Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 2020, 10:00 AM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

9:00 AM

SPECIAL MEETING  EXECUTIVE SESSION
Fire District Development Application
Jail Litigation
Imago, LLC Easement
C.R.S. 246402 (4)(b)

9:55 AM

Adjourn Executive Session

10:00 AM ASE Vision Committee Final Decision Discussion
10:00 AM Board Review and Direction on : The Final Report of the Airport Vision Committee  The
Common Ground Recommendations, Jon Peacock & Rich Englehart
12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

2:30 PM

Staff/Community Presentations
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.
1:00 PM

2019 CAFR (Comprehensive Annual Financial Report), Finance Staff and Auditors (1 hour)

2:00 PM

Draft Recommendations for the Emma Store  Lindsey Utter (30 minutes)

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
2:30 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

2:45 PM

Break

3:00 PM

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
3:00 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

SPECIAL MEETING
AGENDA and TIMES ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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Ballot Initiative Discussion, John Ely
ADJOURN SPECIAL MEETING
3:15 PM

Board Membership Reports
Board Membership Reports is time set aside for Board members to report on the activities of other boards,
commissions and entities they have been appointed to as representative of Pitkin County.
3:15 PM

APCHA, Board of Health, NWCCOG, RRR, CORE, QQ, CCI, Club 20, CRRTB, RWPA,
ACRA, RFTA, Senior Council, NC, Intermountain TPR, Colorado Communities for Climate
Action, Compact for Colorado Communities, Colorado Commissioners Acting Together
(CCAT) (30 minutes)

3:45 PM

Break for Joint P & Z Meeting

4:00 PM

JOINT MEETING WITH PLANNING & ZONING BOARD
Regarding Growth Management in Pitkin County

6:00 PM

Adjourn Joint Meeting

AGENDA and TIMES ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
WORK SESSION MEETING DATE:

September 15, 2020

AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

Board Review and Direction on: The Final Report of the Airport
Vision Committee - The Common Ground Recommendations

STAFF RESPONSIBLE:

Jon Peacock, County Manager &
Rich Englehart, Deputy County Manager

ISSUE STATEMENT: Additional time has been set aside for the Board to discuss The Final
Report of the Airport Vision Committee - The Common Ground Recommendations. Staff is
seeking guidance from the Board how to proceed with these recommendations.
BACKGROUND:
In January of 2019 the Board appointed 123 citizen volunteers to five Airport Advisory Groups:
•
•
•
•
•

Airport Vision Committee
Community Character Working Group
Technical Working Group
Airport Experience Working Group
Focus Working Group

As noted in the cover letter to the final report: “The purpose of the ASE Vision process was to
advise the BOCC on how the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport should be modernized to
accommodate the community’s air service needs and reflect changes in the air service industry,
while also remaining true to the character and values of the community.”
Airport Advisory Groups worked over a 15 month period to develop the final recommendations
for the Board’s consideration. Along the way there were over 70 meetings, including 63
working group meetings, 9 joint all airport advisory group meetings, and a symposium on The
Future of Aviation in a Carbon Constrained World. Over 200 pieces of meeting materials were
produced and evaluated by committee members. In total, there were thousands of hours of
citizen time dedicated to developing the recommendations now in front of you for your
consideration. Working groups presented their findings to the Vision Committee in December
2019. The Vision Committee reviewed the findings and conducted their own research in weekly
three hour meetings. On March 10, 2020 the Vision Committee voted 20-1 to approve the
Recommendations to Achieve Community Goals which includes 71 recommendations that make
up the core of the Common Ground Recommendations.
In March, the Vision Committee had recommended that the Board and Staff quickly convene
discussions with Airlines and the FAA on some of the recommendations, and reconvene the
Vision Committee within 90 days to review the outcomes of those discussions. However, due to
the impacts of COVID-19 on the airline industry it was not a good time to convene those
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conversations. Instead, on August 13th and 17th the Board provided an opportunity for the
public to comment on The Final Report of the Airport Vision Committee - The Common Ground
Recommendations.
It should be noted that the ASE Vision Process was just that, a vision process. It was not a
design exercise. Depending on the direction the Board gives regarding these vision
recommendations, there will be ongoing design work, and more public process, as vision is
turned to reality.
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
The Airport Vision process and any subsequent direction given by the Board for future airport
development touches on all core focus areas of the County’s strategic plan.
KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS:
The Vision Committee’s report is divided into sections that build upon one another. Staff will
ask the Board to work through the Vision Committee’s recommendations sequentially, seeking
Board consensus or amendment to the Vision Committee’s consensus recommendation. Key
discussion items will include:
• Does the Board agree with the ASE Vision Community Values Summary?
• Does the Board agree with the Core Community Goals established by the Vision
Committee and Working Groups?
• Does the Board have questions regarding the Key Findings of the Vision Committee?
• Does the Board agree with the Recommendations To Achieve Our Community Goals?
• Does the Board agree with the Airport Layout Plan proposed by the Vision Committee?
• What additional information does the Board need to provide direction?
ATTACHMENTS:
1.Cover memo to the Final Report of the Airport Vision Committee
2.The Final Report Of The Airport Vision Committee - The Common Ground
Recommendations
3.Written public comments
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Attachment #1

TO

Pitkin County Board of Commissioners

FROM

John Bennett, Vision Committee Pilot; Meg Haynes, Vision Committee Copilot; and
Jackie Francis, Vision Committee Navigator

DATE

April 16, 2020

RE

Vision Committee Final Report to BOCC

As you know, in January 2019, you appointed 123 citizens to serve as part of the ASE Vision process and
offer advice on the future of the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport (ASE). Some of these citizens
represented various neighborhoods, businesses, and civic interests, while others offered general views
from around our community. Together, they (we) reflected a wide diversity of perspectives. Our ASE
Vision Kick-Off meeting was held in February 2019.
The purpose of the ASE Vision process was to advise the BOCC on how the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport
should be modernized to accommodate the community’s air service needs and reflect changes in the
air service industry, while also remaining true to the character and values of the community. As part of
the process, you created five Airport Advisory Groups:
• Airport Vision Committee
• Community Character Working Group
• Technical Working Group
• Airport Experience Working Group
• Focus Group
The four Working Groups concluded their work and presented their findings to the Vision Committee in
December 2019. (A link to each working group’s recommendation and presentation is included in
Appendix A.) The Vision Committee reviewed closely the recommendations of the Working Groups and
then conducted considerable additional work of its own to research, digest, thoroughly vet, and
formulate its final recommendations.

We are attaching the FINAL REPORT of the Airport Vision Committee.
After holding weekly three-hour meetings throughout the beginning of the year, on March 10, 2020,
the Vision Committee voted 20-1 to approve the Recommendations to Achieve our Community Goals
that form the heart of the Final Report. On behalf of the Vision Committee, we are pleased to submit it to
you today.

Additional Considerations:
As the Vision Committee’s “Pilot, Copilot and Navigator,” we offer the following additional thoughts
that were discussed by the Vision Committee but whose language was never finalized before our formal
meetings ended amid the COVID-19 crisis. While these additional thoughts contain no specific,
actionable airport recommendations, we offer them to stimulate community thinking about the
realities of uncertainty and some other important issues that were beyond the primary scope of the
Committee’s work.
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1. ACKNOWLEDGING UNCERTAINTY
A. Rapid Technological Change
In January 2020, Wired Magazine ran a story with the headline: BELL AND HUYNDAI SOAR INTO
THE AIR TAXI RACE — Helicopter maker and global manufacturing giant unveil concept for flying
urban mobility.
The article reported separate initiatives by Bell Helicopter and Hyundai to build electric, verticaltakeoff-and-landing (VTOL) air taxis that could eventually revolutionize travel for trips up to 200
miles. Both companies are partnering with Uber. These “personal air vehicles” will work with a
“new ground-based infrastructure system that will include an air taxi station called a Hub and a
network of electric PBVs—Purpose Built Vehicles—that will shuttle people to and from the air
taxis.”
While such recent announcements do not affect the Vision Committee’s current recommendations
for our future airport, they do underscore the rapid technological changes that will likely alter the
aviation landscape over the next ten to twenty years. The Committee’s Final Report stresses the
need to monitor carefully the growth and functionality of our new airport and to make nimble
course corrections as needed to achieve our four Core Community Goals. Rapid technological
change offers one more reason to remain watchful.
B. Future National Policy Changes
Current federal policy severely limits the ability of states and local communities to regulate aircraft
in order to attain important environmental goals. This limitation could possibly change in the not
distant future.
As the effects of climate change on the wellbeing of both human society and the natural world
become increasingly obvious through fires, floods, storms, disease and drought, federal law may
loosen to allow greater community control over the environmental effects of aviation. For
example, the federal Clean Air Act of 1970 strictly prohibits the regulation of harmful aircraft
pollution: “No State or political subdivision thereof may adopt or attempt to enforce any standard
respecting emissions of any air pollutant from any aircraft…”
This counterintuitive language embedded in something called the “Clean Air Act” may soon
become viewed as a harmful anachronism that our nation can no longer afford. Were this federal
policy to change over the next five to ten years, Pitkin County could find many new tools available
for achieving our community’s environmental goals.
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2. IMPORTANT ISSUES BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT
A. Regional Growth
Throughout this public process, overarching questions related to regional growth arose frequently.
Because such issues deserve their own focus in a community-wide forum, the Vision Committee
recommends that the BOCC initiate these discussions in order to provide a compass for future
community decisions related to infrastructure and other needs.
B. Valley Transportation
The Committee’s Final Report offers a number of recommendations aimed at creating seamless
ground connectivity for the airport. The Report also reiterates the Focus Group’s statement that
“More convenient and easy ground transport would include a mix of public and private modes of
transportation to and from the airport. Consideration should be given to a variety of mass
transport possibilities including light rail, monorail, gondola and greater utilization of RFTA, if
feasible.”
Much like regional growth, issues related to upper valley transportation — and especially airport
connections to Aspen and Snowmass — arose repeatedly during our deliberations. While ultimate
solutions to our upper valley transportation and mobility challenges have been debated for
decades and were beyond the scope of this report, we urge the BOCC to reinvigorate this
important discussion and to work with other elected bodies and RFTA to identify and implement
workable solutions.

Our Concluding Thoughts…
We thank the Board of County Commissioners for your support throughout the fifteen months of this
ASE Vision process, and we express our deep appreciation to the many dozens of citizen volunteers
who worked on this project. Rarely have so many citizens come together to work so hard for so long on
such an important community issue. Only a deep love for our valley could motivate this kind of citizen
effort.
We also thank the Pitkin County staff for all their stellar support. The Vision Committee could never
have finished our work without them. And thanks to the many aviation consultants who provided
countless spreadsheets and calculations to answer our endless questions.
We hope that the Vision Committee’s Final Report properly reflects the extraordinary qualities of the people
and landscape of this remarkable valley that we call home.
John Bennett

Meg Haynes

Jackie Francis
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THE FINAL REPORT OF THE AIRPORT VISION COMMITTEE
— The Common Ground Recommendations —

1
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
In its review of alternatives for the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport (ASE), the Airport Vision
Committee explored the core question facing Pitkin County: whether to pursue the airport
improvements outlined in the 2018 Environmental Assessment (EA), including the increased
runway/taxiway separation required by the FAA for federal funding. Our decision could have been
simple and binary. Either recommend proceeding with the measures described in the EA or
recommend that Pitkin County forgo any significant “airside” improvements and focus primarily on
other issues such as terminal improvements or ramp and energy efficiency projects.
Either of those “bookend” choices offered its own advantages and risks, but our research revealed
that neither would achieve the Core Community Goals that the four ASE Working Groups and our
Committee established for the airport: safety, substantial reductions in airport air pollution,
managed growth of airline enplanements, and a substantial reduction in noise. Instead of either
bookend option, we recommend a balanced middle-path called the Common Ground
Recommendations. We believe this path represents creative, out-of-the-box thinking that will
appeal to most of our community and truly benefit our valley.
Common Ground Recommendations
The Common Ground Recommendations are a package of interrelated measures all designed to
reflect the Community Values and Goals on which we have agreed. Some of these measures would
be relatively straightforward for Pitkin County to implement on its own. Others are complex and
would require the agreement of the additional airport stakeholders. Some of these would require
working with the FAA, others would require negotiations with airlines, and still others would
require agreements with the airport’s fixed base operator (FBO).
Because many of the measures contained in our Recommendations are interdependent, we
propose that the Board of County Commissioners adopt them together as an integrated package
to ensure that they reflect and balance the community values and goals we have identified.
Safeguards to Maintain the Integrity of the Common Ground Recommendations
Our Common Ground Recommendations represent a careful balance between competing airport
perspectives. This balance rests directly on our shared community values and goals. The Vision
Committee’s decision-making process asked all of us to move outside our comfort zones to seek
middle-path solutions that address these shared goals, even if certain aspects of our solutions may
have made many of us initially uneasy.
For example, some of us for whom enhancing the visitor experience and ensuring the county’s
future economic vitality are especially high priorities may be skeptical of managing growth through
the terminal’s seven “flexible gates.” Likewise, some of us for whom protecting our community
character and quality of life are primary priorities undoubtedly feel some discomfort with the
notion of allowing larger airliners to serve ASE. Our first group may be made more comfortable by
assurances that appropriate larger aircraft will be able to serve ASE and that seven flexible gates
will accommodate today’s level of airline service as well as gradual future growth. For our second
2
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group, the knowledge that any new, larger airliners allowed will emit significantly less greenhouse
gas and other emissions, be quieter, and fit within the managed growth constraints of seven
flexible gates may be an essential consideration.
To maintain this critical balance of community assurances, we recommend that the Pitkin County
Commissioners not allow them to be forgotten in future years or changed arbitrarily by future
elected officials or County staff. To that end, we recommend the following safeguards:
A. The Common Ground Recommendations should be adopted by a formal county ordinance or
resolution so that it could never be changed without future public hearings and a full
community discussion.
B. The County Commissioners should create a permanent Airport Advisory Board of citizen
volunteers who represent balanced, diverse viewpoints to advise the County on future airport
issues.
C. The County Commissioners should require the Airport to provide an annual report on progress
made toward meeting our Core Community Goals.
D. The airline agreements necessary to the Common Ground Recommendations should be
enforceable through long-term legally binding contracts.
Negotiation Time Period and Possible Alternate Recommendation
The Common Ground Recommendations’ major strength lies in the fact that their targeted goals —
reduced greenhouse gas and other emissions, managed growth, and less noise — already appeal to
many Pitkin County citizens. The Recommendations’ inherent challenge, however, is that some of
its most important measures rely on stakeholder negotiations and agreements that may or may
not be attainable.
We recommend that the County should test quickly whether those measures that require
negotiation are attainable. Specifically, we suggest that the County engage immediately in
discussions with the three airlines that serve Aspen today. (Based on our research, we can suggest
a negotiation approach.) We also propose that the County Commissioners set a fixed time period
for these initial negotiations — perhaps 60-90 days.
After these negotiations, the BOCC should reconvene our Committee for no more than 14 days to
evaluate the success of the negotiations and make an alternate airport recommendation if
necessary. Were such an alternate recommendation needed, our Vision Committee process could
be as simple as a single meeting with a new vote to recommend either of the original “bookend”
options to replace the Common Ground Recommendations. Of course, we might well end up in a
split vote that produced both a new majority recommendation and a minority report.
In implementing the Common Ground Recommendations, the Vision Committee urges the County
to follow an incremental decision-making model that is flexible, adaptable, and focused always on
attaining our Core Community Goals. For example, over time, the number of terminal gates we’re
recommending might turn out to be either too low or too high to meet our goal of approximately
3
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.8% annual airline enplanement growth while also providing a comfortable traveler experience. In
such a case, we recommend that the County meet with its Airport Advisory Board to agree on the
appropriate course correction. Because accurately foretelling the future is impossible, this kind of
adaptability will be essential to successfully achieving our airport and community goals.
In addition, we recognize that our .8% enplanement growth goal is both aspirational and
approximate. Federal law limits our ability to set exact enplanement limits, but we urge using our
limited tools as best we can. The intent of this approximate target is to serve our travelers and
maintain economic vitality, while guarding against either a cruise ship syndrome that could
overwhelm our airport with waves of people or out-of-control overall enplanement growth that
might threaten our valley’s long-term quality of life for residents and visitors.
Likewise, our goals for lowering greenhouse gas and other emissions and also substantially
reducing noise will undoubtedly require course corrections of their own over future years. Great
new ideas for accomplishing these goals will no doubt arise, and some that we’ve recommended
may require replacement or improvement.
Flexibility, adaptability, and skillful course corrections as needed will be essential to ensure the
success of our future airport, reflect our character and values, provide a great traveler experience,
and attain our long-term Core Community Goals.

