermilk. Emergency response in our narrow valley is a 
continued concern. Even now there is no way we could handle an emergency 

 
 
 
 
 
 
We appreciate your support of the existing curfew, safety restrictions, 
current operating hours and the existing noise abatement procedures, along 
with the elimination of Stage 2 aircraft.  Please note, all Stage 2 aircraft are 
now banned from not only Aspen/Pitkin County Airport but all airports within 
the United States, with a few exceptions.   
 
The Airport has historically operated with a MOD, essentially a waiver, from 
the FAA due to the existing runway and taxiway separation distance being 
less than the national standard.  In response to this MOD, the County has 
implemented an aircraft restriction that restricts aircraft with a wing span of 
95 feet or greater from operating at the Airport.  The MOD is only valid for 
five years and must be reviewed whenever there is an opportunity to meet 
standards, when situations change, or if a MOD is no longer required.  The 
MOD is not intended to be a permanent solution.  After the completion of 
the 2012 Airport Master Plan and the accompanying Airport Layout Plan, the 
FAA determined that the MOD at ASE may not be needed and requested ASE 
to complete a study to determine if it was feasible to meet standards.   The 
Air Service Planning Study evaluated over 30 separate alternatives to achieve 
compliance with the design standards, with the final approved 
recommendation being to shift the runway to west 80 feet and to widen it to 
100 feet.  Again, this was done in response to the FAA requirements and was 
not initiated by the Airport or the County. 
 
The runway relocation will allow aircraft with wingspans up to but less than 
118 feet, as opposed to the 95-foot limitation today. Many of the new 
generation aircraft of that size are quieter than the aircraft operating today.  



 

13 

Submitted by 
Date 
Received 

Comment Summary Response 

such as happened March 29, 2001 when a chartered business jet crashed near 
Shale Bluffs and all three crew members and fifteen passengers on board 
perished. It has become increasingly evident that the restricted air space in 
the Aspen area creates a conflict between ever-increasing numbers of private 
aircraft and commercial service. Large numbers of private aircraft should not 
be allowed to crowd out commercial flights. This is one more example that 
one size does not fit all situations. The FAA should modify its regulations in the 
case of an airport with a single runway located in a confined, high altitude, 
narrow valley. 
2* 
WOODY CREEK CAUCUS MASTER PLAN 2016 
Pitkin County Airport 
Policy Statement: 
The Woody Creek Caucus supports the existing curfew, safety restrictions on 
GA aircraft, current operating hours, and noise abatement restrictions. We 
also support variable takeoff headings so that no one neighborhood receives 
all the noise impacts. We support future elimination of Stage 2 aircraft and do 
not support expansion of facilities that would allow louder, larger, and heavier 
aircraft, such as the 737, to use the airport. We strongly support a cap of 
125,000 pounds gross weight for aircraft using Sardy Field.  
We continue to support safe operation of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport and 
all efforts to minimize impacts on residents of Woody Creek and the 
surrounding area. Our airport should be sized to our small mountain 
community, in keeping with the rural character of the resort. 
Current status: 
Sardy Field is a valuable asset of the people of Pitkin County. The airport is a 
vitally important facility for the economy of the area, for the way we function 
as a whole community, and as a major link in the transportation chain of the 
Roaring Fork Valley. Even so, in its growth and development over the past 
decades, the airport has become a source of controversy. In view of the fact 
that Woody Creek is one of the affected communities directly under the flight 
path, we have in the past been a voice in this controversy and are concerned 
with noise impacts, air pollution impacts, and safety considerations. 

The new runway is planned to accommodate aircraft with a weight of 
approximately 150,000 pounds. 
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Current airport planning: 
Due to constant pressure from the business community and other special 
interest groups, there has been a prolonged effort to expand Sardy Field into a 
state-of-the-art, urban-style airport. The Caucus views the justification and 
predictions of future needs for this massive expansion with skepticism. 
Ultimately, it may not be in the best interests of the community at large, 
including Woody Creek. 
Beginning in 2010, a study was commissioned by the Pitkin County 
Commissioners and airport personnel on the adequacy of the airport terminal 
facilities for the future. Past studies have consistently overestimated the 
projected number of passengers using the airport. Although airport use 
remained relatively flat over the past fifteen years, according to airport 
records, the study predicted significant passenger increases in the next 20 
years, and therefore a need for a new $80 to $100-million-dollar terminal. The 
Pitkin County commissioners have approved this new terminal with the 
adoption of the 2012 Airport Master Plan. The County intends to conduct a 
multi-phased design process for this facility, which is to include 
comprehensive public input prior to construction. 
Predictably, there is now a follow-up study, “The ASE Future Air Service 
Planning Study,” that recommends expanding and strengthening the airport 
runways and allows for a second FBO operation, so as to increase air service 
to the airport, especially GA. The technical phases 1 and 2 of the study to 
expand the airport to the west were made with no public input, and 
specifically, no contact with the Woody Creek Caucus. Phase 3 is now in 
progress, calling for an Environmental Analysis as well as public input. 
However, the choices for the expansion and operation of the airport, which 
will be presented to the public, are limited to the results of Technical Phases 1 
and 2.  
The claim of the “ASE Future Air Service Planning Study” is that, without a 
$120 million to $130 million expansion of the runway to accept a new 
generation of airplanes, Aspen will not have a viable service after 2021. 
Concerns of the Community: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Airport Layout Plan was updated to reflect the Air Service Planning Study 
recommendation and approved by the FAA.  This included an approval of the 
future forecasts of aviation activity. The FAA then awarded a grant to the 
County to prepare an FAA required Environmental Assessment pursuant to 
appropriate FAA Orders and guidance.  The FAA requires a comprehensive 
evaluation of project impacts, including but not limited to: biological; 
historical and archeological; noise; air quality; wetlands; traffic and socio-
economic impacts.  To accomplish this analysis, the County hired 
independent experts, procured through a process overseen by the FAA. 
These experts have conducted an independent analysis as required by the 
FAA Orders and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), based on an 
approved, reasonably foreseeable aviation activity and fleet mix based on the 
proposed project. The proposed reasonably foreseeable number of 
operations and fleet mix analyzed in the EA includes the addition of larger 
aircraft including the CS100 and the 737.  The proposed actions are not 
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The Woody Creek Caucus is skeptical of the claim that there will not be a 
viable commercial service after 2021 without a huge expansion. Just in 2012, 
The Airport Master Plan stated that “no change will be made in the existing 
prohibitions on (1) aircraft with wingspans greater than 95 feet, and (2) 
aircraft weighing more than 100,000 pounds maximum gross landing weight.” 
However, it has recently been revealed that the FAA did not accept this 
portion of the Master Plan. 
We are opposed to a larger, urban-style airport close to the center of Aspen, 
with all of the negative impacts this could bring to Woody Creek and the 
community at large. The increased traffic of larger, heavier, more intrusive 
airplanes will dramatically increase the discomfort of the many residents 
around the airport and in the flight path. It would be yet another step in 
Aspen’s path toward commercialization and the loss of Aspen’s unique 
character.  
The airspace and mountainous surrounds of the narrow valley at the entrance 
to Aspen is a constant. A larger airport will certainly increase the pressure on 
this environment and on the people who live in the valley. There will be more 
noise, more air pollution, more safety concerns, and more competition in our 
limited airspace between commercial and GA aircraft. 
In an issue of Snow Magazine some years ago, an article by Andrew Nemethy 
describes a theory about the rise and decline of tourist towns, which even 25 
years ago was being seen in resorts east and west. The resort starts as an 
attractive small town with amenities and natural environments that attract 
many to settle there. These places are often small, with low traffic, low taxes, 
and a strong sense of community, set in a lovely rural landscape. Growth 
moratoriums are gradually put in place, with the result of raising the cost of 
real estate. The cost and the cost of living also rise and become too high for 
many residents. They must now travel to shop for basic needs. Traffic jams 
and higher rents – residential and commercial -- drive out the locals. As 
improved infrastructure is deemed necessary for all the traffic, taxes rise. New 
schools, hotels, and hospitals are required to serve the upscale population.  
This is a common pattern of development in desirable resort areas, including 
the Roaring Fork Valley. We in Woody Creek would like to put on the brakes 

anticipated to have any significant impacts relative to noise or air quality.  
Based on existing statutes, grant assurances (contract requirements) and 
Federal preemption requirements, the Airport must remain open to all users 
at all times and cannot discriminate between users; i.e., commercial service 
and general aviation aircraft.  The existing curfew and wingspan restriction 
would not be possible to implement today.  The curfew is “grandfathered” 
since it has been in place prior to the statute addressing airport use 
restrictions was passed and cannot be amended or the existing curfew would 
be invalidated entirely.  The Airport cannot dictate the type of aircraft an 
operator uses, the origin or destination of those aircraft and the times the 
aircraft fly, within our curfew limits, the weight of aircraft, nor the number of 
aircraft that operate at the Airport.   
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and preserve some of the character of old Aspen and the appeal of the ski 
resort lifestyle.  
The local economy has become less driven by tourism and local residents than 
by construction and development or redevelopment and luxury maintenance. 
Suddenly the community needs an excessive amount of architects, planners, 
lawyers, designers, contractors, and trades people. 
Our government continues to grow, and it demands more taxes and more 
bureaucracy to keep pace with the growth. None of the decisions that create 
growth are based on the character of the town we want. Rather, they are 
based on the need to keep people who have moved here for economic 
reasons employed. Government and the commercial infrastructure have to 
keep growing.  
The perceived need to keep the tourist base ever growing creates an onerous 
spiral in which quantity overwhelms quality. Prices on businesses and real 
estate keep rising. Homes just built are remodeled every several years. Chain 
stores replace small, locally owned shops. Prices go so high that locals don’t 
even bother to shop locally. Our town begins to look like a small version of Los 
Angeles, New York, or Dallas. Folks don’t mingle, and the sense of 
neighborliness has disappeared. The appeal and character are destroyed. 
People leave. Corporations arrive. 
Summary of the Airport Chapter: 
The Caucus is concerned that, while the future air service planning study 
supports airport expansion, it fails to study alternatives that relate to the 
health, welfare, safety and capacity of our valley. Therefore, we recommend 
that the EA and any ultimate decision regarding airport improvements include 
consideration of the following 
alternatives: 
A. Develop an alternative which assumes airplanes currently serving the Aspen 
market or their equivalent will continue to be available beyond 2021; And/or 
B. Develop an alternative that limits the airport to commercial regional jets 
and private aircraft with a gross landing weight of no more than a maximum 
125,000 pounds.  
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Because of our altitude and the nature of our topography, larger airplanes 
would create unacceptable burdens of noise and toxic pollutants for the many 
residents near the airport and for many miles down valley. Large airplanes 
such as 737s would severely impact the livability of the upper Roaring Fork 
Valley forever. Furthermore, our Alternative B is critical because the Aspen 
community does not have a large enough emergency capability or the 
infrastructure to manage a mishap involving larger airplanes. 
1. We are also concerned that runway expansion and strengthening to allow 
for larger regional commercial airplanes will open the airport to larger, 
heavier and louder aircraft, both commercial and private. The community has 
been promised for many years by various government boards that no 737-
type aircraft would be allowed to use the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport. If this 
promise is not kept, the impacts of noise and air pollution, as well as growth 
generation, will be greatly increased.  
Larger aircraft such as the 737 require much larger and noisier engines. The 
Roaring Fork Valley would be changed forever if these heavy aircraft were 
allowed to operate here.  
If the airport must ultimately accept new regional jets, these should be limited 
to commercial regional jets and private aircraft with a gross landing weight of 
no more than 125,000 pounds. The FAA should recognize that one size does 
not fit all. An airport at 8,000 feet in a narrow valley is in a very different 
environment than one on the plains at a lower altitude. Our valley has 
confined airspace, numerous homes around the airport and in the flight path, 
and decreased air circulation, resulting in more air pollution. The Aspen 
community should require flexibility in how the airport is operated, and not be 
forced to accept a standard that will damage the community and cause severe 
discomfort to its citizens. 
2. Our list of concerns includes but is not limited to: 
• Noise abatement. 
"As with most rural resort environments with low ambient noise levels, any 
noise emissions, especially during the evening hours, are a serious local 
environmental concern. Woody Creek is no exception. In addition, Aspen may 
be unique as a result of the increased sound transmissions in a low-humidity, 

Following FAA Order 1050.1F guidance, impacts to local communities are 
generally analyzed based on the significance of noise impacts or required 
relocations that could fracture a community or otherwise disrupt the 
community physically or economically.  Aircraft noise already exists from 
current operations, although no noise sensitive uses are located in significant 
aircraft noise exposed areas.  The proposed actions are not expected to 
generate significant aircraft noise exposure. No homes, businesses or other 
community resources would need to be relocated.  Additionally, no historic, 
cultural, architectural or archaeological sites are located within the project’s 
area of potential effect (APE).  No significant health effects are anticipated.  
No significant impacts on children’s health of safety or schools are 
anticipated.  Therefore, no significant impact on the local community or 
cultural values is expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding light pollution, FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies 
and Procedures, states that there is no official significance threshold when 
analyzing impacts from light emissions. The metric for measuring impacts is 
generally a comparison between existing background lighting/visual impacts 
compared with the change proposed from the project.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes only minor lighting improvements associated with the 
terminal improvements. Light emissions associated with the proposed 
terminal area improvements would be similar to those of the existing 
terminal. Additional lights from the terminal facility or parking areas would be 
shielded per the Design Guidelines to minimize impacts. Similarly, the 
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high-altitude, valley constricted environment." -Brad Christopher, former 
airport manager 
• Light pollution 
• Air pollution. Jet fuel, the most toxic of pollutants, is often strongly present 
in our valley. 
• Larger, heavier, louder aircraft 
• Flight hazards. This valley is a problematic location for increased air traffic 
• Encouragement of growth from overbuilding the airport Increases in airport 
traffic will require commensurate growth in accommodations and 
accompanying development. 
• Degradation of our community’s character 
3. In general, we believe that bringing more air traffic to Sandy Field is not in 
the best interest of the community. The valley is too confined. In addition, the 
airport is dangerously close to Aspen, the North Forty neighborhood, and 
large-scale events at Buttermilk. 
4. The new terminal is out of balance with the projected long-term population 
growth. A larger airport with more capacity will drive development. 
5. Since the rationale for enlarging the airport is to enable it to accommodate 
the new generation of commercial regional jets, it should be possible for the 
commercial airlines to maintain their schedules. It has become increasingly 
evident that the restricted air space in the Aspen area creates a conflict 
between ever increasing numbers of private aircraft and commercial service. 
Large numbers of private aircraft should not be allowed to crowd out 
commercial flights. This is one more example that one size does not fit all 
situations. The FAA should modify its regulations in the case of an airport with 
a single runway located in a confined, high altitude, narrow valley. Thank you 
for your consideration of the concerns of Woody Creek.  
Woody Creek Caucus Nancy MacKenzie, Moderator 

relocation of runway and taxiway lighting for the airfield would not result in a 
drastic change from existing conditions.  No additional runway lighting would 
be required but the runway lighting would be relocated 80 feet to the west.  
Therefore, lighting improvements associated with the terminal and runway 
projects are not expected to result in a significant impact. 
 
In terms of emergency preparedness and response, the Airport meets all 
Federal mandated staffing equipment and training requirements for any 
aircraft incidents, as outlined in the FAA AC 150/5210-22, Airport 
Certification Manual (ACM).  For an event occurring in the community, 
response would be led by the Aspen Fire District and their emergency aid 
partners in Snowmass, Basalt, Carbondale and Glenwood Springs. 
 
Since public funds were used at the Airport, they must meet all grant 
assurances including complying with FAA regulations.  This includes not being 
able to restrict aircraft from flying into or out of the valley (with the 
exception of the grandfathered curfew already in place). 
 
The FAA will review the Final EA, expected impacts, and proposed mitigation.  
If the impacts exceed the significance thresholds for any affected resource, 
the FAA may then recommend the preparation of an EIS.  Should the impacts 
not exceed the significance thresholds for any affected resources; the FAA 
will likely issue a decision. 
 
We appreciate your concerns about the quality of life in the Valley.  The 
Environmental Assessment being prepared for the proposed improvements is 
consistent with all FAA regulations and Orders, and other applicable 
regulations.  We also appreciate your comments about the FAA modifying its 
regulations for a single runway airport located in a confined, high altitude, 
narrow mountain valley, but it is not within the purview of the County to 
challenge the existing regulations. 