4
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II. ASE VISION COMMUNITY VALUES SUMMARY
Safety in the Air and on the Ground
Adaptable, Flexible, Future-Proof
• Ability to serve aircraft of the future
• Ability to adapt to future uses.
Preserve space for future.
Environmental Responsibility. Address:
• Noise Pollution
• Air Pollution
• Carbon emissions – aspire to net carbon
neutrality
• Light Pollution
• Sustainability – energy efficiency
• Respect wildlife habitat, open space
and natural surroundings
Community Character – Reflect local
culture and values
• Connection to place: It should feel like
Aspen and Pitkin County
• Unique mountain airport feeling –
unpretentious
• Tell Aspen story: reflect culture, mining
heritage, skiing, ranching, etc.
• Retain rural and small-town feel
• “Small is important” “Don’t build it too
big”
• “Reasonable growth” “Modest
expansion”
• Control growth through number of
gates, etc.
• “Just Big Enough” “Right-Sized”
Economic Vitality
• Adaptable to the economic
sustainability of our resort
• Convenience: More direct flights
• More carriers and competition
• Take valley growth into consideration
Warm and Welcoming
• Friendly and personable for both

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

residents and visitors
Comfortable with excellent food & drink
amenities
Guest-friendly for stranded passengers
and peak crowds.
Stress free
Improved, but not so different from
today. Still welcoming.
Views of mountains
A practical airport: Better waiting rooms
and employee areas
Convenient access to/from airport

Design Excellence
• Unique – Distinctive – Great architecture
• Should look like Aspen – Small is
important – Small but beautiful
• Incorporate mountain surroundings
• Awe-inspiring views
• It should be surprising!
Efficiency – an airport that works well
• Well planned. Better functionality than
today
• Incorporate new technology
• Efficient in service, time, operations
• In design, give commercial passengers
priority over private planes
• Reliable gateway for visitors
Preserve High Quality of Life
• Neighbor Friendly
• Mitigate noise.
• Maintain curfew
Convenient & Easy Ground Transportation
• Multi-modal transit options
• Seamless connectivity to transit

5
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III. Core Community Goals for
the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport
1. Safety
2. Reduce greenhouse gas and other pollutant emissions by at least 30%
3. Manage the growth of airline enplanements to be consistent with
approximately .8% growth per year
4. Reduce noise by at least 30%

Notes to the Goals:
Emissions Reduction Goal: This 30% goal includes both the emissions from the airport itself and from
the aircraft flying to and from ASE.
Managed Growth Goal: The .8% compound growth rate is an aspirational goal. The Committee
recognizes that airport growth cannot be “tuned” to any precise number, but the goal represents a
commitment to a reasonable level of managed growth. In addition, the Committee believes that airline
operations should be emphasized over nonairline ops (e.g., general aviation/air taxi operations). Since
non-airline operations amount to approximately 75% of total airport operations, their growth, too,
should be managed.
Noise Reduction Goal: This goal applies to noise both on and around our airport.
Timeframe: The emissions and noise reduction goals should be attained by 2030.

6
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IV. Key Findings
1. Safety
Challenging Airport. Two national pilot surveys have named Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (ASE) as
the most challenging commercial airport in the U.S. Over the last four decades, there have been
over 40 accidents, all involving private, non-airline aircraft, that caused substantial damage or the
complete loss of the aircraft in the vicinity of ASE. ASE’s challenges arise from factors like the
airport’s altitude, its surrounding mountains, its sloping runway that requires most aircraft to land
to the south and takeoff to the north, wind currents, etc.
Runway/Taxiway Separation. Today the FAA classifies ASE as a non-standard “Airport Design
Group-III” airport because it does not meet the 400-foot required safety separation between the
runway and the taxiway. For safety reasons, the FAA specifies that ASE, and all Group III airports,
should have 400 feet of separation between the centerlines of our runway and taxiway and runway
widened to 150’. The FAA has allowed the current separation, which is 320 feet, under a 1999
“modification to standards”; but the FAA is trying to eliminate such modifications to standards
wherever possible to have consistent national safety standards. After these changes ASE would
still have unavoidable modifications to standards such as sloped runway
Pilot Training. Airline pilots undergo extensive training in the Aspen Airport’s special challenges
before they are certified to fly in or out of ASE. Airline pilots are also required to have FAA
approval to fly the special instrument procedures used primarily by the commercial carriers. GA
are not required to have the same level of training as airline pilots to fly into ASE. GA Pilots require
no additional training for flying into ASE during daylight hours. However in order to land or take off
at night, all pilots (GA and commercial) are required to have prior FAA approval.
Community Emergency Resources. While the FAA believes that increasing our runway/centerline
separation to 400’ would make our airport safer, some County residents fear that opening our
airport to all capable Group III aircraft would invite large future planes with potentially twice the
passengers of today’s CRJ-700. This, they argue, could create a serious safety issue over the
imbalance between the number of passengers on a single plane and our community’s off-airport
emergency resources, such as the Aspen Valley Hospital’s 25 beds, our limited local ambulance
capacity, etc.
ASE and Pitkin County currently surpass Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) standards for
current ASE aircraft and also future ADG-III planes that could potentially serve ASE if the airfield
were changed to full ADG-III standards. ASE trains to “worst case” scenarios and assumes up to 150
casualties, which would cover the range of ADG-III aircraft with the performance capabilities to
operate at ASE. That number of injuries, however, would exceed the capacity of the Roaring Fork
Valley’s hospitals and require mass transportation to more distant facilities.
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2. The Airport, Community Character and Our Economy
Community Character. Protecting the County’s rural character and quality of life is extremely
important. Much of our uniqueness and success has arisen from the “Aspen Idea,” the notion of a
community nourishing the mind, body and spirit of its citizens through music, culture, art,
intellectual stimulation, and physical activity in nature. In the words of the ASE Vision Community
Character Working Group: “The 2000 AAMP states ‘recommendations on Economic Sustainability
that endeavor to make our community better without getting bigger.’ We rely on economic harvests
of character, vibrant culture and active lifestyle, clean air, quiet (compared to the rest of the world),
open lands, and preserved history… Maintaining character makes money as well as improving our
quality of life. It is also conducive to both our physical and mental health. It’s profitable to protect
the goose that provides these golden eggs.” In a similar vein, the Airport Experience Working
Group recommended that “to preserve our high quality of life,” ASE should “maintain our existing
level of air service, plan for small growth increases, implement the highest environmental
standards and provide the best guest experience.”
Economic and Societal Benefits. Locals, visitors and businesses all depend on the Pitkin CountyAspen Airport. It is essential to maintaining our local economic vitality, and many jobs depend on
it. It is also an important piece of infrastructure for locals traveling to and from our valley.
Maintaining affordable air access is critical to our local quality of life.
New Terminal. The current terminal is woefully inadequate to serve today’s travelers, employees
and aircraft operations at a reasonable level of service.
3. Airport Connectivity
Connectivity. In the words of the Focus Group, “More convenient and easy ground transport would
include a mix of public and private modes of transportation to and from the airport. Consideration
should be given to a variety of mass transport possibilities including light rail, monorail, gondola
and greater utilization of RFTA, if feasible.”
4. Environmental Issues
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Pitkin County was one of the first airports in the US to prepare a total
airport-related emissions inventory that captured the emissions of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) sources
by ownership and/or control. In 2017, total airport-related emissions were 81,566 tons of carbon
dioxide (CO2), representing approximately 5% of GHG emissions for all emitters in Pitkin County.
Of the airport emissions, only ~2% were under the ownership and/or control of Pitkin County. The
other 98% were under the ownership/control of airlines and tenants. Aircraft emissions reflect
~89% of total airport related emissions. The quantity of Jet A fuel dispensed at the airport (a rough
proxy for aircraft greenhouse gas emissions) increased by 40% between 2014 and 2017.
Local Air Quality. In addition to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Community Character Working
Group also identified concerns about airport impacts on local air quality. Aviation emissions
8
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typically represent less than 5% of a region’s criteria pollutants, which are indicators of local air
quality. ASE has collected emission inventories with criteria pollutants in 2008, 2012 and 2015,
with forecasts for 2023, 2028 and 2033 and can be used to establish baselines for our local
measures.
New VS Old Aircraft. Newer commercial and private aircraft are generally more fuel efficient and
quieter than older aircraft. For example, because it is newer, more fuel efficient and larger, the
Airbus A220-100 emits 51% less CO2 per-passenger than the CRJ-700 during a landing and takeoff
(LTO) cycle. The Airbus A220-300 emits 60% less CO2 per passenger than the CRJ-700 during LTO.
In terms of flyover noise level, the A220 is 3.6 decibels quieter than the CRJ. Similarly, on the
General Aviation side, a new Gulfstream 650 is 3 decibels quieter than the Gulfstream 4. (For
reference, 3 decibels represent 50% less sound pressure.) (See Appendix for detailed aircraft noise
data.) Direct Flights. When compared with a two-segment flight requiring a stopover, a direct
nonstop flight will emit less greenhouse gas and other forms of air pollution.
Nonstop Flights. The ability to operate nonstop flights to cities outside the range of current aircraft
serving ASE could reduce GHG emissions significantly. In a detailed comparison completed by
American Airlines on Miami/ASE and New York/ASE trips, the fuel burn per passenger was reduced
by 20% and 31% respectively when flown nonstop compared to the current required 1-stop routing
through a hub (Dallas and Chicago). The major emissions differences between the nonstop and 1stop routing are primarily the fuel burned on the 2nd takeoff cycle, taxiing on the ground at the hub,
and flight time in normal arrival and departure routing procedures.
Noise. The Community values its quiet rural areas as well as less noise within the urban growth
boundary where the airport is located. The County adopted one of the first “Fly Quiet/Fly Clean”
programs in the country and now has over a decade of data collected daily on-site at a location in
Woody Creek and field measurements taken twice per year. The goal of the Aspen/Pitkin County
Fly Quiet program is to influence pilots to fly as quietly as possible in and around ASE. Monitoring,
collecting, and analyzing comprehensive amounts of operational and noise data helps highlight
both airport trends and individual aircraft performance to better understand specific noise
abatement issues. Reduced use of accessory power units and fossil fuel powered ground
equipment will reduce noise and emissions on the ground.
5. Aircraft
Status of Bombardier CRJ-700. The CRJ-700 – which United, American and Delta use today to serve
Aspen – was last delivered in North America in 2011. The current average age of a CRJ-700 is 15-16
years, and this type of small regional jet is generally replaced by more cost-effective models after
around 20 years. As of January 2020, United has 18-19 CRJ-700’s remaining in its fleet, and Delta
has approximately 12. American has more and is the largest user of the CRJ-700. Since aircraft
become more expensive to maintain as they age, and older planes are less fuel-efficient, it is our
finding that airlines are likely to retire the CRJ-700 by or around the end of decade. As of January
2020, United, American and Delta are retiring the CRJ-700 more quickly than anticipated.
Airline Fleet Forecast. In their 2019 “Fleet Forecast,” the airlines serving ASE identify three Group III
9
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aircraft that they expect will replace the CRJ-700 when it retires: the Embraer E-175, the Airbus A319, and the Airbus A-220-100.
Status of Embraer E-175. If ASE retains its current 95’ wingspan restriction, the Embraer E-175
could become the only regional commercial jet aircraft with more than 50 passengers capable of
landing in Aspen after the current Bombardier CRJ-700 retires. Because the E-175 is heavier than
the CRJ-700 and lacks sufficient power to serve ASE year-round with a full load of passengers and
fuel, it would have to carry fewer passengers than the CRJ-700, be limited to a shorter range, and
serve fewer destinations. This is why the E-175, despite being one of the most popular regional
airliners today, has not been used for ASE. The E-175 is also a noisier and more polluting aircraft
than the CRJ-700.
Status of Mitsubishi SpaceJet M-100. The wingspan of the planned Mitsubishi SpaceJet M-100 is
intended to be under 95’, so it may be able to land in Aspen. The aircraft is currently in design
development with production of its first prototype yet to begin. Mitsubishi says that it will deliver
the M-100 in the mid-2020’s. In January 2020, Mitsubishi announced that delivery of the M-90 (the
M-100’s larger sibling now in flight-testing) would be delayed until late 2021 or early 2022. The M90’s delivery had previously been scheduled for summer 2020, and the new delay means that the
plane is now eight to nine years behind schedule. Given the difficulty that Mitsubishi has had
building and certifying the M-90, it is difficult to know when the M-100 will actually be flying
commercially in the U.S. Once the M-100 is built and certified it would still have to be evaluated to
confirm that its performance allows it to land safely at the Aspen Airport.
Status of Airbus A220-100. A new airliner, the A220 was designed by Bombardier and sold to
Airbus. Delta Airlines introduced it in the U.S. in 2019 and has 29 in service. In Delta’s
configuration, the plane seats 109 passengers, which is 33 more than the CRJ-700, but only 9 more
than the BA-146 that served the Aspen Airport for close to 20 years. The A220 is capable of serving
ASE, but its wingspan is wider than 95’, so the FAA would not currently permit it to land here under
normal airport operations. The A220-100 is listed in ASE’s Aviation Activity Forecast (“Fleet
Forecast”) as a plane the airlines would like to use seasonally for future ASE service were it allowed
to land here.
Scope limitations. Only two aircraft currently are flying for United, Delta and American within the
50 to 76 passenger “scope clause” – the CRJ-700 and the E-175. Per scope limitations, for any new
aircraft delivered to an airline, another aircraft within the scope must be retired, meaning as
airlines order new E-175s, either CRJ-700s or older E-175s must be removed from their fleets.
Status of 737s. While not included in the airlines’ Fleet Forecast of planes likely to be used for ASE,
the Boeing 737 has been a concern to many county residents because of its size and potential
impact on our valley. Some 737 models, such as the 737-700 and the 737-MAX 8, would be unlikely
to land commercially at ASE because of their significant performance constraints, making it
unlikely they could operate profitably. The Boeing 737-700 does have the performance capabilities
to operate safely at ASE, but it is no longer in production and is starting to be phased out of carrier
fleets. One model that could theoretically serve ASE is the 737-MAX 7. However, it has not been
ordered by any of the three carriers that serve ASE and the only airline to place 737-Max 7 orders in
the country has delayed them indefinitely. The 737-MAX 7 would seat 138 to 153 passengers.
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Emissions and noise data for the MAX 7 are not yet available.
Future GA (non-airline) Aircraft Technology: In the words of the Technical Working Group, “GA
Aircraft that have wingspans larger than 95 feet are relatively rare and all of them are very new
designs with the most efficient engines and quietest operation of any of the ADG III GA planes.”
Future Aircraft Design. According to Amory Lovins and others who study the evolution of aircraft
technology, future commercial aircraft are likely to have wider wings and lower landing speeds
than today’s planes. They are also likely to be more fuel efficient, less polluting and quieter.
Electric Aircraft. Hybrid electric and eventually all-electric airliners are on the horizon, but ones that
could serve Aspen are likely still 10-15 years away and are likely initially to be 10 to 15 passengers in
size. Fully electric aircraft carrying 75 passengers to the destinations currently served by ASE are
farther in the future. Small electric propeller planes and vertical-takeoff-and-landing (VTOL)
electric “on-demand” air taxis may be available sooner. With many companies investing heavily in
electric aviation, the technology is evolving rapidly. The biggest current challenge is the ratio of
battery capacity to weight.
6. Airport Decision Making
Airside Decision Making. The County has relatively little control over the “airside” of airport
operations: the runway, taxiway, landing and takeoff procedures, etc. Under federal law, the
County cannot “unjustly discriminate” in favor of one type of aircraft over another.
Landside Decision Making. As the Airport Operator, Pitkin County has substantial control over the
terminal in terms of its size, design, commercial services, tenants, boarding gates, and ramp
(aircraft parking) space to help attain the community goals identified by the Vision Committee. It
can establish landing fees to help fund airport operations and improvements.
Negotiation with Airport Stakeholders. The County may be able to negotiate the terms of
agreements with airlines serving ASE and with the airport’s Fixed Based Operator (FBO) in order to
help attain community goals.
7. Airport Service Level and Existing Flight Operations
Existing Airline Service. ASE Vision participants generally felt that our existing airline service level is
important to our community. In the words of the Airport Experience Working Group, “the existing
airport passenger service (number of carriers, direct flight destinations, and passenger volume) fits
the needs of the community and should be maintained to allow for diversity and vitality. …The
group acknowledged that .8% growth (in annual commercial enplanements) is expected and
should be planned for, but not immediately built to. Our goal is to maintain the current level of air
passenger service and prepare for future growth.”
Flight Operations. In general, airlines represent roughly only one-fourth of ASE flight operations
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(landings and takeoffs). General aviation (private planes and fractional ownership business planes)
and air taxis (e.g., NetJets) represent the other three-fourths. In 2018, ASE had a total of
approximately 43,000 flight operations, including airlines, general aviation and air taxis. Since
2000, total annual operations at ASE have been relatively flat.
Pitkin County Curfew. The County Commissioners established a noise curfew at the Aspen Pitkin
County Airport in 1979. The curfew was subsequently codified by Congressional Act in 1994. No
aircraft operations are permitted between 11PM and 7AM, with certain limited exceptions. No
aircraft departures are permitted after 10:30PM also with limited exceptions. All aircraft operations
must comply with Part 36 Stage III noise regulations. The continuation of the curfew is dependent
with the airport complying with the Congressional Act and enforcing the curfew in a nondiscriminatory manner. Any increase in the restrictions of the existing curfew would require an act
of Congress and would likely risk the renewed examination of the curfew by the FAA and the basis
for the establishment of the curfew. Such an event would risk the continued viability of the
curfew.
8. Funding for Airport Operations and Improvements
Grants and Other Revenue Sources. Federal discretionary grants could cover up to 90% of the cost
of possible new airfield improvements, such as increasing the centerline separation of the runway
and taxiway. County funds would be needed to build a new terminal. Airport tenants, such as
airlines and the fixed base operator, could cover the costs of certain improvements related to their
operations – this is subject to negotiation. As the airport operator, the County also has the ability
to charge landing fees and rental fees to help offset airport expenses.
FAA Grant Uncertainty. The FAA has suggested that all discretionary grants would be conditioned
on the Airport increasing the centerline separation of its runway and taxiway. ASE would continue
to receive its entitlement grant each year but it is not enough to maintain the airport in its current
condition. In a 9/13/2018 email, the FAA wrote, “The Agency will not invest Federal grant funding
for a facility that will limit access to certain types, kinds, or classes of aircraft. The Agency has the
expectation that at the conclusion of the project, the Airport will be able to accommodate the full
range of group III aircraft.” This refers to increasing the Airport’s runway/taxiway centerline
separation to 400’ and the “full range” of Design Group III aircraft that would then be able to land.
Without FAA discretionary grants, Pitkin County would have to seek additional funding sources for
annual airport expenses.
Phasing of Airport Construction. Airport improvements will require phasing to ensure the airport
remains operational during busy seasons. The scope of the project will likely also require phasing
to be economically feasible and align with the availability of both local funding and federal grants.
Phasing for a project approved in the EA would be a minimum of 5 years.
County Enterprise Fund. The Aspen-Pitkin County Airport is a County Enterprise Fund. An
enterprise fund, per the Colorado Constitution, is a self-supporting government-owned business
for which the primary source of revenue is from fees and charges derived from airport activities.
Enterprise funds are authorized to issue their own revenue bonds and may receive no more than
12
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10% of annual revenue in grants from other Colorado state and local governments combined.
There is no limit on the amount of federal grants that may be accepted by the Pitkin County
Airport Enterprise Fund.
Airline Financial Interests. United, American and Delta airlines offer commercial service to ASE
because it is profitable for them to do so. In the August 12, 2019 ASE Vision meeting,
representatives from both United and American reiterated their strong desire to continue serving
ASE with good commercial service to and from their hubs allowing passengers to access their
global networks.
9. The Complex Core Issues Facing the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport
The FAA would like ASE to increase its runway/taxiway centerline separation from 320’ to 400’.
Doing so would change the airport’s current modification to standard which currently limits
wingspan to 95’ and would address the most important safety issue identified by the FAA. This
change allow most or all Group III aircraft to land in Aspen as long as their aeronautical
performance allowed them to do so.
Some who support ASE becoming a full Group III airport believe this would guarantee that other
airliners would be able serve our airport after the current CRJ-700 retires. Others fear that
becoming a full Group III airport would invite much larger aircraft and result in a “cruise ship
syndrome” that would irrevocably harm our community character, rural quality of life, and appeal
as a unique destination resort.
If ASE were to become a full Group III airport, some of the new aircraft most likely to serve the
airport would meet our community goals (reduction in noise, reduction in emissions and managed
growth). The Airbus A220-100, for example, has only 9 more seats than the BA-146 that once
served Aspen. The A220-100 emits substantially fewer greenhouse gas emissions than today’s
CRJ-700 and is also significantly quieter. In addition, the A220-100 is listed on the Fleet Forecast of
planes that today’s airlines say they’d like to bring to Aspen in the future.
On the other hand, another plane likely to serve a full Group III ASE is the Airbus A319-100. This
aircraft is older, larger and heavier than the A220-100. In its landing and takeoff cycle, the A319
emits twice as much greenhouse gas per passenger as the A220-100. In fact, it emits more CO2 per
passenger than today’s CRJ-700. The A319 currently in use is also noisier than either the CRJ-700 or
the A220-100. And the A319, too, is on the Fleet Forecast list of planes the airlines would like to
use for future Aspen service.
If we were to leave the airport as it is, we would run a distinct risk that no commercial jet airliner in
the 50-76 seat range adequate for ASE’s current level of service and passenger enplanements
would be available to serve ASE when the CRJ-700 retires. We would also jeopardize FAA
discretionary funding for the airport, and we would lose any chance of attaining our community air
pollution emission goals, our noise reduction goal, or our commitment to managed growth (~.8%
per year) of commercial airline enplanements. Although, in theory, the Embraer E-175 could
replace the CRJ-700, the E-175 is noisier, would have fewer seats due to performance issues, and
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would require more flights to move the same number of passengers. Its shorter range would also
eliminate some cities served by today’s CRJ-700.
In short, if we improved our airport to full Group III status, we would open the door to certain
planes like the A220-100 that emit less greenhouse gas and other air pollutants, are quieter, and
could attain our managed growth goal — but we would also invite larger, more polluting and
noisier aircraft like the A319.
These types of complex issues lie at the heart of why the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport has been such a
source of seemingly endless community discussion for so long a time.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS TO ACHIEVE OUR COMMUNITY GOALS
(“The Common Ground Recommendations”)
RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

Safety in the
air and on the
ground



1. Maximize the Safety of Our Airport
Intent
Early on, the ASE Vision participants recognized “safety in the air
and on the ground” as the number one priority for our
community. The County and Airport should prioritize
investments in policies, procedures and technology that
minimize the risk of crashes, accidents, and hazardous materials
spills by establishing and maintaining best practices and the
highest standards.
How Achieved
• Work with non-airline pilots and insurance providers to
encourage and provide training and safety resources
related to the unique characteristics and challenges of
flying into ASE
• Work with FAA on implementing NEXTGEN program
which includes safe clearances, enhanced efficiency, and
precision approaches
• Work with FAA to enhance safety by increasing the
separation between aircraft. (This may reduce flow rate
during peak periods)
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RECOMMENDATIONS
2. Maximize the Sustainability of our New Airport
Intent
Environmental responsibility is a cornerstone of our community
and should also be a cornerstone of our Airport. It should be
integrated into the Airport’s culture for both commercial and GA
operations and passengers – a part of the Airport’s core mission.
We encourage the County to fully explore federal, state and local
policies to incentivize and accommodate aviation innovation in
clean emissions and work with partners to stay on the leading
edge of environmental sustainability. To meet our community
value of environmental sustainability, our citizens set a goal of
aggressively reducing greenhouse gas and other pollution
emissions. The Vision Committee recommends that the County
establish baselines for emissions and seek every opportunity in
both new construction and deconstruction to reduce its
emissions while pursuing the highest level of environmental
stewardship in design and materials.
How Achieved
• Design all facilities to Net Zero
• Implement short and long-term energy efficiency measures
available for airfield and facilities, including but not limited to
LED lighting and on-site renewables such as solar and
geothermal
• Electrify the airfield for both GA and commercial operations,
including but not limited to:
(a) ground support equipment
(b) ground power (APUs)
(c) air tempering units
(d) Reduce APU idling similar to town idling-ordinance
(e) Provide electrical hook-ups to eliminate APU usage

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

Environmental
Responsibility







Community
Character
Design
Excellence



Efficiency – an
airport that
works well
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•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Establish the most accurate emissions baseline possible as a
starting point. Implement strategies to reduce emissions by
at least 30% as soon as possible, but no later than 2030.
Employ both modeling and local monitoring to track GHG
and criteria pollutants, such as volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and particulates.
Reduce overall use of aviation leaded fuel
Create financial incentives through things like landing fees
and fuel prices by allocating airport costs from excessive
GHG emissions to the aircraft operations that create those
costs and, thus, rewarding aircraft operators that meet the
airport emission goals. Examples:
(a) Carbon landing fee to fund on-site solar farm, biofuel
and other green initiatives. Work with FAA to achieve
federal and local GHG goals.
(b) Implement Carbon offset program, but only to
complement - not replace - onsite carbon reduction
innovations. Prioritize offset that are local and within the
community. Ensure that they are real, permanent,
verifiable, incremental and implemented in addition to
business-as-usual, ongoing practices.
Incorporate biofuels that genuinely reduce the overall carbon
footprint
Build an airport solar farm and install solar panels on
terminal, FBO and other roof structures.
Use berms and sound walls to mitigate noise impacts. Use
landscaping to enhance the visual appearance of berms and
walls
Maintain and strictly enforce the curfew
Incentivize quieter planes
Emphasize public transport (aviation and ground) as a “firstchoice” solution for all users.

Environmental
Responsibility







Community
Character
Design
Excellence



Efficiency – an
airport that
works well
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•

Emphasize access to public ground transportation to and
from the airport over other single occupancy vehicle such as
car rentals

RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

3. Seamless Ground Connectivity
Intent
Convenient, easy ground transportation will help reduce air
pollution emissions through multi-modal transit, seamless
connectivity and a reduction of overall number of vehicle trips to
and from the airport. The Airport should act as an important
multi-modal transport center that ensures a mix of public and
private transportation. The County should improve and prioritize
the accessibility and convenience of public transportation but
also recognize that that transit alone will not fully address
connectivity needs. Many passengers will continue to arrive at
the Airport by car, and the Airport needs to maintain
accessibility for all travelers.
How Achieved
• Infrastructure encourages electric ground transportation
• Increase utilization of RFTA
• Develop airport-specific circulator(s) with luggage capacity
connecting to Ruby Park and Brush Creek.
• Improve baggage transport options for all traveling public to
and from the terminal
• Provide internal and external wayfinding to promote
transportation modes into town
• Encourage multi-passenger and ride-sharing opportunities in
hotel shuttles, taxis and TNCs / ride hailing (Uber/Lyft),
reducing reliance on single-occupancy vehicle trips to and
from the airport
• Explore aerial and/or rail connections between the Airport,
Aspen and Snowmass. Maintain future space for them

VALUES
REFLECTED

Environmental
Responsibility





Convenient
and Easy
Ground
Transportation

DECISION
STATUS
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RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST
30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

4. Improve Airline Service Reliability
Intent
Wherever possible, design infrastructure and operations to
facilitate airline service
How Achieved
• Work with FAA to institute a Reservation System for
commercial and GA operations during peak periods to
protect airline schedules
• Consider a Peak Period GA Pricing Program (if reservation
system isn’t sufficient)
• East side taxiway design and moving GA to the north allows
airliners to queue up more quickly for take offs
• Request BOCC seek further actions that other airports may
have implemented

Safety in the
air and on the
ground



Economic
Vitality
Community
Character

5. Non-Airline Reserved Parking (Ramp Space)
Intent
Redesign non-airline reserve parking to pursue all four
community goals.
How Achieved
• Reconfigure GA ramp space to move large GA and Air Taxi to
north end of the airport away from noise-sensitive
residential areas
• Implement International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO)
spacing standards. Avoid crowded “aircraft carrier parking”.
• County requires aircraft to plug in and minimize APU use. If
County can’t require plugin, County should subsidize to
incentivize plug in use.
• Provide electrical and tempered air hook-ups at each parking
space



Safety in the
air and on the
ground









Environmental
Responsibility



Community
Character
High quality of
life
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•

Maintain current number of aircraft parking spots to avoid
increases in “drop and go’s”. County should add non-airline
parking spaces incrementally and measure impacts before
adding additional space to reduce drop-and-go’s.
• Analyze if the addition of hangars would reduce drop-andgo’s.
6. FBO reflects Community Values
Intent
Build a new FBO terminal and facilities that reflects
community values and goals
How Achieved
• Require FBO to convey community character, values and
culture in the same way as the commercial terminal when
a new GA terminal is constructed.
• FBO should be net zero.
• Include the voluntary noise abatement into any design
RFP





Community
Character
Warm and
Welcoming
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RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST
30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

7. Build New Terminal
Intent
ASE should not feel like a typical “anywhere” airport. Our
terminal should integrate the Aspen Experience into its design
and layout, helping to orient travelers to our community’s unique
history, special pace, character, and values. Its design should
help reduce whatever tensions may have accompanied them.
The terminal should be an iconic and innovative building that is
recognized immediately as “Aspen’s Airport,” unique and
appropriate to a town that has hosted internationally renowned
design conferences. And the County should provide a positive,
healthy and safe work environment for airport staff.
Our terminal should be ﬂexible, “right sized and just big
enough.” It should reﬂect our community character and be
comfortable, eﬃcient, net zero, and beautifully designed. To
accommodate our values and goals and provide an efficient,
well-functioning facility, we envision the new terminal will be in
the range of approximately 75K to 90K square feet.
How Achieved
• Build terminal spaces that can handle peak capacity but not
feel built for peak capacity.
• Meet best practices for travelers and employees, including
sterile spaces, pet areas, re-composure areas, overflow area
for luggage needs, and operational efficiency.
• Expand curbside check-in and provide space for automated
kiosks
• Create spaces that are peaceful with comfortable, appealing
dwell time.
• Design terminal around arts and culture that reflect our

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

Adaptable,
flexible and
future proof
Environmental
Responsibility
Community
Character







Warm and
welcoming
Design
Excellence



Efficiency – an
airport that
works well

Adaptable,
flexible and
future proof
Environmental
Responsibility
Community
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community.
• Locally source programming, food, engagement, education
from local institutions.
• Sponsor exhibits, not ads, to reflect a cultural experience.
Sell character.
• Welcome booth and information desk should be visible and
accessible
• Accommodate all levels of mobility
• Integrate helpful technology but don’t let it dominate the
visitor experience
8. Enhance the Traveler and Staff Experience
Intent
We believe the airport should create an airport experience that
reflects our community character that is warm, welcoming, caring
and efficient both today and far into the future. Our airport
should be memorable and outstanding.
How Achieved:
• Implement traveler satisfaction survey
• Develop coordinated strategy for greeting and delivering
visitors to Aspen whose flights are diverted and end up arriving
by ground transportation after the Airport is closed.
• County will monitor gate utilization during regular and
irregular operations and the impacts on staff
• Design of new terminal shall improve traveler and staff
experience and provide sufficient surge capacity for irregular
operations
• Emphasize ease of information, efficiency, comfort and service
to our airline traveling public.
• Have architecture that is based on the Aspen Idea and is both
memorable and outstanding that reflects our unique history
and vision of the future
• Emphasize our place in the natural world and foster a sense of
respect, appreciation and responsibility to the environment







Character
Warm and
welcoming



Design
Excellence
Efficiency – an
airport that
works well
Adaptable,
flexible and
future-proof
Warm and
Welcoming
Design
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Economic
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High quality of
life
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RECOMMENDATIONS
9. Open-air Jetways
Intent
Design as part of ﬂexible gates
Include jetway electrical connections and conditioned air to
replace APUs. Open air and/or glass enclosed jetways with
windows and/or natural ventilation balance community character
with sustainability and maintains the experience of feeling fresh
air.

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

Safety in the air
and on the
ground









Environmental
Responsibility
Community
Character



Design
Excellence

How Achieved
• Maintain the visibility of the natural environment
• Jetways for electrical hookups and accessibility
County has the authority without federal funds
10. Provide 7 Gates with Comfortable Waiting Spaces
Intent
Accommodate current service levels, improve the traveler
experience, and manage future enplanement growth to the
approximate 0.8% long-range target.
How Achieved
• 7 gates slightly flattens out the schedule to reflect
community values and goals and presents a reasonable
constraint to long-range market demands without
impacting current market needs
• Design terminal and ramp with sufficient space to add an
8th gate quickly if necessary for safe and efficient airport
operations while considering the 0.8% growth target
• Permit an 8th gate only if approved by BOCC resolution or
ordinance after public hearings and input
• Comfortable gate seating to accommodate every person on
the aircraft

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

Community
Character
Economic
Vitality





Warm and
Welcoming
Efficiency – an
airport that
works well
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Economic
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11. Flexible gates
Intent
Avoid the “cruise ship” effect of excessive crowds arriving at
once. Accommodate current and future service levels without
disrupting the traveler or employee experience by limiting the
number of aircraft that can operate from the terminal at any one
time.
How Achieved
• Provide 7 gates for regional aircraft but fewer for larger
aircraft. Gates “flex” down for larger aircraft, thus keeping
total enplanement/deplanements at approximately the same
level, regardless of aircraft size.
• Create a special arrival-only process to facilitate rapid
deplaning of flights delayed by weather events and arriving
together.

Economic
Vitality
Adaptable,
flexible and
future-proof





Efficiency – an
airport that
works well
Preserve high
quality of life



Design
Excellence
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RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

DECISION
STATUS

Safety in the air
and on the
ground

12. Reconfigure the airfield to accommodate ADG III aircraft
with wingspans greater than 95’…AS LONG AS Airlines agree
that….
Their greenhouse gas and other emissions are signiﬁcantly lower
than the CRJ-700
They are quieter than the CRJ-700
They have no more than 110% to 120% of the number of seats of
the BAE-146 (100 passengers) that previously served Aspen
Airlines’ “fleet forecast” includes only planes weighing less than
140,000 lbs. (MTOW). Design runway, taxiway and ramp to this
weight limit.
Intent
Create a safer, quieter and less polluting airport for the future.
Accommodate aircraft of the future which are expected to be
quieter, less polluting and have wider wingspans.