John Edwards October 3, 
2017 

I am opposed to the airport improvements for the following environmental 
reason: The expansion will impact the sensitive area including but not limited 

No significant impact has been identified from the projects relative to noise, 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions relative to federal thresholds.     
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to wildlife, sensitive zones: wetlands, water flow, noise, and pollution. In 
addition, there is missing information due to assumptions that have not been 
articulate. For example, there are no noise measurements taken in flight 
pattern 7 to 14 miles away. The residue or unburned jet fuel has not been 
measured in this zone, as the high elevation of the runway created engine 
inefficiency. I am opposed to the terminal expansion: The expansion will 
impact the sensitive area including but not limited to Wildlife, sensitive zones: 
wetlands, water flow, noise and pollution. 
The economic projections regarding this project in my opinion use old data 
from the 2013 economic impact study for Colorado airports (new data will be 
surveyed in 2018). And is not a representative sample due to the seasonal 
nature of the airport. Skier visits are also flat or only slightly increasing. Traffic 
may be impacted. In addition, weather (wind, temperature and visibility) and 
altitude and weight of aircraft will reduce safety concerns. In an event of a 
large/ full bigger plane crash, medical facilities would be strained and perhaps 
insufficient to handle an event that I pray will never happen, (see 2002 private 
jet crash that killed 18 people). Please refer to the 2012 Airport Master plan 
for addition concerns of those who live in this valley or visit Aspen (there was 
an environment assessment in that report). 
Finally, the public needs more time to comment on this E I hearing. The 
notification was fair at best. FYI October 3, 2017 is Tuesday not Monday as 
stated in the documentation. Please allow more time for others to comment 
or reconsider this project for all of the stated reasons. 
Sincerely 
John Edwards 

 
Impacts to water resources, wildlife, wetlands, traffic and other pollution, the 
EA analysis indicates that the primary impacts will be to Owl Creek, as a result 
of the piping.  The piping of Owl Creek within the fence line is needed for 
safety reasons, as it is a wildlife hazard.  This impact to Owl Creek will be 
mitigated as part of the project.  While ultimate mitigation procedures 
require coordination with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), potential 
mitigation efforts could include stream habitat restoration projects in the 
area that would, through a stream functional assessment process, serve to 
mitigate the loss of the less than ideal quality of Owl Creek that is within ASE 
property.  The EA analysis indicated that there are no significant impacts to 
wildlife, and this was concurred by the agency with jurisdiction over these 
resources, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (see Appendix 2 – USFWS 
Coordination).  Additionally, no significant impacts were found relative to air 
quality, other water resources, traffic or noise.  
 
Data provided in the 2013 economic impact study for Colorado airports was 
used in this EA because at this time, it is the most recent and best available 
data that has been collected and analyzed to determine the economic impact 
of Colorado airports. 
 
The Airport fully meets all Federal mandated staffing equipment and training 
requirements for any aircraft incidents.  For an event occurring in the 
community, response would be led by the Aspen Fire District and their 
emergency aid partners in Snowmass, Basalt, Carbondale and Glenwood 
Springs. 
 
The comment period for the Draft EA began 30 days prior to the public 
hearings and was advertised through newspaper advertisements, emails to 
stakeholder groups, and social media.  Additional outreach occurred prior to 
the meetings including radio ads and additional newspapers ads, press 
releases and social media outreach.  The comment period was extended after 
the public hearing to allow people the time to provide comments after 
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attending the hearing. The full comment period was 45 days, longer than the 
normal 30-day comment period for Draft EAs.  

Name Not Shown October 3, 
2017 

Aspen has said again and again in its community plans that it wants to be a 
tourism-driven and resort-based economy. Maintaining air service is critical to 
that. Anyone who advocates preventing the improvements to our runway and 
airport that will allow the next generation of aircraft does not have our 
community's true interests at heart. Yes, the next generation of aircraft will 
have wider wingspans. They will also be quieter and more fuel efficient. 
Aspen's original airport was a central piece to bringing Aspen out of the Quiet 
Years and establishing our resort economy. Truly, it helped make Aspen, 
Aspen. Please allow the airport to take the next necessary step in its 
evolution. This would mean a runway expansion that accommodates the next 
generation of the same types of aircraft we have now (which, again, will be 
slightly bigger and may carry nominally more passengers) and a design that 
presents a terminal to our guests that is safe and scaled appropriately to 
handle a busy winter day that may include a backlog of passengers due to 
cancelled flights. The current plan accomplishes both of these goals 
reasonably. 

Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted.   

Bill Tomcich October 3, 
2017 

As an individual who has closely monitored and has been involved with 
commercial air service into this valley since 1995, I have learned how 
important it is to plan for the future. While visitors and locals are currently 
enjoying the greatest variety of flight options, connections and competition 
this airport has ever seen, there is currently just one operator flying one 
aircraft type into the Aspen Airport for all three commercial airlines, and no 
new CRJ700’s have been manufactured or delivered since 2011. By the year 
2031, those newest CRJ700’s will be twenty years old and nearing the end of 
their practical life span while the vast majority of CRJ700’s will already have 
been retired from commercial service. 
As identified in the EA, there are a variety of new generation regional and 
small narrow-body aircraft that will be able to operate at ASE, and some of 
them will be in service by next year. Some of these aircraft are larger than the 
current 70 passenger regional jets currently serving the market, while all of 

Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
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these aircraft will be quieter and more efficient than any commercial aircraft 
that have served ASE in the past or present. However, because of the new 
efficiencies in modern wing design, none of these new aircraft that are 
expected to enter service over the next five years will have wingspans that are 
within ASE’s current 95’ wingspan restriction. 
Airport staff and the consultant team have put an extraordinary amount of 
work into planning for the future, and the plans for both runway 
improvements and a new terminal building will allow for the continuation of 
commercial air service as we now know it. The Aspen Airport is an economic 
lifeline for the business community of this resort based economy and is 
unquestionably one of the key competitive advantages of this resort 
destination, and there are many businesses who share my strong support of 
these essential proposed airport improvements. 

Steve Skadron October 3, 
2017 

Dear Mr. Kinney, 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Airport's (ASE) September 
2017 Draft Environmental Assessment (EA). Currently there is a 95-foot 
wingspan restriction at ASE. Regional aircraft with this wingspan are phasing 
out by 2025.  If this restriction continues, airlines presently serving ASE would 
be unable to provide future air service at the same level. Since nearly 50% of 
the winter tourism relies on air service, this restriction would potential 
damage the economies of both Aspen and the Roaring Fork Valley. 
The EA analyzed an expanded runway that would meet FAA regulations and a 
new, larger terminal.  While there are assumptions that smaller regional 
aircraft will continue to serve ASE, the larger runway configuration could allow 
larger aircraft, such as 737s to serve ASE. The City has concerns about the 
potential impact of these larger planes. 
Overall, the City recognizes that an expanded and improved runway adds 
continued economic stability for the community, continues the commercial 
operations to better serve visitors and the community alike, and provide 
increased safety for passengers. The City supports the following 
improvements and other considerations in the EA: 
-The City supports the runway improvements as outlined in the EA 

Please see responses below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In response to your concern regarding larger aircraft, such as 737s, operating 
at ASE, this EA analyzed the potential introduction of the 737 and modeled a 
number of these operations based on a reasonably foreseeable forecast.  No 
federal thresholds for noise or air quality were triggered under the proposed 
project.  
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-The City supports the terminal area improvements. The new terminal should 
remain humble, with minimal distance between the drop-off and check-in 
locations. The City supports that jet bridges were removed from the 
alternatives to preserve the passenger experience of deplaning to mountain 
views. 
-The EA states that the piping of Owl Creek is unavoidable to its proximity to 
the Runway Safety Area and the Object Free Area. The City encourages 
continued collaboration with Pitkin County Open Space and Trails to find a 
suitable mitigation site for these impacts. 
-The City supports current operating hours implemented by the curfew at ASE. 
-The City has concerns regarding later arrivals and flexibility to accommodate 
late arrivals, specifically with regards to passenger and personal safety, rather 
than diverting these planes to other airports in the region. The City 
encourages revisiting this curfew to see if exceptions can be made in certain 
instances. 
We value Pitkin County's significant investment in the airport and appreciate 
the public outreach effort made by the project team to ensure community 
involvement throughout the EA process. A successful project will allow for 
continued commercial airline service to the region while maintaining Aspen's 
small mountain town character. 
Please contact Hillary Seminick, City Planner, at 970.429.2741 with questions. 
We look forward to continuing the productive partnership with the Airport, 
the FAA the surrounding communities, and stakeholders as this project 
proceeds. 
Respectfully, Steve Skadron 

The final design of terminal improvements will be coordinated with public 
input with regard to elements such as the distance between check in and pick 
up.   
 
 
The piping of Owl Creek is needed to improve safety by removing a potential 
wildlife hazard.  However, this project will require mitigation and if the project 
moves forward, a mitigation project (preferably local) will be identified. 
Coordination with Pitkin County Open Space will be part of helping identify 
potential local mitigation projects.  
 
The existing curfew will stay in place, with no changes from this project.  
However, as it exists now, there is some flexibility with respect to late 
landings relative to safety/weather.  That will continue even if the projects are 
constructed. 
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Tom Cuccio 
(Snowmass 
Village) 

September 
26, 2017 

For the future of Aspen Snowmass, I am in favor of the runway 
reconfiguration 

Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted.  

Steve Parmalee 
(Snowmass 
Village) 

September 
26, 2017 

Do parking now - cheaper than later. Approve of runway adjustments. 
Need more hangars, airplane storage. Approve of terminal proposal. 

The same number of parking spaces as exist now were included 
in the future site plan, with no potential expansion for parking 
as part of this project.  When the Airport updated its ALP after 
the Air Service Study, the addition of a large-scale parking 
structure, which was the preferred alternative, became 
unfeasible financially for such a project to occur in conjunction 
with the runway reconfiguration.  As the runway 
reconfiguration to retain commercial service was a higher 
need, the parking garage was dropped due to costs.   
 
However, it is recognized that parking is a valley wide concern 
and additional studies separate from this EA will be needed to 
address parking issues in the future.  This will likely be 
considered during the design phase of the terminal and site 
planning to account the potential for a future parking garage, 
so that, if it does become financially feasible at some point in 
the future, the terminal and site will be able to accommodate 
and fit efficiently with a future parking garage. A parking garage 
would need to undergo a separate NEPA documentation prior 
to construction. 

Jim Ward 
 Aspen CO 

September 
26, 2017 

I moved there 1973, so I’ve experienced probably 40 years plus of dealing 
with the airport. I know that, you know, and I’m not really against the 
airport or all the development, but I have concerns. And one of the, you 
know one of the maybe to start with, and that is that putting this airport in 
this almost residential area where, you know, there’s a lot of people living 
very close to this airport and getting a lot of air from airplanes coming and 
going. Particularly, on the…end of the runway on the south end of the 

According to federal thresholds, this project would result in no 
significant impact relative to air quality or noise; therefore, no 
mitigation relative to these impact categories is required as 
part of the proposed projects.  However, this project will 
reduce taxi distance by 193 feet, due to the terminal location 
shift to the south that will result in a minor decrease in 
emissions.  
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runway where they sit in idle, uh, until they can leave and when they do 
leave then they send a big blast and there’s…housing that’s just basically 
just across the road a few hundred feet, you know? And I think that’s, you 
know, one of the big concerns. 

 
Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict 
aircraft from flying into or out of the valley (with the exception 
of a limited curfew in place that is grandfathered in).  However, 
the Airport recognizes the importance of climate change and 
has been working with Pitkin County and the City of Aspen on 
the climate action planning to determine if there are ways to 
incorporate GHG minimization (such as preconditioned air, 
electric hook ups, sustainable terminal design) into the project 
or into other areas of the Airport.  
 
No residences or other noise sensitive uses are located within 
the 65 DNL (which is considered by the FAA to be non-
compatible with that level of aircraft noise).  As noted above, 
because the airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict 
aircraft operating at the airport (with the exception of a limited 
curfew in place that is grandfathered in). This project examined 
the potential addition of a noise wall to reduce engine noise 
from aircraft on the general aviation ramp.   

Jim Ward 
(Continued) 

 I also think that, um, I also think that one of the things is that its…getting 
this airport bigger and bigger…is kind of “when do you stop?” It’s kind of 
like getting-trying to get 50 pounds of something inside of a 30-pound bag. 
You know? I mean it’s really, it’s getting kind of a maxed-out situation. 

The purpose and need for this project relates to bringing the 
airfield up to FAA required safety standards to allow for future 
commercial service aircraft to continue to operate at ASE.  
Based on the Master Plan Update of 2013, the D-III standard 
was identified as the correct design group for ASE and 
therefore, ASE must meet the D-III standards.  The need for 
flying commercial service aircraft into ASE exists without the 
project, and the proposed project will not result in an 
operational increase.  Because the Airport is a public use 
airport, it cannot restrict aircraft from flying into or out of the 
valley (with the exception of a limited curfew in place that is 
grandfathered in). 
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Jim Ward 
(Continued) 

 I don’t know the Snowmass and the Woody Creek communities, but 
they’re the ones that are most, would be most, you know, concerned 
about what my main object is. And that is the lead-in lights. As they days 
get shorter and the nights get longer, and the lead-in lights when you 
come through the area - the lead-in lights are a huge hazard. Its…similar 
to…you are driving down a two-lane highway and some big pickup with 
four headlights has got ‘em all on high. It’s a hazard. You know? You can’t - 
you can almost not see what, you know, if there was an animal or 
something on the road. It’s just a huge problem. And um I know that…I 
know that there’s not going to be any planes if they’re reacting to the PAPI 
lights and they’re all red the plane is going to have to be high enough so 
that he could still see the lights, the lead-in lights, without it blinding the 
people on the highway. Um, so if he’s coming in and he’s got two red lights 
and two white lights then he’s going to be way high enough, so that the 
lights don’t have to be shinning on the highway. And I think that that 
would help people agree to the expansion of the run…of the runway and 
the airport if they would solve, what I think, is a problem 

With regard to your comments about aircraft lights and airport 
related lighting, the relocation of runway and taxiway lighting 
will not result in a drastic change from existing conditions. 
However, the relocation of the runway lights 80 feet to the 
west could help the potential issue you note of lights blinding 
drivers on Highway 82.   
 
 

Jim Ward 
(Continued) 

 Just the fact that, you know, I’m sure glad that they have you can’t fly in 
after 11 o clock, I believe it is, and you can’t fly before 7 because of its 
closeness to residential people. You know who are trying to sleep. You 
know? 

Regarding your comment about the curfew, the existing curfew 
will stay in place and will not change under the proposed 
airport improvement projects. However, as it exists now, there 
is some flexibility with respect to late landings relative to 
safety/weather.  That will continue even if the projects are 
constructed. 
  

Jim Ward 
(Continued) 

 So anyway, thank you very much for having this opportunity to hear what I 
have to say. Um, I think that living three miles off the end of the end of the 
runway I’ve been uh able to have an opinion. Thank you. 

Thank you for your comment.  Your comments have been noted. 
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Cheryl DuBrule 
 Aspen CO 

September 
25, 2017 

Do not allow planes to take off and land over Meadowood subdivision. 
Mitigate noise that travels from airport toward Meadowood 
subdivision. Mitigate toxic fuel smell that comes to Meadowood.  Do 
not allow planes to fly toward Aspen to take off - this is not safe and the 
planes go over my house.  I live hear year round for 33 years-this is my 
house where my family lives 24/7 365. 
20,000 extra pounds for aircraft is not safe. This airport is for 
billionaires, not the community. I have to shut my windows from stink 
of fuel in Meadowood. 
 
Email: Airport Expansion Sept. 23, 2017 
Sunday Sept. 18 low flying large jet took off easterly over Meadowood 
and Aspen.  Thursday Sept. 22 11:30am jet took off easterly over 
Meadowood Aspen.  Noise and safety concern.  Called and reported and 
emailed at 11:46 spoke to Alan Mantle, Airport Operations. 
Was confirmed tower granted takeoff east. Over Aspen.  I expressed 
concern of safety and nose.  Mr. Mangle said the pilot has to request 
and tower grants but pilot has to sign a waiver to release the airport of 
any financial responsibility. 
So even if it is not safe, sign this, so airport is not financially responsible 
if you don't make the takeoff and kill people in the houses on the 
takeoff path?  This is not safe and concerns me.  That the airport 
abrogates responsibility for financial reasons to the pilot!!! 

This EA does not include any changes to the flight procedures to 
approach to and depart from ASE.  Also, because the Airport is a 
public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft from flying into or out of 
the valley due to federal grant assurances (with the exception of the 
grandfathered curfew already in place).  In accepting federal 
funding, the County has agreed to comply with 39 specific grant 
assurances. These assurances require that the County, among other 
things, must “make the airport available as an airport for public use 
on reasonable terms and without unjust discrimination to all types, 
kinds, and classes of aeronautical activities, including commercial 
aeronautical activities offering services to the public at the Airport.” 
(Grant Assurance 22(a)).  
 
According to Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 91.119, 
Minimum safe altitudes; in general, there are minimum standards 
for operations of fixed wing aircraft (excluding when necessary for 
takeoff/landing).  Over congested areas, an altitude of 1,000 feet 
above the highest obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 feet is 
required, except for under take-off and landing procedures.  
Complaints on low-flying aircraft may be filed with the FAA, Office of 
Flight Standards, which monitors aircraft operations.  Once the facts 
have been recorded, an FAA aviation safety inspector attempts to 
identify the offending aircraft operator.  For more information on 
low flying aircraft complaints, please visit the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/ 
 
In general, Aspen operates under what is called contra flow 
operations, where aircraft generally arrive and depart in the same 
direction (departing to the north and arriving from the north). This 
proposed project does not look at changing those patterns. The 
Airport has unique constraints surrounding the airspace and terrain; 

http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/
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however, Air Traffic Control’s primary directive is always safety.  Air 
Traffic Control coordinates the movement of aircraft in the air and 
on the ground to ensure that safe distances are maintained 
between aircraft operating in the area. The Airport’s published 
approach and departure procedures require that pilots observe all 
airspeed limitations and ATC instructions when arriving at or 
departing from the Airport.   