VALUES
REFLECTED

Environmental
Responsibility
Adaptable,
flexible and
future-proof
Economic
vitality









Efficiency
Community
Character



How Achieved
• Separate the runway from the taxiway by 400’ between
centerlines
• Widen the runway to 150’
• Negotiation with airlines
• Include the voluntary noise restriction
• Reconvene Vision Committee for no more than 14 days to
evaluate the success of stakeholder negotiations and make an
alternate airport recommendation if necessary
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RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

13. Leave the runway where it is
Intent
Leaving runway reduces closure time by 50% (one 4-month
summer closure vs 2)
Reduce construction cost by approximately $40 M.
Overlay vs demolition and rebuild saves carbon footprint
(embodied carbon).
Eliminates concern about shifting runway toward Shale Bluffs
How Achieved
• Work with FAA
• Requires future relocation of tower. Operating exception for
GA aircraft movements until tower is relocated or alternative
options (cameras or virtual tower) are implemented.
• Move deicing pads to the east and relocate of surface vehicle
parking to the north.
• GA parking on the west side will be required to maintain same
number of GA/Air Taxi parking spaces. Future ramp
expansion space to be reserved based on “drop and go”
analysis
14. Construction Phasing
Intent
Terminal improvements, airfield improvements and new aircraft
should be synced appropriately to minimize community
disruption. We urge the BOCC to carefully consider the order of
improvements.

VALUES
REFLECTED

DECISION
STATUS

Safety in the air
and on the
ground
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RECOMMENDATIONS

SAFETY

MANAGED GROWTH
0.8% AIRLINE
ENPLANEMENTS

AT LEAST 30%
EMISSIONS
REDUCTIONS

AT LEAST
30% NOISE
REDUCTION

VALUES
REFLECTED

15.Common Ground Recommendation Airport Map
The attached Common Ground Recommendation airport map
offers a visual depiction of the design ideas, values and goals
taken together. The map depicts the CGR as the environmental
choice for our community that reflects safety, environmental
sustainability and convenience as our top priorities.

Safety in the air
and on the
ground

We invite the BOCC to come back to this committee if there are
substantive changes.

Environmental
Responsibility

DECISION
STATUS
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future-proof

Warm and
Welcoming
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COMMERCIAL VEHICLE LOADING AREA
2 - REMAIN OVERNIGHT (RON) PARKING POSITIONS
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VI. Summary of the Common Ground Vision
This is how we hope the Common Ground Recommendations will benefit different parts of our
community…
Adjacent neighbors (AABC, Buttermilk, Burlingame, etc.) — We hope you will experience:
• A safer airport
• An airport that’s quieter in the air and on the ground
• Breathing easier – Fewer toxic emissions
• Improved ground connectivity
Why do we hope for these results?
• Increased spacing between arriving airplanes
• Moving non-airline parking to the north and west
• Establishing non-airline reserved parking and creating adequate, safe spacing between
parked planes
• Quiet and clean electrical plug-ins to reduce auxiliary power units (APUs)
• Providing berms and sound walls
• The larger new airliners serving ASE are all quieter
• Larger airliners eventually mean fewer peak airline flights
• Establishing baselines for local emissions monitoring and noise modeling
• New airport circulator for ground transportation
Flight Path neighbors (Woody Creek, Twinning Flats, Brush Creek Village, Aspen Village,
W/J, Starwood, etc.) — We hope you will experience:
• Quieter skies
• Breathing easier – fewer toxic emissions
• Reduced aircraft operations during peak periods making airspace safer
Why do we hope for these results?
• Increased spacing between arriving airplanes
• The larger new airliners serving ASE are all quieter
• Larger airliners eventually mean fewer peak airline flights
• GA (private plane) Reservation system
• Peak period GA pricing program
• Establishing baselines for local emissions monitoring and noise modeling
• Maintaining the ASE curfew
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Airline Travelers — We hope you will experience:
• The greatest safety possible
• Improved airline service reliability
• A warm, welcoming and efficient terminal
• A vastly improved experience of arriving and departing
• A unique, engaging terminal that reflects our community character
• Improved ground connectivity
Why do we hope for these results?
• Widening the runway. Greater spacing for arriving aircraft.
• GA reservation system, Peak period pricing, moving itinerant non-airline aircraft to the
north (father from residential areas)
• More comfortable airliners and waiting rooms
• Open-air or glassed-in jet bridges with natural ventilation
• Surge capacity to accommodate delayed flights when they arrive
• A uniquely designed terminal reflecting the Aspen Idea and local community character
• Terminal wayfinding for transportation options
• Airport circulator and buses that accommodate travelers with baggage
The Community at large — We hope you will experience:
• A Safer Airport
• The Realization of Our Community Goals: Lower Emissions, Reduced Noise, Managed
Growth
• An Airport that Maintains Our Economic Vitality and Welcomes Our Visitors
• An Airport that Improves Our Environmental Responsibility and Sustainability
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Appendix A
WORKING GROUP FINAL REPORTS
For a full detailed list of background materials and presentations, visit ASEVision.com
Community Character Working Group
Final Report
Additional Document from the CCWG reviewing the TWG report through the lens of the CCWG
report
Technical Working Group
Final Report
Airport Experience Working Group
Final Report
Focus Group
Final Report
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Appendix B
MINORITY REPORT
ASEvision Committee Recommendations
Submitted by Valerie Braun, ASEvision Committee Member
April 16, 2020
I am the “minority of one” with regard to the vote taken by the vision committee on the
recommendations for the redevelopment of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport (ASE). However, I know
that I am not the “minority of one” within the entirety of the appointed community committee who
studied the airport for more than a year. I am also positive I am not a “minority of one” within the
Roaring Fork Valley community. There is great concern in our valley with regard to the expansion of the
airport and the impacts that expansion will have on our environment, life style, economy, tourism,
health and well-being. I have attended every single meeting of the ASEvision committee, all the whole
group meetings, and all but one of the Technical Working Group meetings. As we worked through this
process I felt it was my responsibility to represent the Woody Creek Caucus area. I have lived in the
exact same location in Woody Creek for more than 47 years. No one 47 years ago could possibly have
thought ASE would evolve into the third busiest airport in the State of Colorado. No one could have
predicted the explosion of privately-owned jet aircraft or the exponential growth in charter, air taxi and
fractional ownership options.
We have learned that commercial aviation (airline transportation) is one quarter of the total number of
operations that occur at ASE. Three quarters of the operations are private, charter, or air taxi known as
General Aviation (GA). We have learned that Pitkin County as the operator of the airport has substantial
governance over commercial operations such as the terminal, concessions, amenities such as rental cars
and other ground transportation. As the operator of the airport the County can and has by ordinance
established wingspan and weight restrictions that apply to all aircraft operations at the airport. The
County continues to enforce the curfew on operations at ASE that was established by an Act of
Congress.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has oversight of the management of operations on the
airside. The FAA controls arrivals and departures, spacing between operations, and determines when
weather is a controlling factor over operations. The FAA certifies pilots for use of special approach and
night operations. The FAA also dictates that there cannot be discrimination between commercial and
general aviation operations which has led to there not being priority given to commercial aviation at
ASE. The FAA also assesses airports to approve any changes such as new terminals, additional or
changes to runways and taxiways, geographic accessibility, and impacts to surrounding areas. We have
learned that the FAA has not threatened to remove the Modification of Standards ASE currently
operates under. They have warned they would not necessarily award grants for ADG III improvements.
However, they haven’t said they won’t fund such projects. I am quite confident that the influential GA
clientele that operates in Aspen and the airlines would not stand for anything except excellent
conditions on our current airside configuration. We have also learned that communities can and have
been able to influence decisions made by the FAA.
When the ASEvision committee met in March to vote on the findings and recommendations to the
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Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), I stated in my comments prior to the vote that I agree and
support about 80% of the document.
*I agree that operating a safe airport is our number one concern. Although there has not been a
commercial aircraft crash in over forty years (one ground incident with no injuries but damage to the
aircraft), there have been over forty GA crashes with significant injuries and loss of life, property and
aircraft damage. I agree with the recommendations under this goal.
*I agree with designing an airport that is as environmentally responsible and with as few impacts on the
valley as possible. The redeveloped airport should maintain and enforce the curfew and there should be
an emphasis on public transportation.
*I agree that we should design an airport with an infrastructure that supports airline operations. Our
current situation is unconscionable. The behind the scenes work areas do not support the health and
safety of the ASE workforce. The arrival and departure gates need to be highly functional for the moving
of passengers quickly and safely. The baggage system needs to be efficient.
*I agree that there should be provision for an adequate number of non-airline reserved ramp space
parking spots to help limit the number of “stop and drop” operations where GA aircraft bring passengers
to ASE and have to leave rather than park and wait until those passengers are ready to leave.
*I support the intent of the Fixed Base Operation reflecting the community character, values, culture,
and environmental goals of the new terminal and other facilities.
*I absolutely support building a new terminal and redeveloping all the support facilities to meet our
community character, values, cultural, and environmental goals.
*I encourage within the design phase of the redevelopment of the airport consideration of the
enhancing of the traveler experience. The architecture, interior design, exterior landscaping should
reflect who we are as a community.
*I will be interested to see a design for an open-air jetway. If such a thing is possible I am not opposed.
However, what I do think is critically important is that we have jetways that are American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant and safe for all with regard to ice buildup, railings, etc.
*The new terminal will provide much more comfortable waiting space and prevent situations, when
there are weather or mechanical delays, of overcrowding in the terminal. It is intolerable to force
passengers outside the terminal because of fire laws.
*I am in favor of the flexible gate recommendation. No matter what is decided with regard to the
runway expansion, there will be a long-term transitional period between commercial aircraft with 75’
wingspans (CRJ 700) to 95’ wingspans or beyond. The economic impacts of our current national health
emergency cannot be predicted. We may not even need 7 gates for some time. I believe it prudent to
build 7 gates with the possibility of an 8th gate to keep the new terminal viable for as long as possible.
*I believe it is absolutely imperative that an Aspen Airport Community Advisory Board be created to
bridge communication between Pitkin County, Airport Management, and the citizens of Pitkin County.
This board can continue the work of the ASEvision committee providing the BOCC with in depth
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information, studied and discussed to support the decision making necessary as operators of ASE.
The issues that caused me to not be able to support the recommendation of the ASEvision Committee
with regard to redevelopment of the airport are:

Transportation/Connectivity
*Although direction on transportation issues was not a specific charge from the BOCC with regard to the
redevelopment of ASE, it is inconceivable that the size and scope of the ASE redevelopment project
would not have huge impacts on what is already an intolerable traffic situation on Highway 82. The
airport is literally the first pinch point heading up the valley on the highway. The first shovel of dirt will
set off major disruptions. Add to that, the proposed housing development on the lumber yard site right
across the street from the airport and proposed student housing development by Colorado Mountain
College at the AABC and there will be thousands more vehicles entering and exiting the highway right at
the pinch point. The highway continues to narrow as one approaches Maroon Creek Bridge and
significantly narrows again on the Castle Creek Bridge, then come the “S” curves. It is clear that the
brain-bashing work of redesigning the Entrance to Aspen must be accomplished in order for the airport
to be expanded. The trip from ASE to Aspen and to the Town of Snowmass Village CANNOT take longer
than the flight to Aspen. I believe there should have been a very strong statement included in the
recommendation that a major “master re-planning” of our transportation system must commence.
The ASEvision committee did spend significant time discussing the “connectivity” of ASE to Aspen and
Snowmass Village. Whether it is separate lanes from the highway for ground transport, gondolas, or an
underground train, moving visitors and residents alike must be part of the overall redesign of the
transportation system in the Upper Roaring Fork Valley. If connectivity is to be conveyance via parallel
lanes to the highway the vehicles used must be enticing, comfortable, with proper stowage for luggage,
sports equipment, etc. There should be concierge help loading and unloading. If Aspen and Snowmass
Village hotel shuttles didn’t have to go to the airport to pick up guests but rather assemble at a location
central in each town and the trip was comfortable, quick, and at no charge there would be little
resistance for the public to use it.

The Runway/Taxiway Conundrum
When the FAA 2018 Environmental Assessment (EA) was delivered to the community, it set off alarm
bells throughout the valley. The EA proposal was to shift the runway 80’ towards Owl Creek Creek Road,
build a 150’ wide runway, strengthen the runway to 150,000 lbs. and expand the current distance
between the runway and the taxiway center lines from 320’ to 400’. This along with some other
improvements would move ASE from an Airplane Design Group III (ADG III) with Modifications of
Standards to a fully compliant ADG III airport. The widening of the airport runway and separation
between the runway and taxiway would allow significantly larger aircraft to operate at ASE. At the time,
the perfect aircraft noted was the Boeing 737 Max. Obviously, the 737 Max has been completely
removed from service all over the world while it is being investigated and retooled due to two devasting
accidents that killed hundreds of passengers and is no longer being considered, but other aircraft were
studied and the one most favored was the Airbus 220-100 which can carry approximately 125
passengers. The EA also approved a new terminal up to approximately 145,000 sq. feet.
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The committee was told over and over again by consultants used by the County that there would not be
a SCOPE compliant (76 seat) aircraft with a wingspan under 95’ (our current maximum) ever built again.
The CRJ 700 which has been the only commercial aircraft servicing ASE for years (and has been a reliable
aircraft) would be retired in just a few years and no longer available. However, during the last year it
became clear to many that there, in fact, may well be aircraft coming in the near future that would be
SCOPE compliant and under the 95’ wingspan limit at ASE. Mitsubishi is developing a narrow body, 76
seat, 91’4” wingspan, under 100,000 lbs. aircraft they are referring to as the M-100 or the SpaceJet. It
will provide three levels of service, has luggage bin space for carry-on luggage, be more energy efficient,
quieter and have fewer emissions.
It would be governing malpractice to not take the time to get information about this aircraft for a
number of reasons. A team from Mitsubishi would be able to share all the technical specifications,
performance specifications, and production information. Also, Mitsubishi bought Bombardier, the
manufacturer of the CRJ 700 and now owns the CRJ 700 program. They will be able to reassure the
community that the CRJ 700 program will be maintained and operational until the SpaceJet is flying. The
team from Mitsubishi is prepared for hard questions and the ASEvision committee and the Technical
Working Group should be able to participate in this presentation as the members of these two
committees have considerable background knowledge at this point.
Why is it such a big deal to keep larger commercial aircraft out the ASE? Because if we widen and
strengthen the runway and create more separation between runway and taxiway we will be unable to
exclude any GA aircraft that is considered an ADG III aircraft which includes 737s converted for private
use and Gulfstream 650s. Although the GS650 is a newer more efficient, quieter big airplane, it takes up
so much space due to its wingspan that these aircraft will not be able to park at ASE and will be stopping
and dropping. Expanding the airside of the airport may not be necessary. There may be a great
alternative to the CRJ 700 that will keep the current restrictions viable and keep big GA aircraft out of
the ASE airspace. It’s the control factor!
Many members of the ASEvision committee and working groups believe we need bigger jets so there
can be more direct flights to Aspen from additional cities. They also say that with bigger aircraft there
can be a reduction in the number of flights from the current service cities. This is a fair discussion topic.
I asked John Kinney for data regarding the number of operations (arrivals and departures). He provided
me with a chart that reports the number of operations per week starting the Christmas/New
Year/Winter Break period starting December 30, 2018 through the week of December 30 through
January 5, 2020. I think everyone would agree that the 2018-2019 ski season was wonderful. Early
snow provided strong reservations throughout the winter. We did have extensive damage due to
avalanches in the Castle and Maroon Creek Valleys. We didn’t have any fires in 2019, there was a
glorious Food and Wine event, Ideas Festival, Music Festival, Dance Festival, and JAS aspen concerts.
The summer of 2019 weather was great, the fall was the most spectacular in years. The national, state,
and local economies were extremely strong. This time frame has to be considered a prime example of
the best four seasons in the Aspen area.
I used the data provided and analyzed airport use by comparing the number of commercial operations
from the peak week of December 30, 2018 to January 6, 2019 which was a total (arrivals and
departures) of 620 operations. The next week, January 7, 2019 to January 13, 2019 there was a total of
390 operations which is a 37% decline in the total from one week to the next. The rest of January and
the first week of February were at a similar number of operations. Then the two weeks that surrounded
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Presidents’ Weekend and through March saw less of a decline as compared to the peak week, between
a 27% and 33% decline. I highlighted in Orange the busiest weeks of the winter using the break point of
30% or less decline from the peak week. You can see in April and May the decline from the peak week
range from 69% to 83%. In June, July and August the decline from the peak week range from 53% to
65%. September, October and November the decline from the peak week range from 69% (Labor Day
weekend) to 85% decline from the peak week. The three weeks in December prior to the December 23,
2019 through January 5, 2020 Christmas/New Year/Winter Break, the decline ranges from 72% to 37%
from the peak week. There is an explanation for at least some of the fewer operations between the two
Christmas, New Year, Winter Breaks. Because of severe safety problems with too many travelers in the
airport when weather or mechanical problems caused delays and cancellations, John Kinney asked the
airlines to scale back the number of operations during this last ski season.

Weekly Number of Scheduled Commercial Flights 2019 (Monday-Sunday)
Dec 30, 2018-Jan 6, 2019
Jan. 7, 2019 -Jan 13
Jan. 14-Jan 20
Jan. 21-Jan 27
Jan 28-Feb 3

Arr-310 Dep-310
Arr-194 Dep-196
Arr-192 Dep-191
Arr-198 Dep-199
Arr-193 Dep-193

Total-620---Peak Week
Total-390- 37% decline from peak
Total-383-38% decline
Total-397-42% decline
Total-386-37% decline

Feb 4-Feb 10
Feb 11-Feb 17
Feb 18-Feb 24
Feb 25-Mar 3

Arr-192 Dep-192
Arr-208 Dep-205
Arr-215 Dep-215
Arr-215 Dep-215

Total-384-38% decline
Total-413-33% decline
Total-430-30% decline
Total-430-30% decline

Mar 4-Mar 10
Mar 11-Mar 17
Mar 18-Mar 24
Mar 25-Mar 31

Arr-219 Dep-220
Total-439-29% decline
Arr-226 Dep-226
Total-452-27% decline
Arr-227 Dep-227
Total-454-27% decline
Arr-222 Dep-226
Total-448-33% decline

Apr 1-Apr 7
Apr 8-Apr 14
Apr 15-Apr 21
Apr 22-Apr 28
Apr 29-May 5
May 6-May 12
May 13-May 19
May 20-May 26
May 27-Jun 2

Arr-93
Arr-55
Arr-55
Arr-55
Arr-55
Arr-55
Arr-54

Arr-55
Arr-55

Dep-93
Dep-55
Dep-55
Dep-55
Dep-55
Dep-55
Dep-54

Total-186-69% decline
Total-110-83% decline
Total-110-83% decline
Total-110-83% decline
Total-110-83% decline

Dep-55

Total-110-83% decline
Total-110-83% decline
Total-108-83% decline
Dep-55
Total-110-83% decline

Jun 3- Jun 9
Jun 10-Jun 16
Jun 17-Jun 23
Jun 24-Jun 30

Arr-107 Dep-105
Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-142 Dep-142

Total-212-65% decline
Total-284-57% decline
Total-284-57% decline
Total-284-57% decline

Jul 1-Jul 7

Arr-139 Dep-139

Total-278-55% decline
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Jul 3-Jul 14
Jul 15-Jul 21
Jul 22-Jul 28
Jul 29-Aug 4

Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-141 Dep-142
Arr-139 Dep-142

Total-284-53% decline
Total-284-53% decline
Total-283-53% decline
Total-281-53% decline

Aug 5-Aug 11
Aug 12-Aug 18
Aug 19-Aug 25
Aug 26-Sep 1
Sep 2-Sep 8
Sep 9-Sep 15
Sep 16-Sep 22
Sep 23-Sep 29
Sep 30-Oct 6

Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-142 Dep-142
Arr-118 Dep-118
Arr-112 Dep-113
Arr-94
Dep-94
Arr-91
Dep-92
Arr-92
Dep 92
Arr-92
Dep 92
Arr-79
Dep-80

Total-284-53% decline
Total-284-53% decline
Total-236-62% decline
Total-225-64% decline
Total-188-69% decline
Total-183-70% decline
Total-184-70% decline
Total-184-70% decline
Total-159-74% decline

Oct 7-Oct 13
Oct 14-Oct 20
Oct 21-Oct 27
Oct 28-Nov 3

Arr-63
Arr-63
Arr-60
Arr-45

Dep-63
Dep-63
Dep-61
Dep-45

Nov 4-Nov 10
Nov 11-Nov 17
Nov 18-Nov 24
Nov 25-Dec 1

Arr-45

Dep-45

Dec 2-Dec 8
Dec 9-Dec 15
Dec 16-Dec 22
Dec 23-Dec 29
Dec 30-Jan 5, 2020

Total-126-80% decline
Total-126-80% decline
Total-121-80% decline
Total-90- 85% decline

Total-90- 85% decline
Arr-45
Dep-45
Total-90- 85% decline
Arr-48
Dep-48
Total-96- 85% decline
Arr-56
Dep-56
Total-112-82% decline
Arr-85
Dep-85
Total-179-72% decline
Arr-99
Dep-99
Total-198-67% decline
Arr-193 Dep-186
Total-379-37% decline
Arr-249 Dep-249
Total-498-20% decline
Arr-261 Dep-261
Total-522-15% decline

I present this chart as what I think is an illustration that it is very unlikely that the airlines would run a
mainline aircraft like the Airbus 220-100 very many weeks during the year. The market demand is just
not there. Any reduction in number of flights because of bigger aircraft would only occur during these
limited weeks. It is true that a direct route from Newark, Boston, or maybe even Charlotte might be
popular, but at the expense of allowing bigger GA planes? Is that worth it? Through more than an
entire year of study the ASEvision committee never once heard concerns expressed about there not
being enough seats on airplanes. We never heard from the lodging, restaurant, or retail communities
that visitors were complaining they couldn’t get to Aspen. There is also the issue of traveler demands
for frequent flight options. There is little chance of a significant change in the number of routes by the
airlines.
It is important to remember that commercial operations at ASE account for only one quarter of the total
operations at the airport. If we were able to do an analysis of all GA operations by week for a year it
would be stunning how many more weeks were “GA peak weeks” throughout the year. You don’t have
to have the actual statistics to know when there isn’t a centimeter of more parking space for the GA
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side. An example of this would be the week of July 4, 2019. I came before the BOCC to report that
several days that week there were hours and hours each day when there was never a quiet moment. I
did my own tallying and observed several hours on several days that there were more than 32
operations per hour. There were times from my house that there were four aircraft (two on approach
and two departures) visually observed between Woody Creek and the airport. That is a tremendous
amount of aircraft noise.
When the idea of leaving the runway in its current location (no shifting) became the eventual
recommendation by the ASEvision committee, I thought this was an ideal way to be able to “pause” on a
final decision on whether to widen and strengthen the runway. It is a bit of breathing room to
determine the efficacy of the M-100 or any other potential CRJ 700 replacement aircraft and with the
current CoVid issues it gives the County time to determine if this project should even be considered in
the near or distant future. Work could still begin on the planning and design for the new terminal and
improvements of all the facilities, including the FBO if the BOCC approves that portion of the project to
proceed, even with a pause on the decision on the runway.
Finally, in 1995 there was a County-wide vote taken specifically relating to allowing bigger jets to
operate in Aspen. It was more than a two to one vote against that kind of expansion. An Act of
Congress made permanent the 11:00pm to 7:00am operations curfew. The citizens of the Upper
Roaring Fork Valley saw this as a way to protect our way of life; the environment, slow growth, protect
the ethos of Aspen, keeping Aspen a special place. On a recent trip to Innsbruck, Austria I witnessed
what can happen to a beautiful valley surrounded by skiing that decided to allow bigger aircraft to
operate at their airport. The result has been the ruining of the valley, constant echoing airplane noise
that can be heard from the tops of ski areas, the historical old town, and in hotel rooms. They have no
curfew and the noise never stops. There is an unmistakable haze that rests over the valley during the
winter due to weather inversions.
The ASEvision committee recommendations include the following statement: “Flexibility, adaptability,
and skillful course corrections as needed will be essential to ensure the success of our future airport,
reflect our character and values, provide a great traveler experience, and attain our long-term Core
community Goals.” I believe we can make ASE a world class, destination resort airport that will be talked
about around the world. It will be unique, efficient, a happy place to work. It will be easy to get to or
leave from, bags will come quickly to the claim area, there will be good food to eat, and beautiful things
to look at and learn about. It won’t smell so awful at Buttermilk or the North 40 or the CMC building,
the noise won’t reverberate in the valley from Woody Creek all the way down to Old Snowmass.
Travelers will say “now that Aspen has a new airport it really is a perfect place to visit” and residents will
say that the quality of their lives has improved and the effect on the environment will be so limited we
will be able to be proud of our accomplishment.
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Appendix C
VISION COMMITTEE COMMENTS
On March 10, 2020, the Vision Committee approved the Final Report’s “Recommendations to Achieve
Our Community Goals” (aka the “Common Ground Recommendations”) by a vote of 20-1. The
Committee also asked its leadership team – John Bennett, Meg Haynes and Jackie Francis – to draft
some final non-airport-recommendation language for the Final Report on extrinsic issues and to
circulate that language for members’ review via email. The leadership team did that by drafting a brief
history of the ASE Vision process, a short statement about future uncertainty, and a short section
identifying topics outside the scope of the Committee’s report. It then circulated those new sections to
Committee members for their comments.
Because of both the calendar and the COVID-19 crisis, the Committee was unable to complete its
review of the three new sections by email, so they never became part of the Final Report. Instead, the
Final Report contains only those sections that the Committee reviewed and approved at or before its
final March 10 meeting. (Those approved and included Final Report sections are: The Executive
Summary, Community Values, Core Community Goals, Key Findings, Common Ground
Recommendations (“Recommendations to Achieve Our Community Goals”), Map of the Common
Ground Recommendations, and Summary of the Common Ground Vision).
Although the Committee ran out of time to agree on editing changes to the three new sections and
therefore did not include them in its Final Report, circulation of those new sections prompted a number
of email comments. Some of those comments pertained to the new sections, while others related to
other sections of the Final Report, which had already been reviewed and approved by the full Vision
Committee. In the interest of transparency, all Committee member comments made after March 10
are included in this Appendix.

Richard Arnold (see attached)
Valerie Braun (see attached)
Andrew Doremus
I give it my thumbs up.
Thomas Fridstein
I have completed my review and have only one comment: I thought we were going to show on the map
a possible future taxiway on the west allowing GA to get to the south end of the runway without
crossing the runway. Other than that I think it is an excellent, well written and logical report.
Mike Kaplan
The document looks great Kara, thanks for resending and for all the work, lots of comments and
discussion to incorporate.
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Jackie Merrill
I have no comments after re reading the whole thing! PS - Having just seen a slide show on the Space
Jet, I have a just sent a strong message to all BOCC plus to Jon urging that Mitsubishi get a proper
hearing!!!!!!!! Why was this denied!!!!!?????
Tom Melberg
It was my impression we recommended the terminal would be built first although the report leaves it up
to the BOCC (which is their prerogative) and we only advise. However, not having the terminal built first
seems to put the cart before the horse.
FAA grant uncertainty claims that a full range of Group III aircraft is a condition....hopefully our
recommendation to the BOCC to negotiate this down to a limited carbon footprint requirement is met
Airport connectivity to and from Aspen should be a mandated requirement before any improvements
go forward at the Airport. The paragraph concerning this important and long overdue problem is weak
and without substance. I still believe continuing the 4 lane to a Cemetery Lane/Holden-Marolt intercept
lot should be included with rail/gondola,etc ideas put forward in the draft.
In light of the Mitsubishi progress of developing an aircraft that would alleviate the need for changing
our 95 foot wingspan limitation and Mitsubishi’s vested ownership/guardian of the CRJ 700 lifespan I
believe it is inherent for the BOCC and the community to hear their presentation. Our country and
county is facing serious financial consequences now and down the road from the COVID 19 pandemic
and the community needs to have a discussion as to whether the closing down of the runway for a
summer during another recession/depression is rational if Mitsubishi has an another option for us to
consider.
The first sentence in the last paragraph on page 14 is very opinionated and draconian in my mind and I
question if it is true.
The last sentence page 15 should also include 737 language.
The American (?) Airlines investigation of direct flights from NYC and Miami should also include Boston
and Newark as these cities were included in the study. I believe the community should be given all of
the facts in order to evaluate the potential impacts. I am still concerned of having extended direct
flights from the east coast is a growth generator in spite of our efforts to minimize growth through flex
gates for the airlines know how to maximize their business in ways we might not of considered.
With all of my comments being stated, I do want to acknowledge the tremendous amount of work put
into this exercise by folks who love Aspen/Snowmass/Roaring Fork Valley as much as I do and are so
much more smarter than I am. I am humbled in your presence and thankful I was a small part of the
process. I especially want to thank John, Meg and Jackie for moderating the ASEVision.
Part B from Tom Melberg
I find it ironic that if the runway is widened we are going to increase the number of private aircraft that
can fly into Aspen in spite of the fact private aircraft accounts for 75% of our landings and takeoffs.
Seems we are enhancing a problem rather than solving one.
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More importantly, the proposed expansion of the Pitkin County Airport will be the largest construction
project the county has undertaken and quite possibility the most impactful. During this time of
uncertainly and social distancing I think the democratic process is being compromised way too much in
not giving the community the ability to gather together to express their voices. Virtual conferencing is
one thing but impact of citizens voicing their opinions in person adds a whole different dimension to the
dialogue. I would suggest it is not so urgent of an agenda item for the BOCC to discuss at a later date
once the uncertainty of the pandemic is eliminated in order to discuss the pros and cons of our report.
Roger Nicholson
Looks very acceptable to me.
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Richard R. Arnold
31 Stagecoach Drive
Carbondale, Co 81623
April 4, 20210
Mr. John Bennet
Aspen Airport Vision Committee
Dear John,
I want to offer information on airport safety at ASE. First, I will give a little
background information. I have been a commercial pilot and flight instructor since
1975. I owned and operated Tailwinds Aviation at ASE. We flew Part 135 charters
and taught many people to fly. I was the Aspen airport manager in the late 80’s. I
was also the Telluride airport manager for 4 years after that.
During my time in Aspen I spent 20 years on Mountain Rescue Aspen and was
very involved in over 20 aircraft accidents in the Aspen area. I personally
participated in many body recoveries. My experience has given me an in depth
understanding of the difficulties associated with aviation in our area, especially
the geological and weather hazards of flying in mountainous terrain.
I write to ask that any commercial airline personnel be required to do a review
and analysis of the potential for unexpected problems that might occur in the
following approach and landing situation: Go Round: With the wind from the
west at 12 to 15 miles per hour and the aircraft cleared to land on runway 15. For
example, the wind is 330 at 15, the weather is very marginal with minimum
visibility. The aircraft loses an engine and tries to go around.
At minimums the aircraft will have to do a low level left turn. Can the aircraft
accomplish this in the Aspen Valley. I sincerely doubt it can.
The demand for more flights and bigger aircraft in the future is evident. Still, we
cannot avoid the reality that we are a dangerous airport in marginal weather.
Thus, we must have the airlines demonstrate to us and the FAA the performance
of any and all aircraft operating here. As you know, the airlines have to have FAA
approval for the pilots and aircraft to operate at any airport. So my request is
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that the airport authority look closely at the safety issues inherent
at ASE in marginal weather. I would like to see a short publication, “How to Fly
into Aspen Airport” for public pilots. We have many local pilots who could help
with this document.
I also think that it is a very bad idea to allow housing across Highway 82 from the
airport at 1000’ from the runway for obvious reasons.
You and your team have done a very important Vision Committee program.
Thanks for all that you have done to advocate for the safety of ASE.