Anonymous September 
25, 2017 

My only concern is that the terminal becomes more workable than it is 
now. My preference in design is "Pavilion", "Ridge" concept looks too 
fancy, too expensive, a waste of money, etc. 
Keep terminal as simple as possible with working toilets, enough 
carousels to handle 4-6 planes on ground at once; enough food and 
beverage outlets to keep passengers and employees happy, unlike now 
where only food available is inside TSA. 
Also, magazines and gift items need to be readily available, both for 
arriving and departing guests. You know what's wrong with the current 
terminal is that a harassed, hassled, frightened and tired incoming 
passenger has no access to a cocktail. 

This EA covers approximately 25% design for the terminal and the 
site plan; final design will be completed subsequent to the EA and 
will include opportunities for public comment.  All projects will be 
designed in accordance with Aspen/Pitkin County Design Guidelines 
which are intended to provide a mechanism to ensure that future 
development and redevelopment at the Aspen/Pitkin County 
Airport is implemented in a manner consistent with community 
values which reflect high standards for architectural quality, 
environmental sensitivity, neighborhood compatibility, and 
sustainability. 

Richard Heede 
Snowmass, CO 

September 
25, 2017 

10 years ago, when ASE lengthened the runway, we were told that 
improvements were required to meet FAA specifications - that that 
larger aircraft would not be used. Here we are and FAA requirements 
pushing us into capacity for 118' wingspan and 150,000 lb. landing 
weights!  Capacities and FAA requirements are one thing.  The 
community's right to object to the use of larger aircraft is another.  
Thanks, Rick. 

The Airport has historically operated with a Modification of 
Standards (MOD), essentially a waiver, from the FAA due to the 
existing runway and taxiway separation distance being less than the 
national standard.  In response to this MOD the County has 
implemented an aircraft restriction that restricts aircraft with a 
wing span of 95 feet or greater from operating at the Airport.  The 
MOD is only valid for five years and must be reviewed whenever 
there is an opportunity to meet standards, when situations change, 
or if a MOD is no longer required.  The MOD is not intended to be a 
permanent solution.  After the completion of the 2012 Airport 
Master Plan and the accompanying Airport Layout Plan, the FAA 
determined that the MOD at ASE may not be needed and 
requested ASE to complete a study to determine if it was feasible 
to meet standards.    
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In response to that decision, the Airport undertook an Air Service 
Planning Study to evaluate feasible alternatives to meet the 
national design standards to eliminate the MODs.  The Study 
evaluated over 30 alternatives to achieve compliance with the 
design standards, with the final approved recommendation being 
to shift the runway to west 80 feet and to widen it to 100 feet.  

 
The purpose and need to accommodate larger aircraft was 
identified in the Air Service Study, completed in 2014, which 
included coordination with air carriers. As part of the Air Service 
Study and subsequent 2015 ALP Update, the forecasts of aviation 
activity were updated to address the changing air carrier fleet.  The 
Study confirmed that the aircraft currently serving ASE under the 
95-foot wingspan restriction are being phased out of the 
commercial service fleet and being replaced by aircraft with larger 
wingspans and higher seat counts by 2028.  Other than the CRJ-700 
which is being phased out, no existing or future aircraft meet three 
important criteria: 1) the 95-foot wingspan, 2) the current weight 
limit and 3) can operate out of Aspen Airport with the current 
airfield configuration.  As part of this EA, FAA forecasts for aviation 
activity, size of aircraft and frequency, along with local and regional 
land use plans were reviewed to ensure that the proposed projects 
meet FAA design standards for the aircraft fleet currently using, and 
forecasted to use, the Airport. 
 
The runway relocation will allow aircraft with wingspans up to but 
less than 118 feet, as opposed to the 95-foot limitation today. 
Many of the new generation aircraft of that size are quieter than 
the aircraft operating today.  The new runway is planned to 
accommodate the forecasted fleet of larger commercial service 
aircraft weighing of approximately 150,000 pounds. 
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It is not within the purview of the County to challenge the existing 
FAA standards. Also, because the Airport is a public use airport, it 
cannot restrict aircraft from flying into or out of the valley due to 
federal grant assurances (with the exception of the grandfathered 
curfew already in place).  In accepting federal funding, the County 
has agreed to comply with 39 specific grant assurances. These 
assurances require that the County, among other things, must 
“make the airport available as an airport for public use on 
reasonable terms and without unjust discrimination to all types, 
kinds, and classes of aeronautical activities, including commercial 
aeronautical activities offering services to the public at the Airport.” 
(Grant Assurance 22(a)).  

Valerie Braun September 
25, 2017 

Where are the current noise monitoring stations that produced the 
"non noise sensitive" areas?  Where are the current particulate and fuel 
"dump area" monitoring stations?  There is incredible jet fuel odor at 
the airport business cluster and along the trail system during busy 
airport use times.  I would LOVE to have both kinds of monitoring done 
on my property in Woody Creek.  It is hard to believe you are getting 65 
dec. readings and not higher with a number of aircraft in/out of this 
airport.  Low flying helicopters have become another addition to the 
noise problems.  I think the terminal designs are interesting but they 
look incredibly expensive - estimates?  This project may drive me out of 
the valley. 

Currently, there are noise monitoring sites (RMS) located at six 
locations: North Woody Creek, Little Woody Creek, Woody Creek, 
W/J Ranch, and at the north and south ends of the Airport property.  
Only the Woody Creek RMS continuously measures aircraft noise 
levels throughout the year, while the other RMS installations 
measure noise only during peak winter and summer periods.  These 
RMS locations are never used to produce noise contours, but rather 
to collect noise data for the Airport’s Fly Green/Fly Clean Program, 
which promotes a voluntary participatory approach in complying 
with noise abatement procedures and objectives by grading an 
operator’s performance and by making the scores available to the 
users of the Airport and the public via newsletters, publications, and 
public meetings.   
 
The analysis of aircraft noise exposure in this EA was prepared in 
compliance with FAA’s NEPA Orders. The Integrated Noise Model 
(INM) is the FAA approved software program used to model the 
noise exposure levels from aircraft operations and engine testing.  
These contours are presented using the 65 Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (DNL) noise contour metric where 65 DNL represents 
significant aircraft noise levels.  
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DNL metric measures the overall noise experienced during an 
entire (24-hour) day.  DNL calculations account for the sound 
exposure level of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations and a 
penalty for nighttime operations.  DNL provides a numerical 
description of the weighted 24-hour cumulative noise energy level 
using the A-weighted decibel scale, typically over a period of a year. 
Because DNL is a cumulative metric, while areas can receive single 
event noise levels above 65 dB, it is the average of these noise 
levels over the course of a year that provides for the 65 DNL 
contour. Although the FAA recognizes that noise occurs outside of 
these contours, the 65 DNL contour has been federally accepted at 
the level at which residential and other noise sensitive land uses 
are non-compatible with aircraft noise.  Because the existing 65 
DNL noise contour shown on Figure C6, page C.18 of the EA, does 
not encompass any noise sensitive land uses (homes, schools, 
churches, etc.), the existing land use in the vicinity of the Airport is 
considered compatible with aircraft operations and aircraft 
generated noise under the federal guidelines. 
 
Odors from aircraft typically have an oily smell.  The pollutants that 
comprise this type of smell are accounted for in the air pollutant 
assessment presented in the EA for precursor pollutants.  The air 
quality modeling within the EA covers many of the pollutants that 
relate either directly or indirectly to fuel “smells,” and covers all the 
pollutants regulated federally that relate to human health.  Since 
the project does not trigger any federal thresholds of significance 
for air quality for these pollutants, there are no significant impacts 
relating to the air quality. 
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High level cost estimates of the terminal designs were included in 
the EA but are highly dependent on final designs and total size of 
the terminal. 
 
 

Gretchen Geary September 
25, 2017 

Hoping to bid fiber technology for the airport.  Locally owned company. This EA covers approximately 25% design for the terminal and the 
site plan; final design, including communications at the Airport, will 
be completed subsequent to the EA. The Airport will issue an RFP 
for the terminal project that will be posted on the Pitkin County Bid 
Opportunities page.    

Lucas France September 
25, 2017 

Bigger better more more more.  I don’t see any carbon offset.  Aspen 
should take the lead and implement a "carbon sink to offset this 
development."  To do anything less is short sighted.  Thank you. 

Preparation of the Draft EA followed the policies, procedures, and 
guidelines as outlined by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations; and those in 
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures, and Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.  These orders 
outline FAA accepted methodologies, methods, models, 
techniques, and thresholds of significance for the impact 
assessment and preparation of EA documents.  All environmental 
documents prepared under FAA oversight follow and adhere to 
these same Orders, setting national standards for the preparation 
of environmental documentation. Based on this evaluation, no 
significant impact has been identified from the project relative to 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds federal 
thresholds.   
 
The Airport recognizes the communities’ concerns about noise, air 
quality and climate change and has been working with Pitkin 
County and the City of Aspen on the climate action planning to 
determine if there are ways to incorporate GHG minimization (such 
as preconditioned air, electric hook ups, sustainable terminal 
design) into the project or into other areas of the Airport.  These 
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elements will be examined further during the terminal design phase 
and will include additional public involvement.  The question of the 
availability of carbon offsets is also being examined during the 
Climate Action Plan process.  However, carbon offsets are not 
currently eligible for federal funding and all federal rules/standards 
will need to be adhered to if carbon offsets are pursued., 

Andrew Doremus September 
25, 2017 

1. Runway improvements first 
2. Terminal - "Pavilion" style is great.  Possible have the green roof 
sloped to give more open space inside like the "Ridge" 
3. Have a restaurant ramp side - the middle of the terminal with a 
rooftop bar. 

This EA covers approximately 25% design for the terminal and the 
site plan; final design will be completed subsequent to the EA.  All 
projects will be designed in accordance with Aspen/Pitkin County 
Design Guidelines which are intended to provide a mechanism to 
ensure that future development and redevelopment at the 
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport is implemented in a manner consistent 
with community values which reflect high standards for 
architectural quality, environmental sensitivity, neighborhood 
compatibility, and sustainability. The design phase of the proposed 
project will incorporate opportunities for public comment.  

Liz Chapman 
Aspen, CO 

September 
25, 2017 

I prefer the Pavilion scenario.  I would ask for a 14' sound wall. Final height and materials of the noise wall would be determined 
during the design phase. 

Jackie Francis September 
25, 2017 

Love the noise wall.  Thanks! Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted. 

Cheryl DuBrule September 
25, 2017 

Cheryl DuBrule. And my concern, number one, is the jets, and especially 
if you allow larger jets, taking off toward the Meadowood subdivision 
where my house is. I’ve lived there for 35 years – 365 – 7 days a week. I 
mean and that’s my home with my family. Sunday September 18th, 
there was a low flying large jet. Took off, which I thought was easterly 
but I guess it’s not, but it was directly over my house and over 
Meadowood headed towards Aspen. Thursday September 22nd at 
11:30 a.m. another jet took off in that same direction over Meadowood 
that– I have severe noise and safety concerns. I called and reported and 
email at 11:46. I spoke to Allen Mantle at airport operations. I asked 
what was the procedure. He said that that they -the tower granted and 

 Because the Airport is a public use airport, it cannot restrict aircraft 
from flying into or out of the valley due to federal grant assurances 
(with the exception of the grandfathered curfew already in place).  
In accepting federal funding, the County has agreed to comply with 
39 specific grant assurances. These assurances require that the 
County, among other things, must “make the airport available as an 
airport for public use on reasonable terms and without unjust 
discrimination to all types, kinds, and classes of aeronautical 
activities, including commercial aeronautical activities offering 
services to the public at the Airport.” (Grant Assurance 22(a)).  
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confirmed takeoff east-whatever direction is over Aspen. I expressed 
my concern of safety, noise, the smell of jet fuel and Mr. Mantle said 
the pilot has to request and the tower grants. All but all the pilot has to 
do is sign a waiver to release the airport of any financial responsibility 
well what about the safety of the residents that live there all the time? 
So, if it is not safe and you just aggregate your responsibility by having 
them sign of financially to the pilot I don’t know why ah ah ah where the 
responsibility lies. Um just with the pilot? And we don’t know if these 
pilots are experienced with taking off in this area. Um and also what 
would happen if someone hap- I mean a school is in the path, so I’m 
very concerned about this. And also, I have a question about all the 
extra pounds – 20,000 pounds with the terrain and the wind and 
altitude concerns me about these larger jets and it just seems to me not 
for our community but for larger private jets to be able to come in and 
out of here. 
I also am going to complain about all the planes that have been allowed 
to land in that opposite direction. Um flying over Meadowood over our 
homes. The noise, the low flying airplanes, the jet noise, the smell of the 
fuel, and um safety concerns, but especially the peace of our 
neighborhood. They need to find somewhere else to fly over other than 
this neighborhood. I’ve been there for a long time this neighborhood 
has been here for a long time. I’ve noticed an increase in this landing 
and now this week after we went to a meeting, John Kinney came to the 
meeting, he promised us no one would be taking off in the direction of 
Meadowood. Twice this week this has happened with a very large jet. 
I’m very concerned about this, so I want to mitigate the smell of the jet 
fuel which, for what reason I don’t know why whether its landing 
takeoff or whatever, comes over into our property can be mitigated 
with something. I’m sure you can come up with something like they do 
in Santa Barbra with trees or walls or something and the noise and the 
safety we don’t want them flying over our community over…our house. 
We’re very upset about this (inaudible). The citizens of Meadowood are 
very upset about this. And it would be near where the church is and 

With regard to low flying planes, Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Section 91.119, Minimum safe altitudes; in general, 
there are minimum standards for operations of fixed wing aircraft 
(excluding when necessary for takeoff/landing).  Over congested 
areas, an altitude of 1,000 feet above the highest obstacle within a 
horizontal radius of 2,000 feet is required, except for under take-off 
and landing procedures.  Complaints on low-flying aircraft may be 
filed with the FAA, Office of Flight Standards, which monitors 
aircraft operations.  Once the facts have been recorded, an FAA 
aviation safety inspector attempts to identify the offending aircraft 
operator.  For more information on low flying aircraft complaints, 
please visit the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/. 
 
With regard to your comments pertaining to safety concerns, the 
Airport has unique constraints surrounding the airspace and 
terrain; however, Air Traffic Control’s primary directive is always 
safety. Air Traffic Control coordinates the movement of aircraft in 
the air and on the ground to ensure that safe distances are 
maintained between aircraft operating in the area. Also, the 
Airport’s published approach and departure procedures require 
that pilots observe all airspeed limitations and ATC instructions 
when arriving at or departing from the Airport.  This EA does not 
include any substantial changes to the flight procedures to 
approach over Aspen.  Commercial service aircraft generally arrive 
from the north and depart to the north.  The EA assumes no 
substantial changes to these approach and departures.   
 
Odors from aircraft typically have an oily smell.  The pollutants that 
comprise this type of smell are accounted for in the air pollutant 
assessment presented in the EA for precursor pollutants.  The air 
quality modeling within the EA covers many of the pollutants that 
relate either directly or indirectly to fuel “smells,” and covers all the 
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these little towards Aspen and I think it affects the entire community. 
Thank you  
 
(Later comments added) Cheryl DuBrule: I also have another comment 
that um: John Kinney came to the Meadowood homeowners meeting 
and the new larger jets are going to be over 20,000 pounds more than 
the jets that currently land. This is very concerning to me due to terrain 
and wind - altitude. If anyone has lived here for any amount of time, I 
have sat on that runway in Denver and Aspen where they’ve asked 
people to get voluntarily get off the plane because the plan is too heavy. 
They would as 2-300 hundred-pound women with their luggage to get 
off the plane. How are you going to add 10 tons more of weight and 
safely land takeoff in this community? The airport is so close to Aspen. 
I’m very concerned that the FAA has the same regulations that go for 
LAX as go for Aspen. That airport is so close to us that we-we’ll always 
meet the FAA criteria and that would be the argument to push this 
project through, which I don’t think is good for our community. I think 
it’s good for the billionaires who want to fly their jets in so they don’t 
have to go to Eagle -Vail, but this is really not supporting the community 
and I think there’s safety with the school nearby safety there-safety 
with the with buttermilk and *stutters*  I just don’t understand how 
they can say well 20,000 extra pounds fits the FAA when anyone knows 
I’ve seen 300 pounds taken off of these small planes because we 
weren’t going to make it in and land because of all the terrain and 
altitude and wind and and um the temperature here. It’s – none of this 
seems to make any sense to me.  We have a whole crew here 
(inaudible) all these people here I don’t even know how many are 
here…20 …25 are here for this project. None of these people live here. 
They’re not part of our community. They’ve all been brought in to push 
this project. I think the community needs to ask why and what’s best for 
Aspen. These planes are flying over our teeny little town. This is 
upsetting to me. And it just isn’t going to benefit anyone that lives here. 
It’s going to destroy our beautiful quiet town and it’s going to be too 

pollutants regulated federally that relate to human health.  Since 
the project does not trigger any federal thresholds of significance 
for air quality for these pollutants, there are no significant impacts 
relating to the air quality. 
 
With regard to your comment about impacts to schools, the noise 
and land use impact analysis presented in the Draft EA were 
prepared in accordance with Federal guidelines and showed that 
while aircraft noise would change slightly with the proposed project 
(increasing the 65 DNL contour by approximately 7.6 acres in 2028 
compared to existing 2015), there would continue to be no noise 
sensitive uses exposed to 65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) or greater 
noise levels. No schools would be exposed to 65 DNL or greater 
noise levels with or without the proposed actions.  Part 150 Land 
Use Compatibility Guidelines indicate that schools are compatible 
with aircraft noise levels less than 65 DNL. 
 