Richard R. Arnold
Cc: PCBC
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THE FINAL REPORT OF THE AIRPORT VISION
COMMITTEE — The Common Ground
Recommendations —
Draft
03.30.2020

Response
from Valerie
Braun
4/3/2020
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I.
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INTRODUCTION
In January of 2019, the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)
appointed 123 citizens to serve as part of the ASE Vision process and offer advice on
the future of the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport (ASE). Some of these citizens represented
various neighborhoods, businesses, and civic interests, while others offered general
views from around our community. Together, they reflected a wide diversity of
perspectives. The ASE Vision Kick-Off meeting was held in February 2019.
The purpose of the ASE Vision process was to advise the BOCC on how the Pitkin
County-Aspen Airport should be modernized to accommodate the community’s air service
needs and reflect changes in the air service industry, while also remaining true to the
character and values of the community. As part of the process, the BOCC formally
appointed 123 community members to five Airport Advisory Groups:
• Airport Vision Committee
• Community Character Working
Group
• Technical Working
Group
• Airport Experience Working
Group
• Focus Group
The four Working Groups concluded their work and presented their findings to the Vision
Committee in December 2019. The Vision Committee reviewed closely the
recommendations of the Working Groups and then conducted considerable additional work
of its own to research, digest, thoroughly vet, an offered briefing directly from Mitsubishi
with regard to the M-100 aircraft taht is SCOPE compliant and under 95’ wingspan,
therefore would be able to operate on the ASE current airfield configuration has NOT as
yet been held. and formulate its final recommendations. After holding weekly three-hour
meetings throughout the beginning of the year, the Vision Committee completed this Final
Report and forwarded it to the BOCC.
On March 10, 2020, the Vision Committee voted 20-1 to approve the Recommendations to
Achieve our Community Goals that form the heart of this Final Report.
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II. EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
Background In its review of alternatives for the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport (ASE), the
Airport Vision Committee explored the core question facing Pitkin County: whether to
pursue the airport improvements outlined in the 2018 Environmental Assessment (EA),
including the increased runway/taxiway separation required by the FAA for federal funding.
Our decision could have been simple and binary. Either recommend proceeding with the
measures described in the EA or recommend that Pitkin County forgo any significant
“airside” improvements and focus primarily on other issues such as terminal improvements
or ramp and energy efficiency projects.
Either of those “bookend” choices offered its own advantages and risks, but our research
revealed that neither would achieve the Core Community Goals that the four ASE Working
Groups and our Committee established for the airport: safety, substantial reductions in
airport air pollution, managed growth of airline enplanements, and a substantial reduction
in noise. Instead of either bookend option, we recommend a balanced middle-path called
the Common Ground Recommendations. We believe this path represents creative, out-ofthe-box thinking that will appeal to most of our community and truly benefit our valley.
Common Ground Recommendations The Common Ground Recommendations are a
package of interrelated measures all designed to reflect the Community Values and Goals
on which we have agreed. Some of these measures would be relatively straightforward for
Pitkin County to implement on its own. Others are complex and would require the
agreement of the additional airport stakeholders. Some of these would require working with
the FAA, others would require negotiations with airlines, and still others would require
agreements with the airport’s fixed base operator (FBO).
Because many of the measures contained in our Recommendations are interdependent,
we propose that the Board of County Commissioners adopt them together as an
integrated package to ensure that they reflect and balance the community values and
goals we have identified.
Safeguards to Maintain the Integrity of the Common Ground Recommendations Our
Common Ground Recommendations represent a careful balance between competing
airport perspectives. This balance rests directly on our shared community values and
goals. The Vision Committee’s decision-making process asked all of us to move outside
our comfort zones to seek middle-path solutions that address these shared goals, even if
certain aspects of our solutions may have made many of us initially uneasy.
For example, some of us for whom enhancing the visitor experience and ensuring the
county’s future economic vitality are especially high priorities may be skeptical of managing
growth through the terminal’s seven “flexible gates.” Likewise, some of us for whom
protecting our community character and quality of life are primary priorities undoubtedly feel
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some discomfort with the notion of allowing larger airliners to serve ASE. ISSUE: There is
so little control over the General Aviation operational side, limiting wingspan is essentially
the only tool to save the valley from 20 or more years of Stage Three private aircraft that is
in the inventory of GA use at ASE. Our first group may be made more comfortable by
assurances that appropriate larger aircraft will be able to serve ASE and that seven flexible
gates will accommodate today’s level of airline service as well as gradual future growth. For
our second
3

group, the knowledge that any new, larger airliners allowed will emit significantly less
greenhouse gas and other emissions, be quieter, and fit within the managed growth
constraints of seven flexible gates may be an essential consideration.
To maintain this critical balance of community assurances, we recommend that the Pitkin
County Commissioners not allow them to be forgotten in future years or changed
arbitrarily by future elected officials or County staff. To that end, we recommend the
following safeguards:
A. The Common Ground Recommendations should be adopted by a formal county
ordinance or
resolution so that it could never be changed without future public hearings
and a full community discussion.
B. The County Commissioners should create a permanent Airport Advisory Board
of citizen
volunteers who represent balanced, diverse viewpoints to advise the County on future
airport issues.
C. The County Commissioners should require the Airport to provide an annual report on
progress
made toward meeting our Core Community
Goals.
D. The airline agreements necessary to the Common Ground Recommendations
should be
enforceable through long-term legally binding
contracts.
Negotiation Time Period and Possible Alternate Recommendation The Common
Ground Recommendations’ major strength lies in the fact that their targeted goals —
reduced greenhouse gas and other emissions, managed growth, and less noise — already
appeal to many Pitkin County citizens. The Recommendations’ inherent challenge,
however, is that some of its most important measures rely on stakeholder negotiations and
agreements that may or may not be attainable.
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We recommend that the County should test quickly whether those measures that require
negotiation are attainable. Specifically, we suggest that the County engage immediately in
discussions with the three airlines that serve Aspen today. (Based on our research, we can
suggest a negotiation approach.) We also propose that the County Commissioners set a
fixed time period for these initial negotiations — perhaps 60-90 days.
After these negotiations, the BOCC should reconvene our Committee for no more than 14
days to evaluate the success of the negotiations and make an alternate airport
recommendation if necessary. Were such an alternate recommendation needed, our
Vision Committee process could be as simple as a single meeting with a new vote to
recommend either of the original “bookend” options to replace the Common Ground
Recommendations. Of course, we might well end up in a split vote that produced both a
new majority recommendation and a minority report.
In implementing the Common Ground Recommendations, the Vision Committee urges the
County to follow an incremental decision-making model that is flexible, adaptable, and
focused always on attaining our Core Community Goals. For example, over time, the
number of terminal gates we’re recommending might turn out to be either too low or too
high to meet our goal of approximately
4

.8% annual airline enplanement growth while also providing a comfortable traveler
experience. In such a case, we recommend that the County meet with its Airport Advisory
Board to agree on the appropriate course correction. Because accurately foretelling the
future is impossible, this kind of adaptability will be essential to successfully achieving our
airport and community goals.
In addition, we recognize that our .8% enplanement growth goal is both aspirational and
approximate. Federal law limits our ability to set exact enplanement limits, but we urge
using our limited tools as best we can. The intent of this approximate target is to serve our
travelers and maintain economic vitality, while guarding against either a cruise ship
syndrome that could overwhelm our airport with waves of people or out-of-control overall
enplanement growth that might threaten our valley’s long-term quality of life for residents
and visitors.
Likewise, our goals for lowering greenhouse gas and other emissions and also
substantially reducing noise will undoubtedly require course corrections of their own over
future years. Great new ideas for accomplishing these goals will no doubt arise, and
some that we’ve recommended may require replacement or improvement.
Flexibility, adaptability, and skillful course corrections as needed will be essential to
ensure the success of our future airport, reflect our character and values, provide a great
traveler experience, and attain our long-term Core Community Goals.
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III. ASE VISION COMMUNITY VALUES
SUMMARY
Safety in the Air and on the Ground
Adaptable, Flexible, Future-Proof
• Ability to serve aircraft of the future
• Ability to adapt to future uses. Preserve space for future.
Environmental Responsibility. Address:
• Noise Pollution
• Air Pollution
• Carbon emissions – aspire to net carbon neutrality
• Light Pollution
• Sustainability – energy efficiency
• Respect wildlife habitat, open space and natural surroundings
Community Character – Reflect local culture and values
• Connection to place: It should feel like Aspen and Pitkin County
• Unique mountain airport feeling – unpretentious
• Tell Aspen story: reflect culture, mining heritage, skiing, ranching, etc.
• Retain rural and small-town feel
• “Small is important” “Don’t build it too big”
• “Reasonable growth” “Modest expansion”
• Control growth through number of gates, etc.
• “Just Big Enough” “Right-Sized”
Economic Vitality
• Adaptable to the economic sustainability of our resort
• Convenience: More direct flights
• More carriers and competition
• Take valley growth into consideration Warm and Welcoming
• Friendly and personable for both
residents and visitors
• Comfortable with excellent food & drink amenities
• Guest-friendly for stranded passengers and peak crowds.
• Stress free
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• Improved, but not so different from today. Still welcoming.
• Views of mountains
• A practical airport: Better waiting rooms and employee areas
• Convenient access to/from airport
Design Excellence
• Unique – Distinctive – Great architecture
• Should look like Aspen – Small is important – Small but beautiful
• Incorporate mountain surroundings
• Awe-inspiring views
• It should be surprising!
Efficiency – an airport that works well
• Well planned. Better functionality than today
• Incorporate new technology
• Efficient in service, time, operations
• In design, give commercial passengers priority over private planes
• Reliable gateway for visitors
Preserve High Quality of Life
• Neighbor Friendly
• Mitigate noise.
• Maintain curfew
Convenient & Easy Ground Transportation
• Multi-modal transit options
• Seamless connectivity to transit

6

IV. Core Community Goals
for the Pitkin County-Aspen
Airport
1.
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60

Safety
2. Reduce greenhouse gas and other pollutant emissions by at
least 30%
3. Manage the growth of airline enplanements to be consistent
with
approximately .8% growth per
year
4. Reduce noise by at least
30%

Notes to the
Goals:
Emissions Reduction Goal: This 30% goal includes both the emissions from the airport itself
and from the aircraft flying to and from ASE.
Managed Growth Goal: The .8% compound growth rate is an aspirational goal. The Committee
recognizes that airport growth cannot be “tuned” to any precise number, but the goal represents
a commitment to a reasonable level of managed growth. In addition, the Committee believes
that airline operations should be emphasized over nonairline ops (e.g., general aviation/air taxi
operations). Since non-airline operations amount to approximately 75% of total airport
operations, their growth, too, should be managed.
Noise Reduction Goal: This goal applies to noise both on and around our
airport.
Timeframe: The emissions and noise reduction goals should be attained by
2030.
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V. Key
Findings 1. Safety
Challenging Airport. Two national pilot surveys have named Aspen-Pitkin County Airport
(ASE) as the most challenging commercial airport in the U.S. Over the last four decades,
there have been over 40 accidents, all involving private, non-airline aircraft, that caused
substantial damage or the complete loss of the aircraft in the vicinity of ASE. This should
include “and significant loss of life. ASE’s challenges arise from factors like the airport’s
altitude, its surrounding mountains, its sloping runway that requires most aircraft to land to
the south and takeoff to the north, wind currents, etc.
Runway/Taxiway Separation. Today the FAA classifies ASE as a non-standard “Airport
Design Group-III” airport because it does not meet the 400-foot required safety separation
between the runway and the taxiway. For safety reasons, the FAA specifies that ASE, and
all Group III airports, should have 400 feet of separation between the centerlines of our
runway and taxiway and runway widened to 150’. The FAA has allowed the current
separation, which is 320 feet, under a 1999 “modification to standards”; but the FAA is
trying to eliminate such modifications to standards wherever possible to have consistent
national safety standards. After these changes ASE would still have unavoidable
modifications to standards such as sloped runway We need to be honest here….There is
NO threat from the FAA to remove our current modification of standard. I have emails from
John Bauer from the FAA that confirms this.
Pilot Training. Airline pilots undergo extensive training in the Aspen Airport’s special
challenges before they are certified to fly in or out of ASE. Airline pilots are also required to
have FAA approval to fly the special instrument procedures used primarily by the
commercial carriers. GA are not required to have the same level of training as airline pilots
to fly into ASE. GA Pilots require no additional training for flying into ASE during daylight
hours. However in order to land or take off at night, all pilots (GA and commercial) are
required to have prior FAA approval.
Community Emergency Resources. While the FAA believes that increasing our
runway/centerline separation to 400’ would make our airport safer, some County
residents fear that opening our airport to all capable Group III aircraft would invite large
future planes with potentially twice the passengers of today’s CRJ-700. This, they argue,
could create a serious safety issue over the imbalance between the number of
passengers on a single plane and our community’s off-airport emergency resources,
such as the Aspen Valley Hospital’s 25 beds, our limited local ambulance capacity, etc.
ASE and Pitkin County currently surpass Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF)
standards for current ASE aircraft and also future ADG-III planes that could potentially
serve ASE if the airfield were changed to full ADG-III standards. ASE trains to “worst case”
scenarios and assumes up to 150 casualties, which would cover the range of ADG-III
aircraft with the performance capabilities to operate at ASE. That number of injuries,
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however, would exceed the capacity of the Roaring Fork Valley’s hospitals and require
mass transportation to more distant facilities.

8

2. The Airport, Community Character and Our
Economy
Community Character. Protecting the County’s rural character and quality of life is
extremely important. Much of our uniqueness and success has arisen from the “Aspen
Idea,” the notion of a community nourishing the mind, body and spirit of its citizens through
music, culture, art, intellectual stimulation, and physical activity in nature. In the words of the
ASE Vision Community Character Working Group: “The 2000 AAMP states
‘recommendations on Economic Sustainability that endeavor to make our community better
without getting bigger.’ We rely on economic harvests of character, vibrant culture and
active lifestyle, clean air, quiet (compared to the rest of the world), open lands, and
preserved history... Maintaining character makes money as well as improving our quality of
life. It is also conducive to both our physical and mental health. It’s profitable to protect the
goose that provides these golden eggs.” In a similar vein, the Airport Experience Working
Group recommended that “to preserve our high quality of life,” ASE should “maintain our
existing level of air service, plan for small growth increases, implement the highest
environmental standards and provide the best guest experience.”
Economic and Societal Benefits. Locals, visitors and businesses all depend on the Pitkin
County- Aspen Airport. It is essential to maintaining our local economic vitality, and many
jobs depend on it. It is also an important piece of infrastructure for locals traveling to and
from our valley. Maintaining affordable air access is critical to our local quality of life.
New Terminal. The current terminal is woefully inadequate to serve today’s travelers,
employees and aircraft operations at a reasonable level of service.

3. Airport
Connectivity
Connectivity. In the words of the Focus Group, “More convenient and easy ground
transport would include a mix of public and private modes of transportation to and from the
airport. Consideration should be given to a variety of mass transport possibilities including
light rail, monorail, gondola and greater utilization of RFTA, if feasible.” This is an
extremely weak and inadequate statement. At least move some form of the final
paragraph under Important Issues Beyond the Scope of this report to emphasize that
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although not the charge of the ASEvision committee, the committee nonetheless feels the
valley transportation issues must be addressed so an expansion at the airport will not
further devolve the disaster faced every morning and evening on Highway 82.

4. Environmental
Issues
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Pitkin County was one of the first airports in the US to prepare
a total airport-related emissions inventory that captured the emissions of Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) sources by ownership and/or control. In 2017, total airport-related emissions were
81,566 tons of carbon dioxide (CO2), representing approximately 5% of GHG emissions for
all emitters in Pitkin County. Of the airport emissions, only ~2% were under the ownership
and/or control of Pitkin County. The other 98% were under the ownership/control of airlines
and tenants. Aircraft emissions reflect ~89% of total airport related emissions. The quantity
of Jet A fuel dispensed at the airport (a rough proxy for aircraft greenhouse gas emissions)
increased by 40% between 2014 and 2017.
Local Air Quality. In addition to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Community Character
Working Group also identified concerns about airport impacts on local air quality.
Aviation emissions
9

typically represent less than 5% of a region’s criteria pollutants, which are indicators of
local air quality. ASE has collected emission inventories with criteria pollutants in 2008,
2012 and 2015, with forecasts for 2023, 2028 and 2033 and can be used to establish
baselines for our local measures.
New VS Old Aircraft. Newer commercial and private aircraft are generally more fuel
efficient and quieter than older aircraft. For example, because it is newer, more fuel efficient
and larger, the Airbus A220-100 emits 51% less CO2 per-passenger than the CRJ-700
during a landing and takeoff (LTO) cycle. The Airbus A220-300 emits 60% less CO2 per
passenger than the CRJ-700 during LTO. Using the “per passenger method is completely
misleading. The divisor for the A220-100 is 75% of 146 seats while the divisor for the
CRJ700 is 75% of 76 seats. Of course, the 220-100 looks better. In terms of flyover noise
level, the A220 is 3.6 decibels quieter than the CRJ. Similarly, on the General Aviation side,
a new Gulfstream 650 is 3 decibels quieter than the Gulfstream 4. (For reference, 3
decibels represent 50% less sound pressure.) (See Appendix for detailed aircraft noise
data.) Direct Flights. When compared with a two-segment flight requiring a stopover, a
direct nonstop flight will emit less greenhouse gas and other forms of air pollution.

Nonstop Flights. The ability to operate nonstop flights to cities outside the range of current
aircraft serving ASE could reduce GHG emissions significantly. In a detailed comparison
completed by American Airlines on Miami/ASE and New York/ASE trips, the fuel burn per
passenger was reduced by 20% and 31% respectively when flown nonstop compared to
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the current required 1-stop routing through a hub (Dallas and Chicago). The major
emissions differences between the nonstop and 1- stop routing are primarily the fuel burned
on the 2nd takeoff cycle, taxiing on the ground at the hub, and flight time in normal arrival and
departure routing procedures. Opening up direct flights from more deeparture cities will
more than fill any reduction in the frequency from, as an example Denver, that larger
seating capacity airliners might create.
Noise. The Community values its quiet rural areas as well as less noise within the urban
growth boundary where the airport is located. The County adopted one of the first “Fly
Quiet/Fly Clean” programs in the country and now has over a decade of data collected
daily on-site at a location in Woody Creek and field measurements taken twice per year.
The goal of the Aspen/Pitkin County Fly Quiet program is to influence pilots to fly as quietly
as possible in and around ASE. Monitoring, collecting, and analyzing comprehensive
amounts of operational and noise data helps highlight both airport trends and individual
aircraft performance to better understand specific noise abatement issues. Reduced use of
accessory power units and fossil fuel powered ground equipment will reduce noise and
emissions on the ground.

5.
Aircraft
Status of Bombardier CRJ-700. The CRJ-700 – which United, American and Delta use
today to serve Aspen – was last delivered in North America in 2011. The current average
age of a CRJ-700 is 15-16 years, and this type of small regional jet is generally replaced by
more cost-effective models after around 20 years. As of January 2020, United has 18-19
CRJ-700’s remaining in its fleet, and Delta has approximately 12. American has more and
is the largest user of the CRJ-700. Since aircraft become more expensive to maintain as
they age, and older planes are less fuel-efficient, it is our finding that airlines are likely to
retire the CRJ-700 by or around the end of decade. As of January 2020, United, American
and Delta are retiring the CRJ-700 more quickly than anticipated. Hearing directly from
Mitsubishi regarding the lifespan of the CRJ700 is critical since Mitsubishi now owns the
CRJ program. This could be accomplished by allowing the offered briefing from Mitsubishi.
Airline Fleet Forecast. In their 2019 “Fleet Forecast,” the airlines serving ASE identify three
Group III
1
0

aircraft that they expect will replace the CRJ-700 when it retires: the Embraer E-175, the
Airbus A- 319, and the Airbus A-220-100.
Status of Embraer E-175. If ASE retains its current 95’ wingspan restriction, the Embraer
E-175 could become the only regional commercial jet aircraft with more than 50
passengers capable of landing in Aspen after the current Bombardier CRJ-700 retires.
Because the E-175 is heavier than the CRJ-700 and lacks sufficient power to serve ASE
year-round with a full load of passengers and fuel, it would have to carry fewer
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passengers than the CRJ-700, be limited to a shorter range, and serve fewer
destinations. This is why the E-175, despite being one of the most popular regional
airliners today, has not been used for ASE. The E-175 is also a noisier and more polluting
aircraft than the CRJ-700.
Status of Mitsubishi SpaceJet M-100. The wingspan of the planned Mitsubishi SpaceJet M100 is intended to be under 95’, so it may be able to land in Aspen. The aircraft is currently
in design development with production of its first prototype yet to begin. Mitsubishi says
that it will deliver the M-100 in the mid-2020’s. In January 2020, Mitsubishi announced that
delivery of the M-90 (the M-100’s larger sibling now in flight-testing) would be delayed until
late 2021 or early 2022. The M- 90’s delivery had previously been scheduled for summer
2020, and the new delay means that the plane is now eight to nine years behind schedule.
Given the difficulty that Mitsubishi has had building and certifying the M-90, it is difficult to
know when the M-100 will actually be flying commercially in the U.S. Once the M-100 is
built and certified it would still have to be evaluated to confirm that its performance allows it
to land safely at the Aspen Airport. Again, let’s hear the briefing directly from Mitsubishi
rather than just accepting the assessment of others. The M-100 was designed with the
Aspen airport in mind. It would be terrible to make a decision on the runway expansion with
complete knowledge of all possibilities.
Status of Airbus A220-100. A new airliner, the A220 was designed by Bombardier and sold
to Airbus. Delta Airlines introduced it in the U.S. in 2019 and has 29 in service. In Delta’s
configuration, the plane seats 109 passengers, which is 33 more than the CRJ-700, but
only 9 more than the BA-146 that served the Aspen Airport for close to 20 years. The A220
is capable of serving ASE, but its wingspan is wider than 95’, so the FAA would not
currently permit it to land here under normal airport operations. The A220-100 is listed in
ASE’s Aviation Activity Forecast (“Fleet Forecast”) as a plane the airlines would like to use
seasonally for future ASE service were it allowed to land here.
Scope limitations. Only two aircraft currently are flying for United, Delta and American
within the 50 to 76 passenger “scope clause” – the CRJ-700 and the E-175. Per scope
limitations, for any new aircraft delivered to an airline, another aircraft within the scope
must be retired, meaning as airlines order new E-175s, either CRJ-700s or older E-175s
must be removed from their fleets.
Status of 737s. While not included in the airlines’ Fleet Forecast of planes likely to be used
for ASE, the Boeing 737 has been a concern to many county residents because of its size
and potential impact on our valley. Some 737 models, such as the 737-700 and the 737MAX 8, would be unlikely to land commercially at ASE because of their significant
performance constraints, making it unlikely they could operate profitably. The Boeing 737700 does have the performance capabilities to operate safely at ASE, but it is no longer in
production and is starting to be phased out of carrier fleets. One model that could
theoretically serve ASE is the 737-MAX 7. However, it has not been ordered by any of the
three carriers that serve ASE and the only airline to place 737-Max 7 orders in the country
has delayed them indefinitely. The 737-MAX 7 would seat 138 to 153 passengers.
1
1
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Emissions and noise data for the MAX 7 are not yet
available.
Future GA (non-airline) Aircraft Technology: In the words of the Technical Working
Group, “GA Aircraft that have wingspans larger than 95 feet are relatively rare and all of
them are very new designs with the most efficient engines and quietest operation of any
of the ADG III GA planes.” What about converted 737s in private use???????
Future Aircraft Design. According to Amory Lovins and others who study the evolution of
aircraft technology, future commercial aircraft are likely to have wider wings and lower
landing speeds than today’s planes. They are also likely to be more fuel efficient, less
polluting and quieter.
Electric Aircraft. Hybrid electric and eventually all-electric airliners are on the horizon, but
ones that could serve Aspen are likely still 10-15 years away and are likely initially to be 10
to 15 passengers in size. Fully electric aircraft carrying 75 passengers to the destinations
currently served by ASE are farther in the future. Small electric propeller planes and
vertical-takeoff-and-landing (VTOL) electric “on-demand” air taxis may be available sooner.
With many companies investing heavily in electric aviation, the technology is evolving
rapidly. The biggest current challenge is the ratio of battery capacity to weight.

6. Airport Decision
Making
Airside Decision Making. The County has relatively little control over the “airside” of
airport operations: the runway, taxiway, landing and takeoff procedures, etc. Under
federal law, the County cannot “unjustly discriminate” in favor of one type of aircraft
over another.
Landside Decision Making. As the Airport Operator, Pitkin County has substantial control
over the terminal in terms of its size, design, commercial services, tenants, boarding
gates, and ramp (aircraft parking) space to help attain the community goals identified by
the Vision Committee. It can establish landing fees to help fund airport operations and
improvements.
Negotiation with Airport Stakeholders. The County may be able to negotiate the terms of
agreements with airlines serving ASE and with the airport’s Fixed Based Operator (FBO) in
order to help attain community goals.

7. Airport Service Level and Existing Flight
Operations
Existing Airline Service. ASE Vision participants generally felt that our existing airline
service level is important to our community. In the words of the Airport Experience Working
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Group, “the existing airport passenger service (number of carriers, direct flight destinations,
and passenger volume) fits the needs of the community and should be maintained to allow
for diversity and vitality. ...The group acknowledged that .8% growth (in annual commercial
enplanements) is expected and should be planned for, but not immediately built to. Our
goal is to maintain the current level of air passenger service and prepare for future
growth.” It’s important to make clear in this section that the ASEvision committee never
heard that the current level of seating capacity was inhibiting anyone from getting to
Aspen. In other words, the current level of service is more than adequate.
Flight Operations. In general, airlines represent roughly only one-fourth of ASE flight
operations
1
2
(landings and takeoffs). General aviation (private planes and fractional ownership business
planes) and air taxis (e.g., NetJets) represent the other three-fourths. In 2018, ASE had a
total of approximately 43,000 flight operations, including airlines, general aviation and air
taxis. COMMERCIAL FLIGHT OPERATIONS FOR 2018 WERE 13,722 (ARRIVALS AND
DEPARTURES) MEANING THERE WERE APPROXIMATELY 30,000 GENERAL
AVIATION OPERATIONS AND FOR 2019 THERE WERE COMMERCIAL 13,709
(ARRIVALS AND DEPARTURES). I DON’T HAVE AN OVERALL FIGURE FOR ALL OPS
IN 2019. THAT SHOULD BE ADDED. Since 2000, total annual operations at ASE have
been relatively flat. KIMLEY HORN PROVIDED DATA ON A CHART DATED 6/3/19 ON
ANNUAL GROWTH COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS OF: 2016- 17.3%, 2017-1 3.6%, 201831.0%, 2019 WAS APPROXIMATELY THE SAME NUMBER OF OPERATIONS AS
2018. THERE ACTUALLY WAS QUITE A VARIATION IN GROWTH BETWEEN 2008
AND 2019. SOME OF THAT WAS OBVIOUSLY RELATED TO THE 2008 RECESSION,
BUT TO SAY ANNUAL OPERATIONS HAVE BEEN RELATIVELY FLAT SEEMS
MISLEADING.

Pitkin County Curfew. The County Commissioners established a noise curfew at the Aspen
Pitkin County Airport in 1979. The curfew was subsequently codified by Congressional Act
in 1994. No aircraft operations are permitted between 11PM and 7AM, with certain limited
exceptions. No aircraft departures are permitted after 10:30PM also with limited exceptions.
All aircraft operations must comply with Part 36 Stage III noise regulations. The
continuation of the curfew is dependent with the airport complying with the Congressional
Act and enforcing the curfew in a non- discriminatory manner. Any increase in the
restrictions of the existing curfew would require an act of Congress and would likely risk the
renewed examination of the curfew by the FAA and the basis for the establishment of the
curfew. Such an event would risk the continued viability of the curfew.

8. Funding for Airport Operations and
Improvements
Grants and Other Revenue Sources. Federal discretionary grants could cover up to 90% of
the cost of possible new airfield improvements, such as increasing the centerline
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separation of the runway and taxiway. County funds would be needed to build a new
terminal. Airport tenants, such as airlines and the fixed base operator, could cover the
costs of certain improvements related to their operations – this is subject to negotiation. As
the airport operator, the County also has the ability to charge landing fees and rental fees
to help offset airport expenses.
FAA Grant Uncertainty. The FAA has suggested that all discretionary grants would be
conditioned on the Airport increasing the centerline separation of its runway and taxiway.
ASE would continue to receive its entitlement grant each year but it is not enough to
maintain the airport in its current condition. In a 9/13/2018 email, the FAA wrote, “The
Agency will not invest Federal grant funding for a facility that will limit access to certain
types, kinds, or classes of aircraft. The Agency has the expectation that at the conclusion
of the project, the Airport will be able to accommodate the full range of group III aircraft.”
This refers to increasing the Airport’s runway/taxiway centerline separation to 400’ and the
“full range” of Design Group III aircraft that would then be able to land. Without FAA
discretionary grants, Pitkin County would have to seek additional funding sources for
annual airport expenses. Let’s be real. The influential GA operators and owners would
NEVER stand for any deterioration in the quality of the airside at ASE. Airlines would be
the same. There is no danger that the FAA would “abandon ASE with regard to safety and
improvement funding.
Phasing of Airport Construction. Airport improvements will require phasing to ensure the
airport remains operational during busy seasons. The scope of the project will likely also
require phasing to be economically feasible and align with the availability of both local
funding and federal grants. Phasing for a project approved in the EA would be a minimum
of 5 years.
County Enterprise Fund. The Aspen-Pitkin County Airport is a County Enterprise Fund.
An enterprise fund, per the Colorado Constitution, is a self-supporting governmentowned business for which the primary source of revenue is from fees and charges
derived from airport activities. Enterprise funds are authorized to issue their own revenue
bonds and may receive no more than
1
3

10% of annual revenue in grants from other Colorado state and local governments
combined. There is no limit on the amount of federal grants that may be accepted by
the Pitkin County Airport Enterprise Fund.
Airline Financial Interests. United, American and Delta airlines offer commercial service to
ASE because it is profitable for them to do so. In the August 12, 2019 ASE Vision
meeting, representatives from both United and American reiterated their strong desire to
continue serving ASE with good commercial service to and from their hubs allowing
passengers to access their global networks.

9. The Complex Core Issues Facing the Pitkin County-Aspen
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Airport
The FAA would like ASE to increase its runway/taxiway centerline separation from 320’
to 400’. Doing so would change the airport’s current modification to standard which
currently limits wingspan to 95’ and would address the most important safety issue
identified by the FAA. This change allow most or all Group III aircraft to land in Aspen
as long as their aeronautical performance allowed them to do so.
Some who support ASE becoming a full Group III airport believe this would guarantee that
other airliners would be able serve our airport after the current CRJ-700 retires. Others
fear that becoming a full Group III airport would invite much larger aircraft and result in a
“cruise ship syndrome” that would irrevocably harm our community character, rural quality
of life, and appeal as a unique destination resort.
If ASE were to become a full Group III airport, some of the new aircraft most likely to serve
the airport would meet our community goals (reduction in noise, reduction in emissions and
managed growth). The Airbus A220-100, for example, has only 9 more seats than the BA146 that once served Aspen. The A220-100 emits substantially fewer greenhouse gas
emissions than today’s CRJ-700 and is also significantly quieter. In addition, the A220-100
is listed on the Fleet Forecast of planes that today’s airlines say they’d like to bring to
Aspen in the future. Comparing the era of the BA-146 to now is misleading. There were
significantly fewer flights and routes to Aspen
On the other hand, another plane likely to serve a full Group III ASE is the Airbus A319-100.
This aircraft is older, larger and heavier than the A220-100. In its landing and takeoff cycle,
the A319 emits twice as much greenhouse gas per passenger as the A220-100. In fact, it
emits more CO2 per passenger than today’s CRJ-700. The A319 currently in use is also
noisier than either the CRJ-700 or the A220-100. And the A319, too, is on the Fleet
Forecast list of planes the airlines would like to use for future Aspen service.
If we were to leave the airport as it is, we would run a distinct risk that no commercial jet
airliner in the 50-76 seat range adequate for ASE’s current level of service and passenger
enplanements would be available to serve ASE when the CRJ-700 retires. We better do
our own assessment of the possibility of the M-100 before we say this. We would also
jeopardize FAA discretionary funding for the airport, and we would lose any chance of
attaining our community air pollution emission goals, our noise reduction goal, or our
commitment to managed growth (~.8% per year) of commercial airline enplanements.
Although, in theory, the Embraer E-175 could replace the CRJ-700, the E-175 is noisier,
would have fewer seats due to performance issues, and
1
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would require more flights to move the same number of passengers. Its shorter range
would also eliminate some cities served by today’s CRJ-700.
In short, if we improved our airport to full Group III status, we would open the door to
certain planes like the A220-100 that emit less greenhouse gas and other air pollutants,
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are quieter, and could attain our managed growth goal — but we would also invite larger,
more polluting and noisier aircraft like the A319.
These types of complex issues lie at the heart of why the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport has
been such a source of seemingly endless community discussion for so long a time.
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Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

Public Comment for ASE -- please have staff cut and paste into website
ELLEN ANDERSON
To: "

Mon, Aug 17, 2020 at 11:58 PM

To the Pitkin County Commissioners:
Imagine my surprise this afternoon when I learned that I have only until midnight tonight to submit
my written comments regarding ASE deliberations. Why was I not informed of that deadline last
Thursday? And, by the way, today's work session was NOT on GrassRoots -- and much of the
streaming dialog was difficult or impossible to hear because of technical glitches like somebody
forgetting to turn up the volume.
There is no way I can meet your arbitrary midnight deadline. Instead, my written comments
tonight are going to focus not on technical facts, but rather on the ASE Visioning process. I will
complete my PowerPoint presentation and present it to you in person. I will.
I am requesting that you ask your staff to make sure that this e-mail is copied and pasted into the
proper website location as my "written comments" because I am not able to find it.
My comments:
The much-touted ASE Visioning Process -- to determine future of our Airport -- was a kangaroo
court. Speakers and "experts" were handpicked by pro-expansion advocates. Jon Peacock, the
County Manager, controlled much of what was allowed to be said at the meetings. He has a
Masters Degree in Public Administration, not in Aviation, yet he monopolized the conversations in
the Technical Work Group and Vision Committee, often holding forth on technical topics he was
clearly not qualified to address. We who attended as concerned volunteers were not allowed to
ask questions or have our own experts -- who held differing views -- speak. "We are not taking
public comment".
The ASE Visioning Process was like a court proceeding where only one side was allowed to speak
and present experts. Rigged.
By last week, I had prepared a succinct summary of hard information regarding safety and
pollution at the Airport -- information the Commissioners had not previously heard. Yet, I was
allowed only three minutes. What an insult. I documented and sourced every bit of information. I
charted FAA data on flight operations at Aspen Airport. I obtained a professional engineering
report on air pollution. I collected direct quotes from named senior pilots and airport designers. I
had airplane crash data compiled by those on scene. I had documentation from aviation experts
on how long CRJ-700 airframes will be in service. Everything I wanted to present is attributed to
a reliable source (which I name) -- unlike much of the unsubstantiated mis-information flung about
during the ASE process and in Commissioners' work sessions.
The County Commissioners are public servants and work for us, not the other way around. It was
disgraceful that they, under the direction of Jon Peacock, allowed only three minutes of comment
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675341678712283908&simpl=msg-f%3A16753416787…
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from those of us who had prepared something important to say. And then they ended the meeting
two hours early! Why didn't they let those of us who needed more time have more time?
Tell your Commissioners that they are obliged to listen to the truth -- even when inconvenient.
Sincerely,
Ellen W. Anderson
Aspen Village
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Fwd: Our Airport Goals and Vision
1 message

Rich Englehart <r
To: Charlotte Anderson <c

m>

>

Tue, Aug 18, 2020 at 2:58 PM

Just in case you did not get this.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: JSB <j
Date: Thu, Aug 13, 2020 at 1:17 PM
Subject: Our Airport Goals and Vision
To: Steve Child