In response to your comment about community impacts, following 
FAA Order 1050.1F guidance, impacts to local communities are 
generally analyzed based on the significance of noise impacts or 
required relocations that could fracture a community or otherwise 
disrupt the community physically or economically.  Aircraft noise 
already exists from current operations, although no noise sensitive 
uses are located in significant aircraft noise exposed areas.  The 
proposed actions are not expected to generate significant aircraft 
noise exposure. Further, no homes, businesses or other community 
resources would need to be relocated.  Additionally, no historic, 
cultural, architectural or archaeological sites are located within the 
project’s area of potential effect (APE).  No significant impacts to 
health, children’s health and safety, or schools are anticipated.  
Therefore, impacts to the local community or cultural values are 
not expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
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late once this all gets pushed through and I think the community can 
stop this and there’s good reason to. The idea that in 2021 or later in 
another 10 years that these half of this fleet is going to be phased out 
that doesn’t mean they’re not going to make something new that can 
that that wingspan can fit here that can take the same number of 
commercial passengers. It just seems…unfair to do to our little 
community. That airport is close to Aspen. Nothing is going to fly in and 
out of here that the town will not hear and the residents. Thank you. 

Hawk Greenway September 
25, 2017 

Hawk Greenway: So. Uh, I’m Hawk Greenway. I’m the owner and 
operator of an airplane that is a, um, general aviation airplane small 
Cessna out at the…tied down of the north ramp. So, I’m a general 
aviation user and operator on the Aspen airport and I have been for 25 
years. Um, so I’ve watched it grow and change and well – one of the 
things that concerns me is the, um, maximum capacity of both the 
aspen airspace and the…runway. Um this plan, while spending all of 
this, um, engineering and all of this time and all of this, um, attention, 
doesn’t address, um, the runway, um, crowding issue whatsoever. And 
the um, what strikes me as an operator of a small Cessna tail dragger is 
um how little of the runway that I actually need. And I’m um routinely 
off in 6-700 feet. Um so, when I’m cleared for takeoff I’ll use the um 
extended threshold um end of the runway and I kind of get a kick out of 
like getting off the ground before I actually reach the actual runway 
itself. Um, so when I when I look at trying to um mix the different um 
speeds and types of aircraft um to use the single runway here um it 
strikes me that its…sort of ridiculous and um that it’s possible to have 
different types of aircraft using similar airspace. 
 
Um just come back from Alaska and Fairbanks International um Airport 
was a real eye opener to me where they have float plane lake, a um ski 
strip, they call it ski strip but it’s like a gravel runway, and then um the 2 
main runways. One of which is used for the air traffic - um air carrier 
traffic. And you know and Alaska is a different case where they’ve got a 
hugely um uh vibrant aircraft community and you know they have a lot 

This EA does not include an extension of the existing taxiway to 
serve as a runway for general aviation aircraft.  At this time, the 
redevelopment of the existing taxiway or development of a 
secondary runway that could serve general aviation aircraft is not 
reasonably foreseeable due to the existing land envelope and FAA 
design standards, as well as funding constraints.  Air traffic control 
deals with the issues relative to different size aircraft using the 
same facility/airspace. 
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of elbow room and land there. But one of the things Aspen has is a 
group um of small aircraft owners and operators that are operating 
these incredibly short takeoffs or landing bush aircraft and um they’ve 
become - uh they kind of remind me of the um Harley Davidsons that 
um of the local Rolex rider group - you know they’re like collectors’ 
items. And um you know aircraft are 50 years old, but their 
performance is…its almost helicopter-like in comparison to the runway 
needs. So um, I’m putting in a request for a grass um dirt runway um 
that could help relieve some of that um activity, and I think um, or some 
of that pressure on the number of um operations allowed um on the 
runway. So, like an extension of the um alpha taxiway…to the north 
during all of this studies and ah works that could uh give you know 
1000, 1500, 1200 feet you know there are um you know probably a 
dozen aircraft on ah based on the field that wouldn’t need the main 
runway and would use that. So um, otherwise … I like the plan and I 
really like the um uh lightness and airiness of the depicted um 
terminals. I think those are quite nice artistic renditions. 
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John Edwards inside District 3 October  3, 2017,  5:36 PM

Pitkin county connect 

Re: airport improvement Environmental assessment

October 3, 2017


I am opposed to the airport improvements for the following environmental reason:


The expansion will impact the sensitive area including but not limited to wildlife, sensitive zones: wetlands,
water flow, noise, and pollution.

In addition, there is missing information due to assumptions that have not been articulate. For example, there
are no noise measurements taken in flight pattern 7 to 14 miles away. The residue or unburned jet fuel has not
been measured in this zone, as the high elevation of the runway created engine inefficiency.


I am opposed to the terminal expansion:

The expansion will impact the sensitive area including but not limited to Wildlife, sensitive zones: wetlands,
water flow, noise and pollution.


The economic projections regarding this project in my opinion use old data from the 2013 economic impact
study for Colorado airports (new data will be surveyed in 2018). And is not a representative sample due to the
seasonal nature of the airport. Skier visits are also flat or only slightly increasing. Traffic may be impacted. 


In addition, weather (wind, temperature and visibility) and altitude and weight of aircraft will reduce safety
concerns. In an event of a large/ full bigger plane crash, medical facilities would be strained and perhaps
insufficient to handle an event that I pray will never happen, (see 2002 private jet crash that killed 18 people). 


Please refer to the 2012 Airport Master plan for addition concerns of those who live in this valley or visit Aspen
(there was an environment assessment in that report).


Finally, the public needs more time to comment on this E I hearing. The notification was fair at best. FYI
October 3, 2017 is Tuesday not Monday as stated in the documentation. Please allow more time for others to
comment or reconsider this project for all of the stated reasons.


Sincerely


John Edwards

jedwards.bks@gmail.com


Name not shown inside District 1 October  3, 2017,  5:14 PM

Aspen has said again and again in its community plans that it wants to be a tourism-driven and resort-based
economy. Maintaining air service is critical to that. Anyone who advocates preventing the improvements to our

Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
Please give us your comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements. Your comments will be considered by the Pitkin County Board of Commissioners when
they consider and vote on the EA at their regular meeting on November 1, 2017.
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runway and airport that will allow the next generation of aircraft does not have our community's true interests at
heart. Yes, the next generation of aircraft will have wider wingspans. They will also be quieter and more fuel
efficient. Aspen's original airport was a central piece to bringing Aspen out of the Quiet Years and establishing
our resort economy. Truly, it helped make Aspen, Aspen. Please allow the airport to take the next necessary
step in its evolution. This would mean a runway expansion that accommodates the next generation of the same
types of aircraft we have now (which, again, will be slightly bigger and may carry nominally more passengers)
and a design that presents a terminal to our guests that is safe and scaled appropriately to handle a busy
winter day that may include a backlog of passengers due to cancelled flights. The current plan accomplishes
both of these goals reasonably.

Bill Tomcich outside County Districts October  3, 2017,  2:24 PM

As an individual who has closely monitored and has been involved with commercial air service into this valley
since 1995, I have learned how important it is to plan for the future.  While visitors and locals are currently
enjoying the greatest variety of flight options, connections and competition this airport has ever seen, there is
currently just one operator flying one aircraft type into the Aspen Airport for all three commercial airlines, and no
new CRJ700’s have been manufactured or delivered since 2011.  By the year 2031, those newest CRJ700’s will
be twenty years old and nearing the end of their practical life span while the vast majority of CRJ700’s will
already have been retired from commercial service.


As identified in the EA, there are a variety of new generation regional and small narrow-body aircraft that will be
able to operate at ASE, and some of them will be in service by next year.  Some of these aircraft are larger than
the current 70 passenger regional jets currently serving the market, while all of these aircraft will be quieter and
more efficient than any commercial aircraft that have served ASE in the past or present.  However, because of
the new efficiencies in modern wing design, none of these new aircraft that are expected to enter service over
the next five years will have wingspans that are within ASE’s current 95’ wingspan restriction.


Airport staff and the consultant team have put an extraordinary amount of work into planning for the future, and
the plans for both runway improvements and a new terminal building will allow for the continuation of
commercial air service as we now know it.  The Aspen Airport is an economic lifeline for the business
community of this resort based economy and is unquestionably one of the key competitive advantages of this
resort destination, and there are many businesses who share my strong support of these essential proposed
airport improvements.


Nancy MacKenzie inside District 3 October  2, 2017, 10:48 PM

“The Woody Creek Caucus contact the airport officials and the county commissioners informing them that the
current environmental assessment does not take into account the specific conditions of a high altitude narrow
mountain valley and that we request an independent and unbiased study that includes; air quality, emergency
response, and noise issues in accordance with our Master Plan.”


We are contacting you now because at the May 27, 2017 monthly meeting of the Woody Creek Caucus the
above motion concerning the current environmental assessment of the Pitkin County Airport was unanimously

Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
Please give us your comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements. Your comments will be considered by the Pitkin County Board of Commissioners when
they consider and vote on the EA at their regular meeting on November 1, 2017.
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approved.

As background information for you, Resolution No. PZ 2016-08 of the Pitkin County Planning and Zoning
Commission adopted the 2016 Woody Creek Caucus Master Plan. We request that you become familiar with
Chapter 2* which is specifically addresses our concerns with the Pitkin County Airport. 

The Woody Creek Caucus supports the existing curfew, safety restrictions on GA aircraft, current operating
hours, and noise abatement restrictions. We also support variable takeoff headings so that no one
neighborhood receives all the noise impacts. We support future elimination of Stage 2 aircraft and do not
support expansion of facilities that would allow louder, larger, and heavier aircraft, to use the airport. We
strongly support a cap of 125,000 pounds gross weight for aircraft using Sardy Field.

We continue to support safe operation of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport and all efforts to minimize impacts on
residents of Woody Creek and the surrounding area. Our airport should be sized to our small mountain
community, in keeping with the rural character of the resort.

The Caucus is concerned that, while the future air service planning study supports airport expansion, it fails to
study alternatives that relate to the health, welfare, safety and capacity of our valley. Therefore, we recommend
that the Environmental Assessment and any ultimate decision regarding airport improvements consider
alternatives. Develop an alternative that limits the airport to commercial regional jets and private aircraft with a
gross landing weight of no more than a maximum 125,000 pounds. Because of our altitude and the nature of
our topography, larger airplanes would create unacceptable burdens of noise and toxic pollutants for the many
residents near the airport and for many miles down valley.

In general, we believe that bringing more air traffic to Sardy Field is not in the best interest of the community.
The valley is too confined. In addition, the airport is dangerously close to Aspen, the North Forty neighborhood,
and large-scale events at Buttermilk. Emergency response in our narrow valley is a continued concern. Even
now there is no way we could handle an emergency such as happened March 29, 2001 when a chartered
business jet crashed near Shale Bluffs and all three crew members and fifteen passengers on board perished.

It has become increasingly evident that the restricted air space in the Aspen area creates a conflict between
ever-increasing numbers of private aircraft and commercial service. Large numbers of private aircraft should not
be allowed to crowd out commercial flights. This is one more example that one size does not fit all situations.
The FAA should modify its regulations in the case of an airport with a single runway located in a confined, high
altitude, narrow valley.

2*

WOODY CREEK CAUCUS MASTER PLAN 2016


Pitkin County    Airport

Policy Statement:


The Woody Creek Caucus supports the existing curfew, safety restrictions on GA aircraft, current operating
hours, and noise abatement restrictions. We also support variable takeoff headings so that no one
neighborhood receives all the noise impacts. We support future elimination of Stage 2 aircraft and do not
support expansion of facilities that would allow louder, larger, and heavier aircraft, such as the 737, to use the
airport. We strongly support a cap of 125,000 pounds gross weight for aircraft using Sardy Field.


We continue to support safe operation of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport and all efforts to minimize impacts on
residents of Woody Creek and the surrounding area. Our airport should be sized to our small mountain
community, in keeping with the rural character of the resort.


Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
Please give us your comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements. Your comments will be considered by the Pitkin County Board of Commissioners when
they consider and vote on the EA at their regular meeting on November 1, 2017.
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Current status:

Sardy Field is a valuable asset of the people of Pitkin County. The airport is a vitally important facility for the
economy of the area, for the way we function as a whole community, and as a major link in the transportation
chain of the Roaring Fork Valley. Even so, in its growth and development over the past decades, the airport has
become a source of controversy. In view of the fact that Woody Creek is one of the affected communities
directly under the flight path, we have in the past been a voice in this controversy and are concerned with noise
impacts, air pollution impacts, and safety considerations.


Current  airport  planning:


Due to constant pressure from the business community and other special interest groups, there has been a
prolonged effort to expand Sardy Field into a state-of-the-art, urban-style airport. The Caucus views the
justification and predictions of future needs for this massive expansion with skepticism. Ultimately, it may not be
in the best interests of the community at large, including Woody Creek. 


Beginning in 2010, a study was commissioned by the Pitkin County Commissioners and airport personnel on
the adequacy of the airport terminal facilities for the future. Past studies have consistently overestimated the
projected number of passengers using the airport. Although airport use remained relatively flat over the past
fifteen years, according to airport records, the study predicted significant passenger increases in the next 20
years, and therefore a need for a new $80 to $100-million-dollar terminal. The Pitkin County commissioners
have approved this new terminal with the adoption of the 2012 Airport Master Plan. The County intends to
conduct a multi-phased design process for this facility, which is to include comprehensive public input prior to
construction.


Predictably, there is now a follow-up study, “The ASE Future Air Service Planning Study,” that recommends
expanding and strengthening the airport runways and allows for a second FBO operation, so as to increase air
service to the airport, especially GA. The technical phases 1 and 2 of the study to expand the airport to the
west were made with no public input, and specifically, no contact with the Woody Creek Caucus. Phase 3 is
now in progress, calling for an Environmental Analysis as well as public input.

However, the choices for the expansion and operation of the airport, which will be presented to the public, are
limited to the results of Technical Phases 1 and 2.


The claim of the “ASE Future Air Service Planning Study” is that, without a $120 million to $130 million
expansion of the runway to accept a new generation of airplanes, Aspen will not have a viable service after
2021.


Concerns of the Community:

The Woody Creek Caucus is skeptical of the claim that there will not be a viable commercial service after 2021
without a huge expansion. Just in 2012, The Airport Master Plan stated that “no change will be made in the
existing prohibitions on (1) aircraft with wingspans greater than 95 feet, and (2) aircraft weighing more than
100,000 pounds maximum gross landing weight.” However, it has recently been revealed that the FAA did not
accept this portion of the Master Plan.


Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
Please give us your comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements. Your comments will be considered by the Pitkin County Board of Commissioners when
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We are opposed to a larger, urban-style airport close to the center of Aspen, with all of the negative impacts
this could bring to Woody Creek and the community at large. The increased traffic of larger, heavier, more
intrusive airplanes will dramatically increase the discomfort of the many residents around the airport and in the
flight path. It would be yet another step in Aspen’s path toward commercialization and the loss of Aspen’s
unique character.


The airspace and mountainous surrounds of the narrow valley at the entrance to Aspen is a constant. A larger
airport will certainly increase the pressure on this environment and on the people who live in the valley. There
will be more noise, more air pollution, more safety concerns, and more competition in our limited airspace
between commercial and GA aircraft.


In an issue of Snow Magazine some years ago, an article by Andrew Nemethy describes a theory about the
rise and decline of tourist towns, which even 25 years ago was being seen in resorts east and west. The resort
starts as an attractive small town with amenities and natural environments that attract many to settle there.
These places are often small, with low traffic, low taxes, and a strong sense of community, set in a lovely rural
landscape. Growth moratoriums are gradually put in place, with the result of raising the cost of real estate. The
cost and the cost of living also rise and become too high for many residents. They must now travel to shop for
basic needs. Traffic jams and higher rents – residential and commercial -- drive out the locals. As improved
infrastructure is deemed necessary for all the traffic, taxes rise. New schools, hotels, and hospitals are required
to serve the upscale population. 


This is a common pattern of development in desirable resort areas, including the Roaring Fork Valley. We in
Woody Creek would like to put on the brakes and preserve some of the character of old Aspen and the appeal
of the ski resort lifestyle.


The local economy has become less driven by tourism and local residents than by construction and
development or redevelopment and luxury maintenance. Suddenly the community needs an excessive amount
of architects, planners, lawyers, designers, contractors, and trades people.


Our government continues to grow, and it demands more taxes and more bureaucracy to keep pace with the
growth. None of the decisions that create growth are based on the character of the town we want. Rather, they
are based on the need to keep people who have moved here for economic reasons employed. Government and
the commercial infrastructure have to keep growing.


The perceived need to keep the tourist base ever growing creates an onerous spiral in which quantity
overwhelms quality. Prices on businesses and real estate keep rising. Homes just built are remodeled every
several years.  Chain stores replace small, locally owned shops. Prices go so high that locals don’t even bother
to shop locally. Our town begins to look like a small version of Los Angeles, New York, or Dallas. Folks don’t
mingle, and the sense of neighborliness has disappeared. The appeal and character are destroyed.

People leave. Corporations arrive.


Summary of the Airport Chapter:

The Caucus is concerned that, while the future air service planning study supports airport expansion, it fails to

Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
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study alternatives that relate to the health, welfare, safety and capacity of our valley. Therefore, we recommend
that the EA and any ultimate decision regarding airport improvements include consideration of the following
alternatives:

A.     Develop an alternative which assumes airplanes currently serving the Aspen market or their equivalent will
continue to be available beyond 2021;

And/or

B.     Develop an alternative that limits the airport to commercial regional jets and private aircraft with a gross
landing weight of no more than a maximum 125,000 pounds.


Because of our altitude and the nature of our topography, larger airplanes would create unacceptable burdens
of noise and toxic pollutants for the many residents near the airport and for many miles down valley. Large
airplanes such as 737s would severely impact the livability of the upper Roaring Fork Valley forever.

Furthermore, our Alternative B is critical because the Aspen community does not have a large enough
emergency capability or the infrastructure to manage a mishap involving larger airplanes.


1.        We are also concerned that runway expansion and strengthening to allow for larger regional commercial
airplanes will open the airport to larger, heavier and louder aircraft, both commercial and private. The
community has been promised for many years by various government boards that no 737-type aircraft would be
allowed to use the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport. If this promise is not kept, the impacts of noise and air pollution,
as well as growth generation, will be greatly increased.

Larger aircraft such as the 737 require much larger and noisier engines. The Roaring Fork Valley would be
changed forever if these heavy aircraft were allowed to operate here.


If the airport must ultimately accept new regional jets, these should be limited to commercial regional jets and
private aircraft with a gross landing weight of no more than 125,000 pounds. The FAA should recognize that
one size does not fit all. An airport at 8,000 feet in a narrow valley is in a very different environment than one on
the plains at a lower altitude. Our valley has confined airspace, numerous homes around the airport and in the
flight path, and decreased air circulation, resulting in more air pollution. The Aspen community should require
flexibility in how the airport is operated, and not be forced to accept a standard that will damage the community
and cause severe discomfort to its citizens.


2.        Our list of concerns includes but is not limited to:


•        Noise abatement.

"As with most rural resort environments with low ambient noise levels, any noise emissions, especially during
the evening hours, are a serious local environmental concern. Woody Creek is no exception. In addition, Aspen
may be unique as a result of the increased sound transmissions in a low-humidity, high-altitude, valley-
constricted environment."

-Brad Christopher, former airport manager


•        Light pollution

•        Air pollution. Jet fuel, the most toxic of pollutants, is often strongly present in our valley.

•        Larger, heavier, louder aircraft

•        Flight hazards. This valley is a problematic location for increased air traffic

•        Encouragement of growth from overbuilding the airport Increases in airport traffic will require

Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
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commensurate growth in            accommodations and accompanying development.

•        Degradation of our community’s character


3.        In general, we believe that bringing more air traffic to Sardy Field is not in the best interest of the
community. The valley is too confined. In addition, the airport is dangerously close to Aspen, the North Forty
neighborhood, and large-scale events at Buttermilk.


4.    The new terminal is out of balance with the projected long-term population growth. A larger airport  with
more capacity will drive development. 


5.     Since the rationale for enlarging the airport is to enable it to accommodate the new generation  of
commercial regional jets, it should be possible for the  commercial airlines to maintain their  schedules. It has
become increasingly evident that the restricted air space in the Aspen area creates a conflict between ever-
increasing numbers of private aircraft and commercial service. Large numbers of private aircraft should not be
allowed to crowd out commercial flights. This is one more example that one size does not fit all situations. The
FAA should modify its regulations in the case of an airport with a   single runway located in a confined, high
altitude, narrow valley. 


Thank you for your consideration of the concerns of Woody Creek.

Woody Creek Caucus

Nancy MacKenzie, Moderator

nancy_bill_mackenzie@yahoo.com


Bert Myrin inside District 2 September 27, 2017,  9:52 AM

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  I support the current flight curfew going forward.  I am concerned
about the potential for larger commercial and private jets.  I support “The Ridge” terminal area improvement
because the exterior appearance is smaller in scale, with a low profile roof that hugs the landscape.
Additionally the open interior makes wayfinding intuitive and the enormous windows provide a sense of place
that is unique to Aspen.


If it were up to me (which it’s not), I’d support all improvements proposed except those necessary to
accommodate larger jets.  The projection of 74,190 additional annual visitors in 2033 with the runway project
seems incompatible with maintaining the small town character of Aspen.  Thanks again for the opportunity to
comment.  - Bert Myrin

1 Supporter

Peg O'Brien inside District 3 September 25, 2017, 10:29 PM

Please protect the air quality of the residential and recreational areas beneath the flight path.  

Data collection (on the mesa above the Woody Creek Post Office, on airport mesa above Jaffee Park, and
others locales beneath the flight path - during on, off, and shoulder seasons), and analysis (perhaps involving a
3rd party environmental science group who would provide recommendations), followed by creation and strict
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enforcement of emissions regulations, may be appropriate.  The Aspen-Valley-appropriate air quality
regulations could then be used to guide decisions on types and numbers of planes allowed, which could inform
the airport design.      

Thank you.  Respectfully,   Peg O'Brien  WC Metro President

Name not shown inside District 1 September 23, 2017,  7:32 AM

Some 50 years ago an article about the necessity of keeping our airport small appeared in the Aspen Times. Of
course the financial interests ignored it as they will ignore it now. It is a shame that in a world gone bad with
global warming and an ignorant upper class that we cannot find something better to do with this money. My
absentee neighbors are all cutthroat CEOs with no morality. They want to come and go, if they do at all, in the
largest possible contrivance. This would be a private jet with a wingspan that surpasses that of 15 tall men lying
head to toe. Think of these men as dead and you will get a real picture of what global warming and
unrestrained opulence brings.

Name not shown inside District 2 September 11, 2017, 12:59 PM

MOST IMPORTANT:  When did citizens approve an enlargement to the airport?   Can we bring torches to these
meetings?   This expansion is being crammed down the community's throat---just like all the new government
buildings only the bureaucrats hungry for more power want in our little village.  Geez.  The Aspen Mayor and his
Troika bypassed us citizens for the 47' foot City Hall with a 1500 sq. foot office with shower for the City
Manager.  When the newly hired airport director ---from .....get ready....LAX -----came into Rotary (typically a
pro business group) to talk about the new plan in glowing (in his mind) and positive (in his mind) terms like
"gargantuan" and "huge,"  I was told to shut up afterwards and not to mention it.   HAHAHA   Remember,
commissioners ---you work for us voters. A majority of voters are against your plan.  This bears repeating: "
Enlarging the airport will fundamentally change our city; we are popular because of our small town charming
character. "


Peter Grenney inside District 1 August 30, 2017,  3:22 PM

Section - 2.2.2 Terminal Circulation Road Requirements and Parking Needs - seems outdated based on 2012
parking calculations. How is the parking management plan accounting for car-share, ride-share, autonomous
vehicles, and e-bikes? Is there any opportunity to make the terminal a shared hub for other regional
transportation services (i.e. Union Station) whether it's for buses, shuttles, shared rides, etc?

Supporting Media (video):
https://vimeo.com/235917768

Ron Thompson inside District 2 August 30, 2017,  2:02 PM

Draft Environmental Assessment for Airport Improvements Now Available
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I fail to remember the voters approving an enlargement to the airport and you work for the voters.  This voter is
against your plan.   Enlarging the airport will fundamentally change our city, we are popular because of our
small town charming character.

Our  commisioners and the city council disrespect the federal government's immigration   laws, therefore if you
go ahead with this costly plan you should have a strategy for how to  fund it without federal funds.

1 Supporter

Howard Vagneur inside District 3 August 28, 2017, 11:23 AM

Hi, I've reviewed all of your plans, drafts, etc. and it appears to me that you only address areas at the airport.
An Extended current EA is needed for areas outside the airport envelope.  I have been impacted by low flying,
loud and off course aircraft over my property in Woody Creek for many years impacting my property and
lowering the property value.  Past advisement to airport authorities  have fallen on deaf ears.  HV

1 Supporter

paul mcdonough outside County Districts August 27, 2017,  2:42 PM

Wonderful news!  We are looking forward to finally getting a state of the art terminal and runway!  Our family
has enjoyed our 2nd home and the area for decades, however the getting to and fro has always been the worst
part!  We would love to the improved efficiencies and amenities of a new terminal!  Also, a longer runway would
allow more direct flights, leading to more skiers & customers to our businesses!

1 Supporter
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Kate Andrus

From: Sandra Story <sandra.story@aspenairport.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 10:54 AM
To: Kate Andrus
Subject: Fwd: Form submission from: Give Us Your Comments

Hi Kate, 
 
John would like you to include this in the EA 
- See message below 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Aspen/Pitkin County Airport <info@aspenairport.com> 
Date: Sat, Sep 23, 2017 at 2:31 PM 
Subject: Form submission from: Give Us Your Comments 
To: pat.bingham@pitkincounty.com 
Cc: ashley.wiles@aspenairport.com, sandra.story@aspenairport.com 
 
 
Submitted on Saturday, September 23, 2017 - 13:31 
Submitted by anonymous user: 73.203.8.100 
Submitted values are: 
 
Name: Lee Mulcahy 
Email: leemulcahyphd@gmail.com 
Subject: New airport expansion 
Comment: Why are we not allowed to vote on the airport expansion?  It's just 
like the new City Hall that is larger than the Art Museum----the voters get 
no input on whether we want it or not.  This giant expansion is not in line 
with the community's desire to maintain our rural and small town character. 
Shame on you politicians! 
 
 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 
http://aspenairport.com/node/464/submission/296 

 
 
 
 
--  
Sandra Story 
Executive Assistant/Office Manager 
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport, Aspen, CO 
www.aspenairport.com 
C 970 319 3498 
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Kate Andrus

From: Pat Bingham <pat.bingham@pitkincounty.com>
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:34 PM
To: Kate Andrus
Cc: John Kinney
Subject: Fwd: Form submission from: Give Us Your Comments

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
Hi Kate 
Please include this comment in you EA collection.  
 
Pat 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Aspen/Pitkin County Airport" <info@aspenairport.com> 
Date: August 25, 2017 at 5:48:20 PM MDT 
To: pat.bingham@pitkincounty.com 
Cc: ashley.wiles@aspenairport.com,sandra.story@aspenairport.com 
Subject: Form submission from: Give Us Your Comments 

Submitted on Friday, August 25, 2017 - 16:48 
Submitted by anonymous user: 70.57.12.246 
Submitted values are: 
 
Name: Nancy Tate Hall 
Email: nthall23@msn.com 
Subject: Airport Expansion Concerns 
Comment: 
I realize that many people are all excited about recent projections of 
increased flights and larger aircraft in order to bring in all those tourist 
dollars.  Does anyone ever bring up the fact that the airport happens to be 
surrounded by residential neighborhoods which are already negatively impacted 
by airport noise and pollution? Who wants to live near DIA? Do you hear from 
concerned homeowners?  Aspen is considered to be a very environmentally 
conscious community which is "soooo" green and progressive--on top of the 
climate change issue, and recycling, composting, etc.  What is this rumor 
about reversing the landing direction from up valley to down valley which 
requires flying over neighborhoods like Meadowood?  I hear the 7 am flights 
everyday since you moved the runway 1,000 feet closer to town and promised 
that "this was it".  Plans for the new airport show the de-icing area moving 
closer up valley also which is extremely noisy.  It is obvious that the 
airport needs to be spiffed up a bit, but its still pretty cool in its 
present state, and certainly convenient. I fear the "new and improved" 



2

airport has gotten out of hand and could be the nail in the coffin in terms 
of quality of life for people who actually live here.  The airport issue has 
always been a hot one and will continue to be because it is basically in the 
wrong location!  Therefore, whatever happens needs to be modest, efficient, 
and sensitive to its potentially disastrous environmental impact on nearby 
Roaring Fork Valley residents. 
I have attended several of the planning and feedback sessions.  Seems only 
the positive remarks get posted and the others ignored.  (925-7679) 
 
 
 
 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 
http://aspenairport.com/node/464/submission/277 



Michael​ ​Wessler​ ​(President​ ​North​ ​40​ ​HOA) 
34​ ​Tumbledown​ ​Lane 

Aspen, ​ ​CO​ ​81611 

 
Kate​ ​Andrus 
1743​ ​Wazee​ ​Street 
Suite ​ ​400 
Denver,​ ​CO​ ​80202 

Re:​ ​Aspen/Pitkin ​ ​County​ ​Airport​ ​Draft​ ​Environmental​ ​Analysis​ ​Comments 

The​ ​North​ ​40​ ​subdivision​ ​is​ ​hereby​ ​submitting​ ​their​ ​comments​ ​and​ ​requests​ ​for​ ​modification​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​Aspen/Pitkin​ ​County 
Airport​ ​(ASE)​ ​Draft​ ​Environmental​ ​Assessment​ ​(Draft​ ​EA)​ ​and​ ​subsequent​ ​improvements​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​airport.  

North​ ​40​ ​is​ ​a​ ​residential​ ​neighborhood​ ​comprised​ ​of​ ​approximately​ ​70​ ​deed​ ​restricted​ ​units​ ​in​ ​Pitkin​ ​County​ ​just​ ​outside 
the​ ​City​ ​of​ ​Aspen.​ ​Many​ ​of​ ​these ​ ​units​ ​are​ ​occupied​ ​by​ ​families​ ​with​ ​children.​ ​All​ ​units​ ​are ​ ​occupied​ ​year-round.​ ​Our 
community​ ​also​ ​maintains​ ​a​ ​field​ ​and​ ​children’s​ ​park ​ ​which​ ​is​ ​shared​ ​with​ ​the ​ ​community​ ​at​ ​large.​ ​Our​ ​neighborhood​ ​is 
adjacent​ ​to​ ​Colorado​ ​Mountain​ ​College’s​ ​(CMC)​ ​Aspen​ ​campus. 

The​ ​Aspen/Pitkin​ ​County​ ​Airport’s​ ​GA ​ ​apron,​ ​runway,​ ​and​ ​taxiway​ ​are​ ​directly​ ​across​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​from​ ​North​ ​40.​ ​This​ ​is 
where​ ​most​ ​private​ ​jets​ ​park​ ​and​ ​all​ ​airplanes​ ​must​ ​travel​ ​past​ ​when​ ​taxiing, ​ ​arriving,​ ​or​ ​departing.​ ​The ​ ​planes​ ​are ​ ​visible 
from​ ​the​ ​North​ ​40​ ​field, ​ ​park,​ ​and​ ​some​ ​of​ ​the​ ​houses.​ ​The ​ ​airplanes’ ​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​exhaust​ ​fumes​ ​affect​ ​the ​ ​field, ​ ​park,​ ​and 
all​ ​units​ ​to​ ​varying​ ​degrees​ ​–​ ​see ​ ​Figure​ ​4.11-3​ ​and​ ​4.11-4.  

Section​ ​2.2.4​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​acknowledges​ ​the ​ ​impacts​ ​the​ ​airport​ ​has​ ​on​ ​the​ ​surrounding​ ​area​ ​including​ ​North​ ​40​ ​and 
Aspen​ ​Airport​ ​Business​ ​Center​ ​(ABC).  

“The​ ​need ​ ​to​ ​reduce ​ ​apron​ ​noise​ ​on​ ​surrounding​ ​communities.​ ​Coordination​ ​with​ ​the​ ​public​ ​during​ ​the​ ​Master ​ ​Plan 
Update ​ ​identified ​ ​noise​ ​from​ ​the​ ​GA​ ​apron​ ​as​ ​a​ ​substantial​ ​concern ​ ​for​ ​the​ ​businesses ​ ​and​ ​residences ​ ​near ​ ​the​ ​Airport 
Business ​ ​Center. ​ ​The​ ​GA​ ​apron​ ​can​ ​be​ ​very ​ ​busy​ ​during​ ​peak ​ ​times ​ ​in​ ​the​ ​summer ​ ​and​ ​the​ ​winter, ​ ​with​ ​numerous 
business ​ ​jets ​ ​parked. ​ ​Jets ​ ​are​ ​generally ​ ​parked ​ ​with​ ​Auxiliary ​ ​Power ​ ​Units ​ ​(APUs) ​ ​running,​ ​facing​ ​Highway​ ​82​ ​and​ ​the 
Airport ​ ​Business ​ ​Center ​ ​(ABC). ​ ​These ​ ​units​ ​are​ ​run​ ​prior​ ​to​ ​taking ​ ​off,​ ​during​ ​maintenance, ​ ​and​ ​sometimes ​ ​for​ ​hours​ ​while 
waiting​ ​for​ ​clients. ​ ​This​ ​creates ​ ​noise​ ​in​ ​the​ ​surrounding​ ​community.​ ​While​ ​this​ ​project ​ ​is​ ​not​ ​directly ​ ​related ​ ​to​ ​the 
needed ​ ​terminal ​ ​improvements, ​ ​its​ ​need ​ ​could​ ​be​ ​addressed ​ ​at​ ​about​ ​the​ ​same​ ​time​ ​as​ ​the​ ​terminal ​ ​improvements.” 

Before​ ​proceeding, ​ ​I​ ​want​ ​to​ ​note​ ​that​ ​we​ ​did​ ​move​ ​here​ ​knowing​ ​and​ ​accepting​ ​that​ ​our​ ​proximity​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​would 
have​ ​implications​ ​on​ ​our​ ​daily​ ​life.​ ​I​ ​would​ ​also​ ​like ​ ​to​ ​add​ ​that​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​does​ ​a​ ​good​ ​job​ ​of​ ​complying​ ​with​ ​the ​ ​flight 
curfew​ ​at​ ​night​ ​between​ ​10​ ​pm​ ​–​ ​7​ ​am.​ ​During​ ​hours​ ​of​ ​operation, ​ ​the​ ​airport​ ​generally​ ​emits​ ​constant​ ​background 
noise ​ ​with​ ​noticeably​ ​louder​ ​noise ​ ​levels​ ​during​ ​takeoff​ ​and​ ​landing.​ ​This​ ​is​ ​to​ ​be ​ ​expected.​ ​What​ ​was​ ​a​ ​surprise ​ ​to​ ​us​ ​is 
the​ ​additional​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​exhaust​ ​fumes​ ​emitted​ ​while ​ ​planes​ ​sit​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron​ ​waiting​ ​to​ ​park, ​ ​taxi,​ ​and​ ​/​ ​or​ ​take​ ​off. 
They​ ​generally​ ​run​ ​their​ ​Auxiliary​ ​Power​ ​Units​ ​(APU)​ ​during​ ​this​ ​time.​ ​This​ ​is​ ​exacerbated​ ​by​ ​the ​ ​winds​ ​which​ ​sometimes 
blow​ ​east​ ​across​ ​the​ ​runway​ ​towards​ ​North​ ​40.​ ​This​ ​leads​ ​to​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​exhaust​ ​fumes​ ​that​ ​are ​ ​so​ ​bad​ ​that​ ​we​ ​have​ ​had 
to​ ​leave​ ​the​ ​park​ ​and​ ​close ​ ​the​ ​windows​ ​at​ ​our​ ​house.​ ​These ​ ​symptoms​ ​happen​ ​with​ ​varying​ ​frequency​ ​throughout​ ​the 
year​ ​but​ ​worse​ ​case​ ​is​ ​multiple ​ ​times​ ​a​ ​week ​ ​during​ ​busy​ ​seasons. 

I​ ​understand​ ​that​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​has​ ​deemed​ ​the ​ ​additional​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​emissions​ ​of​ ​a​ ​redeveloped​ ​airport​ ​to​ ​be ​ ​negligible 
and​ ​therefore ​ ​are​ ​not​ ​requiring​ ​mitigating​ ​steps​ ​to​ ​address​ ​them​ ​as​ ​part​ ​of​ ​this​ ​environmental​ ​assessment.​ ​But​ ​it​ ​would 
be​ ​a​ ​missed​ ​opportunity​ ​to​ ​redevelop​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​and​ ​not​ ​address​ ​the ​ ​issues​ ​of​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​air​ ​pollution, ​ ​even​ ​at​ ​current 
levels.​ ​I​ ​request​ ​that​ ​you​ ​include ​ ​the​ ​following​ ​additions​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​Environment​ ​Assessment​ ​to​ ​address​ ​these 
environmental​ ​effects​ ​at​ ​the ​ ​North​ ​40​ ​and​ ​surrounding​ ​areas.​ ​Some ​ ​of​ ​these ​ ​suggestions​ ​would​ ​also​ ​reduce ​ ​pollution​ ​in 
the​ ​greater​ ​Aspen/Pitkin​ ​County​ ​community. 

 



1) Noise/Visual​ ​Buffer 
a. Figure​ ​1-1​ ​(and​ ​other​ ​similar​ ​Figures)​ ​depicts​ ​a​ ​Noise/Visual​ ​Buffer​ ​along​ ​the ​ ​east​ ​side ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​GA​ ​apron. 

Section​ ​4.11.2.2​ ​describes​ ​construction​ ​options​ ​of​ ​a​ ​wall​ ​and​ ​/​ ​or​ ​berm:​ ​​“For ​ ​the​ ​Terminal ​ ​Alternatives, 
the​ ​location​ ​of​ ​the​ ​terminal ​ ​and​ ​apron​ ​would​ ​change​ ​and​ ​there ​ ​would​ ​be​ ​an​ ​addition​ ​of​ ​a​ ​noise 
wall/berm​ ​on​ ​the​ ​ramp​ ​between ​ ​the​ ​aircraft​ ​parking ​ ​area ​ ​and​ ​the​ ​North ​ ​40​ ​community.”​ ​ ​Different 
heights​ ​are​ ​discussed.​ ​The ​ ​addition​ ​of​ ​a​ ​noise/visual​ ​buffer​ ​is​ ​not​ ​a​ ​requirement​ ​of​ ​this​ ​document​ ​but 
instead​ ​is​ ​a​ ​suggested​ ​additional​ ​project. 

b. Strongly​ ​support​ ​the​ ​development​ ​of​ ​a​ ​Noise/Visual​ ​Buffer​ ​between​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​and​ ​North​ ​40. 
c. Recommend​ ​the ​ ​14’​ ​high​ ​option​ ​along​ ​the ​ ​east​ ​(North​ ​40)​ ​side ​ ​of​ ​the​ ​GA​ ​apron.​ ​Construction​ ​consisting 

of​ ​a​ ​sound​ ​wall​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​side​ ​and​ ​an​ ​earthen​ ​half-mound​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​/​ ​North​ ​40​ ​side.  
d. Additionally, ​ ​suggest​ ​adding​ ​a​ ​10’​ ​high​ ​earthen​ ​berm​ ​north​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​far​ ​end​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​FBO​ ​and​ ​south​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​far 

end​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​parking​ ​lots. 
e. The​ ​materials​ ​used​ ​for​ ​the ​ ​berm​ ​should​ ​come ​ ​from​ ​the​ ​demolition​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​old​ ​terminal​ ​and​ ​excavation​ ​for 

the​ ​new​ ​terminal​ ​and​ ​other​ ​improvements.​ ​This​ ​would​ ​greatly​ ​reduce ​ ​the​ ​amount​ ​of​ ​fill​ ​being​ ​sent​ ​to 
the​ ​Pitkin​ ​County​ ​Landfill.​ ​This​ ​will​ ​also​ ​offset​ ​the ​ ​cost​ ​of​ ​the​ ​berm. 

f. Building​ ​a​ ​14’ ​ ​sound​ ​wall​ ​with​ ​earthen​ ​berm​ ​along​ ​the ​ ​GA​ ​apron​ ​and​ ​10’​ ​earthen​ ​berm​ ​in​ ​front​ ​of​ ​the 
FBO​ ​and​ ​parking​ ​/​ ​terminal​ ​will​ ​help​ ​contain​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​pollution​ ​within​ ​the ​ ​airport. 

g. This​ ​will​ ​benefit​ ​North​ ​40, ​ ​CMC,​ ​Firehouse, ​ ​and​ ​ABC.​ ​Will​ ​also​ ​benefit​ ​the ​ ​Pitkin​ ​County​ ​Landfill. 
2) Change​ ​Direction​ ​of​ ​Parked​ ​Planes 

a. The​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​does​ ​not​ ​specify​ ​the ​ ​direction​ ​planes​ ​should​ ​be ​ ​parked​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron.​ ​Currently​ ​airplanes 
are​ ​parked​ ​with​ ​their​ ​tails​ ​(and​ ​exhaust)​ ​facing​ ​North​ ​40. 

b. Request​ ​that​ ​the ​ ​orientation​ ​of​ ​parked​ ​airplanes​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron​ ​be​ ​changed​ ​180​ ​degrees​ ​so​ ​that​ ​their 
noses​ ​are​ ​facing​ ​highway​ ​82​ ​/​ ​North​ ​40.  

c. Changing​ ​the​ ​direction​ ​planes​ ​park ​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron​ ​will​ ​redirect​ ​the ​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​exhaust​ ​of​ ​taxiing​ ​and​ ​APU’s 
away​ ​from​ ​North​ ​40. 

d. This​ ​will​ ​benefit​ ​North​ ​40, ​ ​CMC,​ ​Firehouse, ​ ​and​ ​ABC.  
3) Limit​ ​APU ​ ​Runtime 

a. The​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​does​ ​not​ ​include ​ ​any​ ​reference​ ​to​ ​the​ ​benefit​ ​of​ ​limiting​ ​APU ​ ​runtimes. 
b. Recommend​ ​implementing​ ​new​ ​policy​ ​that​ ​would​ ​limit​ ​APU ​ ​runtime​ ​to​ ​15​ ​minutes​ ​and​ ​instigate 

penalties​ ​for​ ​overages. 
c. Extend​ ​an​ ​area​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​far​ ​north​ ​(down​ ​valley)​ ​end​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​where​ ​longer​ ​runtimes​ ​are​ ​allowed 

specifically​ ​for​ ​safety​ ​or​ ​maintenance. 
d. Rules​ ​will​ ​also​ ​need​ ​to​ ​be ​ ​in​ ​place ​ ​that​ ​would​ ​prevent​ ​pilots​ ​from​ ​running​ ​the ​ ​airplane ​ ​engines​ ​to 

provide​ ​the​ ​same​ ​services​ ​the​ ​APU ​ ​normally​ ​does​ ​which​ ​would​ ​clearly​ ​circumvent​ ​any​ ​benefit​ ​of 
restricting​ ​APU ​ ​runtime,​ ​possibly​ ​causing​ ​even​ ​more ​ ​pollution. 

e. Implementing​ ​a​ ​maximum​ ​time​ ​limit​ ​on​ ​how​ ​long​ ​an​ ​APU ​ ​can​ ​be​ ​run​ ​will​ ​reduce ​ ​the​ ​amount​ ​of​ ​noise 
and​ ​air​ ​pollution​ ​emitted​ ​by​ ​airplanes​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron.  

f. This​ ​will​ ​benefit​ ​North​ ​40​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​environment​ ​in​ ​general.  
4) APU ​ ​Alternatives 

a. Section​ ​4.1.4​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​suggests​ ​exploring​ ​funding​ ​to​ ​provide ​ ​alternatives​ ​to​ ​APU’s:​ ​​“Pitkin ​ ​County 
will​ ​explore ​ ​obtaining​ ​FAA ​ ​Voluntary​ ​Airport ​ ​Low​ ​Emission​ ​(VALE) ​ ​funding​ ​for​ ​the​ ​installation​ ​of 
preconditioned ​ ​air​ ​and​ ​ground​ ​power ​ ​to​ ​enable ​ ​airlines ​ ​to​ ​reduce ​ ​their ​ ​use​ ​of​ ​APUs.” 

b. Strongly​ ​support​ ​adding​ ​conditioned​ ​air​ ​and​ ​power​ ​infrastructure ​ ​for​ ​both​ ​commercial​ ​and​ ​private 
aircraft​ ​as​ ​an​ ​alternative​ ​to​ ​using​ ​APU’s​ ​–​ ​like ​ ​electric​ ​car​ ​charging​ ​stations. 

c. Implementing​ ​electrical​ ​alternatives​ ​to​ ​APU’s​ ​will​ ​reduce ​ ​the​ ​amount​ ​of​ ​noise ​ ​and​ ​air​ ​pollution​ ​emitted 
by​ ​airplanes​ ​while ​ ​parked​ ​on​ ​the ​ ​apron.  

d. This​ ​will​ ​benefit​ ​North​ ​40​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​environment​ ​in​ ​general.  
 
 
 



5) Lead​ ​Emitting​ ​Fuels 
a. Section​ ​4.1.1​ ​states​ ​that​ ​30,000​ ​gallons​ ​of​ ​lead​ ​emitting​ ​fuel​ ​is​ ​used​ ​at​ ​ASE​ ​each​ ​year:​ ​​Approximately 

30,000 ​ ​gallons​ ​of​ ​Avgas ​ ​was​ ​consumed​ ​in​ ​2015​ ​in​ ​contrast​ ​to​ ​approximately​ ​6​ ​million​ ​gallons​ ​of​ ​JetA. 
Avgas ​ ​emits ​ ​lead, ​ ​but​ ​was​ ​not​ ​evaluated ​ ​because ​ ​it​ ​is​ ​used ​ ​in​ ​small​ ​quantities​ ​at​ ​ASE ​ ​relative ​ ​to​ ​JetA. 

b. Request​ ​the ​ ​phasing​ ​out​ ​of​ ​Avgas​ ​which​ ​is​ ​described​ ​in​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​as​ ​a​ ​lead​ ​emitting​ ​fuel. 
c. Eliminating​ ​lead​ ​emitting​ ​fuels​ ​will​ ​benefit​ ​North​ ​40​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​environment​ ​in​ ​general. 

6) Hwy​ ​82​ ​Access 
a. Figure​ ​1-1​ ​(and​ ​other​ ​similar​ ​Figures)​ ​suggests​ ​an​ ​additional​ ​intersection​ ​between​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​and​ ​airport 

parking:​ ​​“Future​ ​intersection ​ ​per ​ ​CDOT​ ​access ​ ​control​ ​plan”​.  
b. Recommend​ ​limiting​ ​access​ ​between​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​to​ ​existing​ ​FBO​ ​and​ ​Baltic​ ​Ave 

intersections.​ ​Remove ​ ​the​ ​existing​ ​third, ​ ​southernmost​ ​intersection.​ ​And​ ​do​ ​not​ ​develop​ ​the ​ ​“​Future 
intersection ​ ​per ​ ​CDOT​ ​access ​ ​control​ ​plan”. 

c. Currently​ ​drivers​ ​attempt​ ​to​ ​circumvent​ ​morning​ ​traffic​ ​by​ ​exiting​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​at​ ​the​ ​FBO​ ​or​ ​Baltic​ ​Avenue 
and​ ​re-entering​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​at​ ​the​ ​southernmost​ ​entrance.​ ​This​ ​causes​ ​additional​ ​congestion​ ​and​ ​associated 
emissions​ ​on​ ​Hwy​ ​82. 

d. Limiting​ ​intersections​ ​between​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​frontage​ ​road​ ​to​ ​the​ ​FBO​ ​and​ ​Baltic​ ​Avenue ​ ​will 
benefit​ ​Hwy​ ​82​ ​commuters​ ​and​ ​the​ ​environment​ ​by​ ​reducing​ ​morning​ ​traffic​ ​congestion​ ​and​ ​emissions. 

The​ ​following​ ​comments​ ​are ​ ​meant​ ​to​ ​clarify​ ​existing​ ​information​ ​contained​ ​in​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA.  

1) Affected​ ​Environment 
a. Section​ ​4.5.1​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​states​ ​that​ ​the​ ​closest​ ​public​ ​park ​ ​/​ ​playground​ ​to​ ​the ​ ​airport​ ​is​ ​Harmony 

Park​ ​at​ ​Burlingame​ ​which​ ​is​ ​about​ ​½​ ​mile ​ ​from​ ​the​ ​airport. 
b. North​ ​40​ ​owns​ ​and/​ ​or​ ​operates​ ​three ​ ​parks,​ ​the​ ​largest​ ​and​ ​most​ ​regularly​ ​used​ ​is​ ​a​ ​children’s​ ​park 

immediately​ ​adjacent​ ​to​ ​CMC.​ ​This​ ​park ​ ​is​ ​about​ ​650​ ​feet​ ​from​ ​the ​ ​airport.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​regularly​ ​used​ ​by 
children​ ​from​ ​both​ ​the ​ ​North​ ​40​ ​subdivision​ ​and​ ​the ​ ​community​ ​at​ ​large​ ​–​ ​CMC​ ​houses​ ​ballet, ​ ​camps, 
etc.​ ​and​ ​participants​ ​and​ ​family​ ​members​ ​regularly​ ​use ​ ​it.  

2) Land​ ​Use 
a. Section​ ​4.9.1.1​ ​of​ ​the ​ ​Draft​ ​EA​ ​identifies​ ​existing​ ​land​ ​use ​ ​in​ ​the ​ ​vicinity​ ​of​ ​ASE.​ ​Reference ​ ​is​ ​made​ ​to​ ​the 

North​ ​40​ ​subdivision​ ​but​ ​it​ ​is​ ​not​ ​described​ ​in​ ​detail​ ​in​ ​this​ ​section. 
b. Request​ ​adding​ ​language ​ ​to​ ​this​ ​section​ ​that​ ​clarifies​ ​that​ ​North​ ​40​ ​is​ ​a​ ​residential​ ​neighborhood​ ​with 

approximately​ ​72​ ​deed​ ​restricted​ ​year-round​ ​residences.  
c. Additionally, ​ ​add​ ​a​ ​reference ​ ​to​ ​North​ ​40​ ​on​ ​Figure​ ​4.9-1 

 

Sincerely, 

The​ ​North​ ​40​ ​HOA​ ​and​ ​Board 

- Michael​ ​Wessler​ ​(President) 
- Amy​ ​Barrow 
- Jeremy​ ​Barbin 
- Andrew​ ​Lodge 
- Jay​ ​Maytin 
- Jared​ ​Thompson 
- Pete ​ ​Yang 





























John Kinney: So, my name is John Kinney, airport director, and uh this is the uh kick off for the first uh 

public hearing for the environmental assessment process. As you’re probably aware, there’s two 

components to that. There’s uh clearing of a uh terminal building footprint for a new terminal and there’s 

also the clearing for the relocation of the existing runway 8 feet over to the west uh to meet those FAA 

designed standards for the full group 3 design.  

 

So, there’s a variety of people inside the room tonight. If I can just have a show of hands of FAA – star of 

the show. As well as the consulting team that we have on here. So as you look around, and they keep 

holding their hands up,…um if you have specific questions about the process and what’s on these boards 

please hit those folks up. And there are some people I’ve noticed that…this is definitely their first meeting 

so don’t hesitate to uh uh just ask for square one comments. There’s three ways in which you can 

comment. There’s the center section here uh that’s the written comments that you can put in the um the 

box. There’s also a recording opportunity over here for you so if you just want to talk and say what your 

issues are uh you can do that as well. Or third, …is that you can do it online and that’s uh (he states the 

website up to “county”) – 

 

Kate Andrus: -connect.com 

 

John Kinney: Connect.com 

 

Kate Andrus: -and it’s on the comment form as well so you can take that and provide comments later. The 

close of the comments (what?) 

 

John Kinney: So, any one of those works. Um so, anyway if you want to (what?) the consultants, or the 

FAA, or myself we’ll be here for the whole period of time and uh thank you for coming out and appreciate 

your input. 

  



Cheryl DuBrule: Cheryl DuBrule. And my concern, number one, is the jets, and especially if you allow 

larger jets, taking off toward the Meadowood subdivision where my house is. I’ve lived there for 35 years 

– 365 – 7 days a week. I mean and that’s my home with my family. Sunday September 18th, there was a 

low flying large jet. Took off, which I thought was easterly but I guess it’s not, but it was directly over my 

house and over Meadowood headed towards Aspen. Thursday September 22nd at 11:30 a.m. another jet 

took off in that same direction over Meadowood that– I have severe noise and safety concerns. I called 

and reported and email at 11:46. I spoke to Allen Mantle at airport operations. I asked what was the 

procedure. He said that that they -the tower granted and confirmed takeoff east-whatever direction is over 

Aspen. I expressed my concern of safety, noise, the smell of jet fuel and Mr. Mantle said the pilot has to 

request and the tower grants. All but all the pilot has to do is sign a waiver to release the airport of any 

financial responsibility well what about the safety of the residents that live there all the time? So, if it is not 

safe and you just aggregate your responsibility by having them sign of financially to the pilot I don’t know 

why ah ah ah where the responsibility lies. Um just with the pilot? And we don’t know if these pilots are 

experienced with taking off in this area. Um and also what would happen if someone hap- I mean a a 

school is in the path, so I’m very concerned about this. And also I have a question about all the extra 

pounds – 20,000 pounds with the terrain and the wind and altitude concerns me about these larger jets 

and it just seems to me not for our community but for larger private jets to be able to come in and out of 

here. 

 

I also am going to complain about all the planes that have been allowed to land in that opposite 

direction. Um flying over Meadowood over our homes. The noise, the low flying airplanes, the jet noise, 

the smell of the fuel, and um safety concerns, but es-especially the peace of our neighborhood. They 

need to find somewhere else to fly over other than this neighborhood. I’ve been there for a long time this 

neighborhood has been here for a long time. I’ve noticed an increase in this landing and now this week 

after we went to a meeting, John Kinney came to the meeting, he promised us no one would be taking off 

in the direction of Meadowood. Twice this week this has happened with a very large jet. I’m very 

concerned about this, so I want to mitigate the smell of the jet fuel which, for what reason I don’t know 

why whether its landing takeoff or whatever, comes over into our property can be mitigated with 

something. I’m sure you can come up with something like they do in Santa Barbra with trees or walls or 

something and the noise and the safety we don’t want them flying over our community over…our house. 

We’re very upset about this (inaudible). The citizens of Meadowood are very upset about this. And it 

would be near where the church is and these little towards Aspen and I think it affects the entire 

community. Thank you  

 

(Later comments added) Cheryl DuBrule: I also have another comment that um: John Kinney came to the 

Meadowood homeowners meeting and the new larger jets are going to be over 20,000 pounds more than 

the jets that currently land. This is very concerning to me due to terrain and wind - altitude. If anyone has 

lived here for any amount of time, I have sat on that runway in Denver and Aspen where they’ve asked 

people to get voluntarily get off the plane because the plan is too heavy. They would as 2-300 hundred-

pound women with their luggage to get off the plane. How are you going to add 10 tons more of weight 

and safely land takeoff in this community? The airport is so close to Aspen. I’m very concerned that the 

FAA has the same regulations that go for LAX as go for Aspen. That airport is so close to us that we-we’ll 

always meet the FAA criteria and that would be the argument to push this project through, which I don’t 



think is good for our community. I think it’s good for the billionaires who want to fly their jets in so they 

don’t have to go to Eagle -Vail, but this is really not supporting the community and I think there’s safety 

with the school nearby safety there-safety with the with buttermilk and *stutters*  I just don’t understand 

how they can say well 20,000 extra pounds fits the FAA when anyone knows I’ve seen 300 pounds taken 

off of these small planes because we weren’t going to make it in and land because of all the terrain and 

altitude and wind and and um the temperature here. It’s – none of this seems to make any sense to me.  

 

We have a whole crew here (inaudible) all these people here I don’t even know how many are here…20 

…25 are here for this project. None of these people live here. They’re not part of our community. They’ve 

all been brought in to push this project. I think the community needs to ask why and what’s best for 

Aspen. These planes are flying over our teeny little town. This is upsetting to me. And it just isn’t going to 

benefit anyone that lives here. It’s going to destroy our beautiful quiet town and it’s going to be too late 

once this all gets pushed through and I think the community can stop this and there’s good reason to. The 

idea that in 2021 or later in another 10 years that these half of this fleet is going to be phased out that 

doesn’t mean they’re not going to make something new that can that that wingspan can fit here that can 

take the same number of commercial passengers. It just seems…unfair to do to our little community. That 

airport is close to Aspen. Nothing is going to fly in and out of here that the town will not hear and the 

residents. Thank you. 

 

  



Hawk Greenway: So. Uh, I’m Hawk Greenway. I’m the owner and operator of an airplane that is a, um, 

general aviation airplane small Cessna out at the…tied down of the north ramp. So, I’m a general aviation 

user and operator on the Aspen airport and I have been for 25 years. Um, so I’ve watched it grow and 

change and well – one of the things that concerns me is the, um, maximum capacity of both the aspen 

airspace and the…runway. Um this plan, while spending all of this, um, engineering and all of this time 

and all of this, um, attention, doesn’t address, um, the runway, um, crowding issue whatsoever. And the 

um, what strikes me as an operator of a small Cessna tail dragger is um how little of the runway that I 

actually need. And I’m um routinely off in 6-700 feet. Um so, when I’m cleared for takeoff I’ll use the um 

extended threshold um end of the runway and I kind of get a kick out of like getting off the ground before I 

actually reach the actual runway itself. Um, so when I when I look at trying to um mix the different um 

speeds and types of aircraft um to use the single runway here um it strikes me that its…sort of ridiculous 

and um that it’s possible to have different types of aircraft using similar airspace. 

 

Um just come back from Alaska and Fairbanks International um Airport was a real eye opener to me 

where they have float plane lake, a um ski strip, they call it ski strip but it’s like a gravel runway, and then 

um the 2 main runways. One of which is used for the air traffic - um air carrier traffic. And you know and 

Alaska is a different case where they’ve got a hugely um uh vibrant aircraft community and you know they 

have a lot of elbow room and land there. But one of the things Aspen has is a group um of small aircraft 

owners and operators that are operating these incredibly short takeoff or landing bush aircraft and um 

they’ve become - uh they kind of remind me of the um Harley Davidsons that um of the local rolex rider 

group - you know they’re like collectors’ items. And um you know aircraft are 50 years old, but their 

performance is…its almost helicopter-like in comparison to the runway needs. So um, I’m putting in a 

request for a grass um dirt runway um that could help relieve some of that um activity, and I think um, or 

some of that pressure on the number of um operations allowed um on the runway. So, like an extension 

of the um alpha taxiway…to the north during all of this studies and ah works that could uh give you know 

1000, 1500, 1200 feet you know there are um you know probably a dozen aircraft on ah based on the 

field that wouldn’t need the main runway and would use that. So um, otherwise … I like the plan and I 

really like the um uh lightness and airiness of the depicted um terminals. I think those are quite nice 

artistic renditions.  







John Kinney: Hi, John Kinney, Airport Director. Today is Tuesday, September 26. It’s 4:30 in the 

afternoon. We’re opening the public comment process or the environmental assessment here at Aspen 

Airport.  

 

Jim Ward: Hi there, my name is Jim Ward. I live at 564 Twinning Flats Road, Aspen, Colorado, which is 

directly across the river from the Woody Creek Tavern. Uh, I moved there 1973, so I’ve experienced 

probably 40 years plus of dealing with the airport. I know that, you know, and I’m not really against the 

airport or all the development, but I have concerns. And one of the, you know one of the maybe to start 

with, and that is that putting this airport in this almost residential area where, you know, there’s a lot of 

people living very close to this airport and getting a lot of air from airplanes coming and going. 

Particularly, on the…end of the runway on the south end of the runway where they sit in idle, uh, until 

they can leave and when they do leave then they send a big blast and theres…housing that’s just 

basically just across the road a few hundred feet, you know? And I think that’s, you know, one of the big 

concerns. I also think that, um, I also think that one of the things is that its…getting this airport bigger and 

bigger…is kind of “when do you stop?” It’s kind of like getting-trying to get 50 pounds of something inside 

of a 30 pound bag. You know? I mean its really, its getting kind of a maxed-out situation.  

 

Um, I think…I just lost that thought. You know, at this age, I, you know… Let me address this other issue 

while I’m talking. And that is that I’ve talked to John a few times. And that is that I think – I don’t know the 

Snowmass and the Woody Creek communities, but they’re the ones that are most, would be most, you 

know, concerned about what my main object is. And that is the lead in lights. As they days get shorter 

and the nights get longer, and the lead in lights when you come through the (what?) area - the lead in 

lights are a huge hazard. Its…similar to…you are driving down a two-lane highway and some big pickup 

with four headlights has got ‘em all on high. It’s a hazard. You know? You can’t - you can almost not see 

what, you know, if there was an animal or something on the road. It’s just a huge problem. And um I know 

that…I know that there’s not going to be any planes if they’re reacting to the Papi lights and they’re all red 

the plane is going to have to be high enough so that he could still see the lights, the lead in lights, without 

it blinding the people on the highway. Um, so if he’s coming in and he’s got two red lights and two white 

lights then he’s going to be way high enough, so that the lights don’t have to be shinning on the highway. 

And I think that that would help people agree to the expansion of the run…of the runway and the airport if 

they would solve, what I think, is a problem. Um… 

 

Jen Wolchansky: We can take a break, if you want, and do the next one. Let’s do that.  

 

Jim Ward: Ok. Yea…yea. Lets. Yea. 

 

(Later comment added) Jim Ward: And I don’t know if you, uh, if you like this comment or not, but it might 

ah…I remember at a big meeting, you know, I don’t know if it was about the airport or some other 

expansion, but when…at what point do you say, “The end is full?” 

 

At what point do you stop expanding and expanding and expanding this airport? And the end is full. And 

you have to find the manger some place. Ha. Ha. Ha. You know? But uh I guess I pretty much know the 

environment…the air. Just the fact that, you know, I’m sure glad that they have you can’t fly in after 11 o 



clock, I believe it is, and you can’t fly before 7 because of its closeness to residential people. You know 

who are trying to sleep. You know? So anyway, thank you very much for having this opportunity to hear 

what I have to say. Um, I think that living three miles off the end of the end of the runway I’ve been uh 

able to have an opinion. Thank you. Bye.  

 

John Kinney: Hi John Kinney, Airport Director, Aspen Pitkin County Airport. September 26th, 6:30, we’re 

bringing the environmental assessment public process meeting number two to a close.  

 

 











WORLD & NATION

EPA mum about 
toxic waste from 
Superfund sites

WASHINGTON — The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy says it has recovered 517 containers of “unidentified, 
potentially hazardous material” from highly contaminated 
toxic waste sites in Texas that flooded last month during 
Hurricane Harvey. 

The agency has not provided details about which Super-
fund sites the material came from, why the contaminants 
at issue have not been identified and whether there’s a 
threat to human health. 

The one-sentence disclosure about the 517 containers 
was made Friday night deep within a media release from 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency summarizing 
the government’s response to the devastating storm. 

At least a dozen Superfund sites in and around Houston 
were flooded in the days after Harvey’s record-shattering 
rains stopped. Associated Press journalists surveyed seven 
of the flooded sites by boat, vehicle and on foot. The EPA 
said at the time that its personnel had been unable to reach 
the sites, though they surveyed the locations using aerial 
photos. 

The Associated Press reported Monday that a govern-
ment hotline also received calls about three spills at the 
U.S. Oil Recovery Superfund site, a former petroleum 
waste processing plant outside Houston contaminat-
ed with a dangerous brew of cancer-causing chemicals. 
Records obtained by the AP showed workers at the site re-
ported spills of unknown materials in unknown amounts. 

Local pollution control officials photographed three large 
tanks used to store potentially hazardous waste completely 
underwater Aug. 29. The EPA later said there was no evi-
dence that nearby Vince Bayou had been impacted. 

PRP Group, the company formed to clean up the U.S. Oil 
Recovery site, said it does not know how much material 
leaked from the tanks, soaking into the soil or flowing into 
the bayou. As part of the post-storm cleanup, workers have 
vacuumed up 63 truckloads of potentially contaminated 
storm water, totaling about 315,000 gallons. 

It was not immediately clear whether those truckloads 
accounted for any of the 517 containers cited in the FEMA 
statement Friday. The EPA has not responded to questions 
from AP about activities at U.S. Oil Recovery for more than 
a week. 

About a dozen miles east, the San Jacinto River Waste 
Pits Superfund site is on and around a low-lying island 
that was the site of a paper mill in the 1960s, leaving be-
hind dangerous levels of dioxins and other long-lasting 
toxins linked to birth defects and cancer. The site was com-
pletely covered with floodwaters when the AP surveyed it 
Sept. 1. 

To prevent contaminated soil and sediments from being 
washed down river, about 16 acres of the site was covered 
in 2011 with an “armored cap” of fabric and rock. The cap 
was reportedly designed to last for as long as 100 years, but 
it has required extensive repairs on at least six occasions 
in recent years, with large sections becoming displaced or 
having been washed away. 

The EPA has not responded to repeated inquiries over 
the past two weeks about whether its assessment has de-
termined whether the cap was similarly damaged during 
Harvey. 

The companies responsible for cleaning up the site, 
Waste Management Inc. and International Paper, have 
said there were “a small number of areas where the current 
layer of armored cap is thinner than required.” 

“There was no evidence of a release from any of these ar-
eas,” the companies said, adding that sediments there were 
sampled last week. 

The EPA has not yet released those test results to the 
public.

Michael Biesecker
The Associated Press

aspent imes .com/realestate
What’s hot?What’s hot?

September 25, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Pitkin County Library - William R. Dunaway

Community Meeting Room
120 North Mill Street, Aspen, CO 81611

September 26, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Snowmass Town Hall

130 Kearns Rd, Snowmass Village, CO 81615

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Environmental Assessment

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental
Assessment and Public Comment Period

ADraft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for proposed
improvements for the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport has been prepared and is
now available for public review and comment until October 3, 2017. This
project includes a new terminal and runway relocation 80 feet to thewest,

alongwith associated projects.

Please JoinUs for thePublic InformationMeetings andPublic Hearings:

The formatwill be openhouse andapublic hearing officer
will be available to receive verbal comments on the EA.

Copies of the Draft EAmay be viewed during regular business hours at the following locations:

• On thewebsiteat: aspenairportplanning.com - click on Airport Improvements EA tab

• AspenAirport Administration
0233 E. Airport Rd, Suite A,
Aspen, CO 81611

• Pitkin County Community Development
130 S. Galena St.
Aspen, CO 81611

Comments on theDraft EAare encouragedandmaybepresentedduring the
comment period throughMonday, October 3, 2017:

• Verballyorwrittenatthepublichearings

• Onthewebsite:www.pitkincountyconnect.com

• Writtento:KateAndrus,1743WazeeStreet, Suite400,Denver, CO80202

Representativesof theconsultant teamwillbeavailableat thepublichearingstoprovide
information,answerquestions,andreceivecommentsontheDraftEA.

• TemporaryPitkinCountyAdministration
123EmmaRoad, Suite106
Basalt, CO81621

• PitkinCountyLibrary
120NMill St.
Aspen, CO81611

MODEL YEAR CLOSE-OUT SALE
2017 SILVERADO LT CREWCAB

$46,905 MSRP*

- $9,000 REBATES & DISCOUNTS
$37,905 SUMMER CLEARANCE PRICE

…..OR 0% FOR 72 MONTHS*
*OFFER EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30TH.  STOCK # 7103.  
WITH APPROVED CREDIT.  PLUS TAXES AND FEES.

ountain

   

Check out our other animals online at 
www.coloradoanimalrescue.org

FREE barn cats 
available for adoption

Please remember we offer 
spay/neuter � nancial assistance. 
Now is the time to get your pet 
spayed or neutered.OH NO!

They got a 
BARN CAT! 

I’m leavin’ town!

      

Colorado Animal Rescue • 947-9173 
2801 County Road 114  •Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
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WORLD & NATION

U.S. says it is not 
pushing for regime 
change in N Korea

WASHINGTON — The Trump administration said 
Monday it’s not seeking to overthrow North Korea’s gov-
ernment after the president tweeted that Kim Jong Un 
“won’t be around much longer” and called Pyongyang’s 
assertion absurd that Donald Trump’s comment amounted 
to a declaration of war. 

Still, the fiery rhetoric carrying over from a week of 
threatening exchanges at the U.N. General Assembly only 
further fueled fears the adversaries might stumble back 
into open military conflict. The Korean War ended seven 
decades ago without a formal peace treaty and tensions 
related to the North’s nuclear advances have escalated for 
months. 

At the U.N. on Monday, the North’s top diplomat, Ri 
Yong Ho, argued that Trump’s Twitter blast gives it the 
right to shoot down U.S. warplanes, like the strategic 
bombers Washington flew close to the border between the 
two Koreas over the weekend. 

Trump’s Saturday tweet said: “Just heard Foreign Min-
ister of North Korea speak at U.N. If he echoes thoughts 
of Little Rocket Man, they won’t be around much longer!” 
Trump also used “rocket man” for Kim in his speech to the 
U.N. General Assembly last week. 

While the comments may be read as an implicit threat 
to eliminate Kim, administration officials said Washington 
hadn’t changed its policy and the U.S. isn’t seeking regime 
change in Pyongyang. 

“We have not declared war on North Korea. Frankly the 
suggestion of that is absurd,” White House spokeswom-
an Sarah Huckabee Sanders told reporters. “It’s never 
appropriate for a country to shoot down another country’s 
aircraft when it’s over international waters.” 

“Our goal is still the same. We continue to seek the 
peaceful denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula,” she 
said. 

Cabinet officials, particularly Secretary of State Rex Til-
lerson, have insisted the U.S.-led campaign diplomatic and 
economic pressure on North Korea is focused on elimi-
nating the pariah state’s nuclear weapons program, not its 
totalitarian government. 

But the more Trump muddies the picture, the tougher 
it may become to maintain cooperation with China and 
Russia, which seek a diplomatic solution to the nuclear 
crisis and not a new U.S. ally suddenly popping up on their 
borders. It also risks snuffing out hopes of persuading 
Kim’s government to enter a negotiation when its survival 
isn’t assured. 

Military maneuvers are adding to tensions along the 
two Koreas’ heavily militarized border. In a show of might 
to North Korea, U.S. bombers and fighter escorts flew 
Saturday to the farthest point north of the border between 
North and South Korea by any such American aircraft this 
century. 

Pentagon spokesman Army Col. Rob Manning said Mon-
day the operation was conducted in international airspace 
and legally permissible. The U.S. has a “deep arsenal of 
military options to provide the president so that he can 
then decide how he wants to deal with North Korea,” he 
said. 

Matthew Pennington
The Associated Press

North Korea’s Foreign Minister Ri Yong Ho speaks outside 
the U.N. Plaza Hotel in New York on Monday.

AP

September 26, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Snowmass Town Hall

130 Kearns Rd, Snowmass Village, CO 81615

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Environmental Assessment

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental
Assessment and Public Comment Period

ADraft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for proposed
improvements for the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport has been prepared

and is now available for public review and comment until
October 3, 2017. This project includes a new terminal and runway
relocation 80 feet to thewest, alongwith associated projects.

Please JoinUs for thePublic InformationMeetingandPublic Hearing:

The formatwill be openhouse andapublic hearing officer
will be available to receive verbal comments on the EA.

Copies of the Draft EAmay be viewed during regular business hours at the following locations:

• On thewebsiteat: aspenairportplanning.com - click on Airport Improvements EA tab

• AspenAirport Administration
0233 E. Airport Rd, Suite A,
Aspen, CO 81611

• Pitkin County Community Development
130 S. Galena St.
Aspen, CO 81611

Comments on theDraft EAare encouragedandmaybepresented
during the comment period throughMonday, October 3, 2017:

• Verballyorwrittenatthepublichearings

• Onthewebsite:www.pitkincountyconnect.com

• Writtento:KateAndrus,1743WazeeStreet, Suite400,Denver, CO80202

Representativesof theconsultant teamwillbeavailableat thepublichearingstoprovide
information,answerquestions,andreceivecommentsontheDraftEA.

• TemporaryPitkinCountyAdministration
123EmmaRoad, Suite106
Basalt, CO81621

• PitkinCountyLibrary
120NMill St.
Aspen, CO81611
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SURVEY
From page 1

at 54 percent and 48 percent.
Upon reviewing the first draft of 

the proposed survey at a council 
meeting June 19 and once more 
briefly at a July 3 meeting, the 
town accepted responses from 
July 7 to Aug. 6.

Altogether, 891 individuals 
completed the survey, which is the 
fewest number of respondents yet. 

The 2015 and 2013 community 
surveys garnered 1,098 and 979 
responses, respectively.  

The ETC Institute project-
ed at least 600 responses were 
necessary in order to produce a 
“statistically significant and valid” 
report, according to Elliot. 

Of the total 2017 survey respon-
dents, about half are full-time 
Snowmass Village residents.

Snowmass promoted the survey 
— which inquired about issues 
from satisfaction with town ser-
vices and quality of life to work-
force housing and composting 
— through its social media, email 
newsletter and local advertise-
ments. In an effort to capture 
communal trends and growth, 
Elliot said about 85 percent of the 
questions are the same as in past 
surveys.

While crafting the survey this 
summer, the elected officials 
agreed that questions related to 
the town’s workforce housing 
— a top council goal for 2017 — 
should also take priority in the 

community survey.   
An open-ended survey question 

soliciting respondents’ general 
thoughts toward housing received 
mixed reviews, from one com-
ment that read “Housing is way 
too difficult to come by and far 
too expensive for everyday work-
ers” to another that ranked the 
town’s workforce housing depart-
ment as “5 stars.”

“The level of service and detail 
they provide exceeds anything I’d 
expect in ‘affordable housing,’” the 
respondent wrote. “They indeed 
go the extra mile.”

While the housing feedback 
varied, “build more” was one 
constant. 

Snowmass town staff is ex-
pected to next discuss upcoming 

workforce housing projects at a 
Town Council work session Oct. 9. 

The town of Snowmass will 
review the survey results in detail 
with each department starting in 
November and into December, 
Elliot said Sept. 26.

To view the 2017 community 
survey results in full, visit  
www.tosv.com/survey. 

TOWN SEEKING FEEDBACK 
FOR BASE VILLAGE BUILDING 6

In other Snowmass Town Coun-
cil news, the elected officials are 
soliciting ideas from the public as 
to what it would like to see occupy 
the community-use designated 
Building 6 of the Base Village 
development. 

At the most recent Town 

Council meeting Sept. 18, the 
council directed staff to issue a 
public request for letters of inter-
est after the Aspen Center for En-
vironmental Studies earlier this 
month declined to partner with 
the town to curate a discovery and 
climate center inside the space.

While the discovery concept is 
not off the table, the council also 
is open to other ideas from the 
community. 

The deadline to submit letters 
of interest to the town of Snow-
mass Village involving Building 6 
is Oct. 31. 

For more information on Build-
ing 6 and letter submissions, visit 
tosv.com/Index.aspx?NID=463.  

September 26, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Snowmass Town Hall

130 Kearns Rd, Snowmass Village, CO 81615

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Environmental Assessment

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental
Assessment and Public Comment Period

ADraft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for proposed
improvements for the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport has been prepared

and is now available for public review and comment until
October 3, 2017. This project includes a new terminal and runway
relocation 80 feet to thewest, alongwith associated projects.

Please JoinUs for thePublic InformationMeetingandPublic Hearing:

The formatwill be openhouse andapublic hearing officer
will be available to receive verbal comments on the EA.

Copies of the Draft EAmay be viewed during regular business hours at the following locations:

• On thewebsiteat: aspenairportplanning.com - click on Airport Improvements EA tab

• AspenAirport Administration
0233 E. Airport Rd, Suite A,
Aspen, CO 81611

• Pitkin County Community Development
130 S. Galena St.
Aspen, CO 81611

Comments on theDraft EAare encouragedandmaybepresented
during the comment period throughMonday, October 3, 2017:

• Verballyorwrittenatthepublichearings

• Onthewebsite:www.pitkincountyconnect.com

• Writtento:KateAndrus,1743WazeeStreet, Suite400,Denver, CO80202

Representativesof theconsultant teamwillbeavailableat thepublichearingstoprovide
information,answerquestions,andreceivecommentsontheDraftEA.

• TemporaryPitkinCountyAdministration
123EmmaRoad, Suite106
Basalt, CO81621

• PitkinCountyLibrary
120NMill St.
Aspen, CO81611

Construction & Paving LLC

CONTACT Ben Shuster : 970-230-0661 & Kelly Lyon: 970-618-7290

FREE ESTIMATES
PAVING • SEAL COATING •CRACK FILLING

BEFORE AFTER

WE KNOW CURB APPEAL
FOUR GENERATIONS IN THE ROARING FORK VALLEY
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•    ••    •••    ••••

NATIONAL

September 25, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Pitkin County Library - William R. Dunaway 

Community Meeting Room
120 North Mill Street, Aspen, CO 81611

September 26, 2017 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm
Snowmass Town Hall 

130 Kearns Rd, Snowmass Village, CO 81615

Aspen/Pitkin County Airport Environmental Assessment

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental 
Assessment and Public Comment Period

A Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for proposed 
improvements for the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport has been prepared and is 

now available for public review and comment until October 3, 2017.  This 
project includes a new terminal and runway relocation 80 feet to the west, 

along with associated projects.

Please Join Us for the Public Information Meetings and Public Hearings:

The format will be open house and a public hearing officer 
will be available to receive verbal comments on the EA. 

Copies of the Draft EA may be viewed during regular business hours at the following locations: 

 •  On the website at: aspenairportplanning.com - click on Airport Improvements EA tab

 •  Aspen Airport Administration
  0233 E. Airport Rd, Suite A, 
  Aspen, CO 81611 

 •  Pitkin County Community Development
  130 S. Galena St.
  Aspen, CO 81611

Comments on the Draft EA are encouraged and may be presented during the 
comment period through Monday, October 3, 2017:

 •  Verbally or written at the public hearings

 •  On the website: www.pitkincountyconnect.com

 • Written to: Kate Andrus,1743 Wazee Street, Suite 400, Denver, CO 80202

Representatives of the consultant team will be available at the public hearings to provide 
information, answer questions, and receive comments on the Draft EA.

 • Temporary Pitkin County Administration
  123 Emma Road, Suite 106
  Basalt, CO 81621

•  Pitkin County Library
 120 N Mill St.
 Aspen, CO 81611 

2424 S. Glen Ave., Glenwood Springs, CO • (970) 945-8321 • Mon-Sat 10a-6p

ROARING FORK FURNITURE

NO BARS, NO SPRINGS, NO SAGGING.
You’ll want to show all your friends.

· COT TO KING SIZE

· NEW CRYPTON® 
   PROTECTED FABRICS

The Comfort Sleeper®

by American Leather

HURRY IN
SALE ENDS 
TODAY!

WWW.ROARINGFORKFURNITURE.COM

California lawmakers look to 
free older and younger inmates
By Don Thompson
Associated Press

  SACRAMENTO, Calif. — To ease 
overcrowding in state prisons, Califor-
nia lawmakers want to release more of 
the state's older prisoners and more of 
the inmates who were young when they 
committed their crimes.
 The two bills sent to Gov. Jerry 
Brown in the waning days of the legisla-
tive session are the latest attempt to keep 
the prison population below the cap set 
by federal judges, with the goal of even-
tually ending federal oversight.
 One requires parole of  cials to con-
sider whether "age, time served and di-
minished physical condition" reduced 
the risk for future violence by older in-
mates. And the other mandates of  cials 
consider whether young people fully 
understood their actions and if their lack 
of maturity allowed for a greater chance 
of rehabilitation.
 The measures follow voter-approved 
early-release efforts in recent years that 
have reduced penalties for drug and 
property crimes and, most recently, al-
lowed more sentencing credits that can 
lead to earlier releases for inmates who 
complete rehabilitation programs.
 Law enforcement agencies and vic-
tims' organizations say the efforts put 
hardened criminals on the streets and 
create safety issues for communities. 
They point to rising crime rates follow-
ing the earlier initiatives as evidence that 
once out from behind bars many con-
victs return to their criminal ways.
 "At some point you have to ask, 
when it is it going to stop?" said Califor-
nia District Attorneys Association legis-
lative director Sean Hoffman.
 Supporters of the measures emphasize 
they do not guarantee parole for anyone 
and say it makes sense to target the young 
and old as lawmakers try to unwind de-
cades of get-tough policies that led to un-
precedented prison crowding. Many old-
er inmates have health issues that make 
them extremely costly to house.
 "There's no point of incarcerating 
someone who's at the point of death," 
said Assemblywoman Shirley Weber, 
D-San Diego.
 Weber's bill would write into law a 
2014 federal court order that requires 
California to consider releasing inmates 
age 60 or older who have served at least 
25 years. Death row and other no-parole 
inmates were excluded by the judges, 

and her bill further excludes cop killers 
and third-strike career criminals.
 Sen. Jim Nielsen, R-Gerber, mocked 
the bill when it was debated in the Senate.
 "Why not Charles Manson? For heav-
en's sake, he's done a lot of time, he's real-
ly suffered. Poor guy," Nielsen said.
 The 82-year-old Manson, leader 
of the murderous Manson "family," is 
among more than 200 octogenarian pris-
oners. He's not up for parole until 2027 
and should he make to then it's extreme-
ly unlikely his age will prompt of  cials 
to free him.
 California has six inmates are 90 or 
older and the oldest of all is 101-year-old 
child molester Joseph Mannina, serving a 
life sentence with the chance of parole.
 At the other end of the age spectrum, 
lawmakers approved a bill expanding 
the state's youthful parole program. 
State law already requires that inmates 
who were under 23 when they commit-
ted their crimes be considered for parole 
after serving at least 15 years. AB1308 
raises the age to 25.
 The age for such consideration was 
18 when lawmakers passed the  rst 
youth offender parole law in 2012.
 "That gap in the middle is shrinking, 
it seems, every year," Hoffman said.
 Paroling younger inmates is more con-
cerning to law enforcement than freeing 
older criminals, he said, because they are 
more likely to be healthy enough to com-
mit new crimes. Statistics show less than 
one-third of California inmates paroled 
when they were 60 or older were back be-
hind bars within three years compared to 
more than 50 percent of those 18-24.
 There are about 131,500 inmates in 
the California prison system, nearly 11 
percent of whom are 18-24 and 7 per-
cent are 60 and up.
 In the last three years about 2,000 in-
mates over 60 and 900 under 23 when 
they committed their crimes have been 
recommended for release, or about 
one-quarter of all those considered.
 Legislative analysts say extending 
the age to 25 would mean about anoth-
er 170 parole hearings each year. There 
would likely be a slight decrease in the 
roughly 160 elderly inmates granted 
parole each year because of the narrow-
er eligibility in Weber's bill compared 
to the federal court order. Her of  ce 
projects that about 2,300 older inmates 
would qualify for consideration.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT 

1325 J STREET 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-2922 

 
March 28, 2018 

 
Regulatory Division (SPK-2016-00581) 
 
 
Mr. John P. Bauer, Manager 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Denver Airports District Office 
26805 E 68th Ave, Ste 224 
Denver, CO  80249    
 
Dear Mr. Bauer: 
 

We are responding to your request for comments on the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport 
Improvements project.  The Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (Airport), in configuration with 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), is proposing to reconfigure Runway 15/33 
and improve the terminal building.  The project site is located at the Aspen-Pitkin 
County Airport, Latitude 39.222531°, Longitude -106.868782°, Pitkin County, Colorado. 

 
The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States.  Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, 
rivers, perennial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, 
wet meadows, and seeps.  Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States will require Department of the Army 
authorization prior to starting work. 

 
This proposed project involves the reconfiguration and realignment of Runway 

15/33.  Improvements include shifting the runway 80 feet to the west and widening the 
runway from 100 to 150 feet.  To accomplish this work, piping of approximately 1,670 
feet of Owl Creek through the airport property is proposed.   

 
The project purpose as stated in the draft Environmental Assessment is to enable 

Aspen-Pitkin County Airport to accommodate the anticipated future aircraft and bring 
the airfield into compliance with the FAA airfield design criteria, allowing for safe 
separation of aircraft movement on the airfield.  Our office preliminarily concurs with this 
project purpose statement.  If changes to the Purpose and Need occur that are 
expected to influence the project purpose and screening process, then FAA and the 
Corps should review changes to determine if concurrence should be revisited. 

 
The range of alternatives considered for the runway configuration project includes 18 

different alternatives.  This includes both on-site and off-site alternatives.  This office 
concurs the draft EA has considered a reasonable range of alternatives.  Several 
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alternatives were generally eliminated because they did not meet the project purpose or 
eliminated for cost/practicability.  Additional specific information should be provided as 
to why these alternatives were eliminated.  This additional information will further inform 
whether the Corps can preliminarily concur that the preferred alternative is the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).  As stated in the draft EA, 
the Corps’ final determination that the preferred alternative is the LEDPA would occur 
through issuance of the section 404 permit.  Every effort should be made to avoid 
project features which require the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States.  In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no practicable 
alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed 
to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from project implementation. 

 
Please refer to identification number SPK-2016-00581 in any correspondence 

concerning this project.  If you have any questions, please me at our Grand Junction 
Regulatory Office, 400 Rood Avenue, Room 224, Grand Junction, Colorado  81501, by 
email at Matthew.R.Montgomery@usace.army.mil, or telephone at (970) 243-1199 X 
1017.  For more information regarding our program, please visit our website at 
www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Montgomery 
Senior Project Manager, CO West Section 
Regulatory Division 

 
cc: 
Ms. Kandice Krull, Federal Aviation Administration 
 
 