To Our Pitkin County Commissioners: Steve, Patti, Kelly, Greg and George
I’d like to offer some personal thoughts to follow up your airport work session last week. (These thoughts are
solely my own — I’m not representing the Vision Committee.)
Our Community Goals
I believe our Committee was able to achieve its high level of consensus because we continually tied our
discussions back to our four Core Community Goals for the airport:
— Safety
— Reducing CO2 and other emissions by at least 30%
— Reducing noise by at least 30%
— Managing airline enplanement growth toward our target of approximately .8% per year
ASE planning issues offer countless opportunities for deep dives down rabbit holes (from taxiway thickness to
private hangars). The rabbit holes are seductive — even important — because most of them involve significant
issues related to our future airport; but the only way to ensure our forward progress was to continually tie each
issue back to these four Core Goals. They represented our guide stars … our True North. I hope you will adopt
these goals as your own and return to them as frequently as we did when deliberation becomes difficult, as it
always will.
A conceptual breakthrough for many Committee members (including me) was the early recognition that neither
leaving our airport as it is today nor moving to full, unrestrained Group 3 status offered any hope of achieving our
four goals. And that’s when the really interesting dialogue and creative thinking began.
The Changed Landscape of the Post-Covid Era
In the cover memo we wrote you last spring with the Committee's Final Report, Meg, Jackie and I spoke of
“Acknowledging Uncertainty.” We offered examples of future technology advances and federal policy changes to
address climate change. We did not, however, foresee a viral pandemic that would deeply disrupt airline
operations worldwide. That new reality begs some obvious questions about our recommendations.
While, from an airport operations perspective, covid has seemingly changed everything, some things remain
remarkably unaffected. Examples: our community values and our Core Community Goals. With or without
covid, our citizens still value maintaining our rural community character, preserving our environment, managing
our growth and enhancing safety.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675398299763762140&simpl=msg-f%3A16753982997…

1/3

75

8/18/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Fwd: Our Airport Goals and Vision

So what does the pandemic mean to the Vision Commitee’s Common Ground Recommendations? Well, one
major effect may be timing. We had recommended that you try to negotiate our recommendations with our
airlines within 90 days. That is obviously now impossible. Airlines everywhere are teetering on the edge of
insolvency. Some may not survive, and none are in any condition to negotiate significant future airport
contracts. On the other hand, those that do survive this turbulence are likely to be more interested than ever in
becoming more fuel efficient and inexpensive to operate. And that’s exactly the future we’re offering in the legal
negotiating strategy we shared with you last spring.
Airport Improvement Timing
More than anything, the covid era may mark a substantial reset in the timing of our future airport. Three full
years passed before airline enplanements returned to normal after the September 11 attacks. The same (or
more) time may be required for airline recovery after covid. We’ve been told that our airport improvements might
take 5-7 years to complete. Are we now talking perhaps about 7-10 years?
Even with a significant delay, however, would reducing CO2 and other toxic emissions become any less urgent?
Would reducing noise from aircraft on the ground and in the sky become less important to airport neighbors?
And would managing our growth and retaining our rural character become a lower priority for county residents? I
doubt it. These community goals will endure far beyond the current pandemic.
Future Airport Funding and Federal Regulatory Environment
How would a further delay in airport construction affect our federal funding? On one hand, we know the FAA has
been frustrated by the County’s insistence on a lengthy and open citizen review and visioning process. Some
funding promised earlier may disappear. On the other hand, as part of the covid economic recovery effort, next
year’s Congress may finally pass the long-promised major new infrastructure bill with substantially increased
funds for big projects like highways, bridges and airports.
On the regulatory side, no stretch of imagination is required to envision the possibility that Congress may look
quite different next year, and the existential threat to America posed by climate change may finally gain the
national spotlight it deserves. Indeed, as climate changes become more dramatic and irrefutable year by year,
the likelihood of federal regulatory efforts aimed at encouraging airports to reduce their carbon footprint grows
inexorably. Pitkin County and Aspen may be well positioned to play a leadership role in supporting such national
policy changes — and new carbon-reduction regulations would only help the County’s future negotiating position
with airlines as they recover from their 2020 anno horribilis.
The Vision
I began his memo with goals and I’ll end with our airport vision.
We all want a future airport that is safer, quieter, less polluting and sized in line with our growth management
goals. We know that aircraft of the future — both airline and non-airline — will be far more efficient with wider
wingspans and slower landing speeds. They will also have much lower carbon emissions and be dramatically
quieter. Some of these are already flying, but they can’t currently land in Aspen. The key challenge is how to
design an airport that accommodates (even encourages) these less polluting and quieter future aircraft without
opening the door to some of today’s large, noisy and polluting airliners. (You know their names.)
Our Vision Committee crafted a creative plan to encourage the more efficient, quieter airliners of the future while
discouraging today’s noisy polluters. (Issues on the private, non-airline side are different because nearly all the
most polluting and noisy private aircraft can already land at ASE, and virtually all future non-airline planes will be
much greener.) The Vision Committee’s plan relies on airline negotiations, however, and those have been
greatly complicated by the 2020 pandemic.
Despite the current covid complications, my advice is to stick to the vision contained in the Committee’s Common
Ground Proposals. Yes, airline negotiations will be delayed and complicated. The road forward is guaranteed to
be nonlinear. But be patient. The vision is worth it.
The Committee’s vision is an airport with enhanced safety, increased fuel efficiency, the elimination of
noisy, smelly APUs, an airport solar farm, a beautiful net-zero new terminal, biofuels, significantly
reduced noise and emissions, and a dramatically reduced carbon footprint in what would be the most
green and sustainable airport our size anywhere in the world. The International Air Transport Association’s
goal is to reduce carbon emissions by 50% over 45 years. We could achieve the same in far less time.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675398299763762140&simpl=msg-f%3A16753982997…
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We could do all this while also greatly enhancing the traveler experience and preserving our rural community
character and quality of life in the process. This is a vision worthy of all our patience and determination.
Thank you – and good luck with all your deliberations!
John
John S. Bennett
Basalt, CO 81621 USA

-Rich Englehart
Pitkin County Deputy County Manager
Interim Airport Director
530 E. Main Street, Suite 302
Aspen, CO 81611

STOP THE SPREAD

Find Support and Stay Informed:
www.pitkincounty.com/covid19
Community Hotline: 970-429-6186
Due to COVID-19 response and recovery, there may be a prolonged delay in my ability to reply to your email. Thank you
in advance for your patience. My office hours are 8:00AM-5:00PM, M-F. If you need to reach me outside of these hours,
please call or text me directly.
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Deciding the pass forward
Dieter Bibbig <s
To: c

Mo

Hello Aspen
This is from Dieter Bibbig, using our airport since 1957, I started out with a Piper Cub and 10 hours
flying time in my logbook and ending my flying career a couple of years ago with a high performance
Sailplane that featured a small engine for taxing and take off. By then I had about 20000 hours of flying
time, none of it by autopilot! The designer of the above aircraft is now introducing one that will take off
with electric power. They are coming!
We are getting together here, to wonder whether the new construction suggested by possibly Airlines,
consultants, airport managers etc is really best for us.
Several years have passed and with technology making big strides, I feel there will always be an aircraft
that can handle ASE the way it is. The big reason for the new runway was the larger wingspan, newer
aircraft would feature and their need for more room. There are aircraft being developed that can fold the
extra span. Similar to carrier jets.
New electric Aircraft may be vertical takeoff. There is one flying in Germany already. You say a 30 year
plan? In 25 years Aspen may have shortened its runway and electric aircraft may service Eagle along with
an electric train over Cottonwood pass. Thus eliminating the dirty air. I could see Aspen as the first City
on the planet going all electric! No more jets, cars, even classic cars could be converted to electric, if you
want to keep that look!. Eagle could have large aircraft with direct flights eliminating Denver.
The aircraft I imagine would be 20 passenger electric VTs flying pilot less feeding Eagle as shuttles,
possibly not needing TSA!
With a train servicing eagle’s airport that is also working better in weather, we may not need that large a
terminal either. Eventually it would be a Hybrid Terminal that would accommodate trains, aircraft, valley
transportation and possibly a Gondola to Snowmass, all happening at the bottom of Buttermilk, like I
suggested 35 years ago in our paper.
To build that train we may not get help from the FAA put most likely other Counties would help.
Therefore I feel we should wait another 5 years with any building. We will wonder what the world will look
like a year from now
after Covid 19 anyway.
Thanks for considering my comments.
Dieter Bibbig, Formerly Gliders of Aspen
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Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

Fwd:
Dieter Bibbig <s
To: Charlotte Anderson <

>

>

Mon, Aug 17, 2020 at 6:45 PM

I noticed a lot of talking was about pollution, which the private jets do, especially while taxing from the north ramp for take
off, or anywhere on the field. With a shorter runway they all will be gone and that is the only way. With a larger runway
even larger private jets would arrive! Trump actually has flown here in a 737 and he flies his private 757 again next year.
Other billionaires would show up with those even larger jets.
Electric aircraft will come sooner than we might think. They will have short ranges but Eagle and rifle airports are close.
Save the money for an electric train to get passengers to eagle in 30 minutes!
Thanks
Dieter
[Quoted text hidden]
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Jon Peacock <j

ASEVISION
1 message

Andrew Doremus <andrew.doremus@gmail.com>
To: Jon.
Cc: Barry Vaughan <
>

Fri, Aug 21, 2020 at 9:34 AM

Dear Jon,
First I hope you and your family have been surviving and staying healthy during this very trying time.
Please share with all the BOCC
I listened to most of the meeting the other day and was as always surprised there are more folks that speak up against
than for the project.
I would like you to please bring the few points I have below to the commissions at the next work session..
1- John McBride comments about safety and the two taxiways for local and overflow traffic are completely unfounded.
The limited local traffic ( approx 10 aircraft a day) is not an issue. Also the FAA has studied this and found no conclusive
evidence that it is less safe.
2- I believe I heard a comment that the runway will be widened 50 feet on both sides. Currently it is 100 feet wide so
please confirm we are only extending 25 feet each side to end up at a 150 wide runway that the FAA wants.
3- limiting the weight is putting our heads in the sand. We should build to the best possible strength the the FAA will pay
for and let the airlines decide what aircraft works best for our needs.
4-Another issue that nobody has discussed is if we do nothing and keep the smaller runway we up with the possibility of
less air service and 40 pax t-props only providing service from Denver we will have the same issue we have currently.
More GA planes and less people which means a larger carbon footprint. I am sure you saw the article in the paper that
stated GA traffic is up from last year. I can only imagine what it would be like once all the summer events return and we
have limited air service. All the folks that want to slow GA would of increased it because of limiting airline service.
Thanks for all your efforts and working on this.
All the best
Andrew
Andrew Doremus
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Public Comment

Public Comment
Pitkin County Board of Commissioners and Aspen/Pitkin County Airport welcome comments from the
public as the BOCC reviews the recommendations of the ASE Vision Committee.

Name *
Joe Driscoll

Phone

Email *

Questions/Comments *
We do not want ASE to become a private aircraft airport only. Driving past the airport recently, it is obvious
that general aviation (private and charter} aircraft are responsible for the majority of ASE operations, not
airline traffic.
We need to accommodate the replacement CRJ aircraft, or lose future airline service. With slower
operations due to Covid-19, the ideal time to undertake airport improvements is now!
The recommendations of the ASE vision committee address limiting and managing future general aviation
operations.

This form was created inside of Pitkin County.

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1PK9SuTjWlwCOhkTPJr-cgRIuuBcDsEDDa4w0YjRVAaU/edit#response=ACYDBNh5bjB9r_CRn3WhtXacZ-vOP4Uz…
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To: BOCC
Date 8-17-2020

I was a member of the ASE Vision committee. I watched the streamed in-person meeting last
week and saw numerous citizens voice objections to the Final Report, as is to be expected as
usually objectors are more motivated to speak out on public issues. I would like to express my
strong support for the recommendations in the Final Report with one exception.
As stated in the report, we must build the airside improvements to accommodate the next
generation of more fuel efficient, less polluting, and quieter regional aircraft. However, we
must do it in a smart way to allow these next gen regional aircraft while not permitting large,
heavy, high capacity and noisy mainline aircraft, such as A319 and 737 to use our airport. We
can achieve this only by limiting the weight carrying capacity of the runway to less than the
weight of these large aircraft and this can only be accomplished under FAA regulations by
getting agreement from the commercial carriers that their anticipated aircraft would be under
the desired weight limit.
My one exception to the Final Report is one of caution. I understand the environmental and
cost advantages for not moving the runway and adding 50' in width on the east side as
recommended in the Final Report. As a designer of large complex projects, I am wary of such an
important recommendation made quickly by our technical consultants and approved by a nontechnical citizen committee. This recommendation allows waste and cost savings but reduces
the land area available for the new terminal. parking, transit, and other important landside
facilities. It also places general aviation parking on the west side and without a westside taxiway
it requires a potentially hazardous crossing in the middle of the runway. I urge the County to
perform a rigorous design study to determine if this is the best solution or perhaps there is a
better solution. The improvements we make now to the airport will be in place for a long time
so we must make the best decisions even if they have a higher cost now.

Thank you,
Thomas Fridstein
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Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

Fwd: to BOCC. Public Comment Submission: August 17, 2020
4 messages

Greg Poschman <gr
To:

>

Sun, Aug 16, 2020 at 11:37 PM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Adam Hancock <a
>
Date: Sun, Aug 16, 2020 at 10:19 PM
Subject: Public Comment Submission: August 17, 2020
To: <
>
Hello Greg Hope you and your family are doing well amidst this time of VUCA.
I have a meeting at ACDS pertaining to school opening and am unable to make tomorrow's meeting.
I would like to make a comment and wonder if you are able to share my letter.
Thank you -- and please let me know if you are unable. I would be happy to send it to some people in my neighborhood in
hopes that someone could read it.
Best,
Adam Hancock

Aspen, CO 81611

________________________________________________________
Dear Pitkin County Commissioners,
My family and I moved to the North 40 neighborhood in 2016. Long time teachers in Aspen, we were aware of the
community's close proximity to the Aspen Airport. However, we gratefully were able to buy our home and love living in our
thriving, vibrant, supportive neighborhood.
Of all the homes in the North 40, our house is arguably the closest to the airport, notably the private aviation apron. As we
all know, private aviation at our little airport this summer has been off the charts. The proposal being considered would
enable more, larger private jets to arrive and depart, leaving our community with nothing but deafened ears and a variety
of environmental concerns. I ask you, our Commissioners, to carefully consider this path. Thank you for the opportunity to
speak via this letter.
Is this significant airport expansion necessary? Are we proud of the fact that the primary entrance to our town is literally
lined with the fuselages of Gulfstreams? Does that reflect who we are as a community and the values to which we
aspire?
If the airport expansion must proceed in the name of more, better, faster, and flashier, I implore the Board to ensure the
residents of the North 40 greater protections from the environmental impacts of our airport using the recommendations
made by the Technical Working Group. General aviation and APUs adversely affect my family's quality of life, and more
concerning, our health.
As the Western Slope of Colorado burns and we're reckoning with a pandemic, the exhaust from jet turbines blasts into
our neighborhood daily. This cocktail of environmental, emotional, and physiological stress is almost too much to bear. In
the journal of Nature this past year, studies revealed the clear correlation between non-volatile particulate matter from
turbine exhaust and respiratory distress (Nature, 5 March 2019). On an early winter morning, the smell from the airport
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675249744616265743&simpl=msg-f%3A16752497446…
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literally sears my nasal passages and the pitch of the APUs makes my skin crawl. When the wind shifts, we have to
immediately close our windows and doors to avoid having this toxic cloud in our home. My children breathe this air when
they ride their bikes around the neighborhood. At our annual community camp out, the jets roar while kids play flashlight
tag a half-mile away under the Colorado sky.
The residents of the North 40 are the backbone of our community. I ask that these intense environmental impacts are
mitigated both for our neighborhood and for our valley and region on the whole. Thank you for remaining mindful of the
little people, raising our kids and living our lives across the street from an airport which rarely sleeps.
Respectfully,
Adam Hancock
Aspen, CO 81611

Charlotte Anderson
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Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

Airport public Comment-please submit
Ezra Louthis
To:

Mon, Aug 17, 2020 at 9:31 PM

Hi Charlotte,

Thanks for the time today. I would like to submit the following comments to public comment. The BOCC said they will
take public comment until midnight.

Dear Commissioners,

First off thanks for your time and effort on this very important issue. Here are a few ideas to satisfy the public welfare and
companies concerned with commercial planes projecting to change in specifications and not being able to land here:

-the reservation system sounds promising: have County control through regulations/restrictions or control of the GA and
give priority to less polluting planes that are also quieter (and the County makes more money).
-limit the amount of landings for private jets with priorities for quieter, cleaner planes. Same with takeoffs to
avoid back up. This would alleviate some of the nearby neighborhoods dealing with the odors/contaminants, alleviate
some of the noise pollution, and most importantly promote less polluting air traffic. This could parlay into limiting the
amount of GA air traffic and the need to deviate from the ideal flight path that was agreed upon years ago to avoid high
density residential neighborhoods like W/J, White Star and Woody Creek. Planes are constantly coming and going out at
the same time for most of the day and it means the planes that are departing are having to fly over said neighborhoods.
-make a real complaint system for pilots that gun it or don’t get to higher altitude quick enough when passing
over residential neighborhoods, assuming optimal safe conditions. Provide priority to pilots that have a better “record”, or
less complaints. (and make the complaint form more functional on all platforms…it is difficult on phones and tablets).
-Monitor GA plane passenger numbers and penalize single-occupant vehicles (jets)…give priority to private
flights with more passengers…and HOV lane if you will.

If enlarging the runway/taxi way is a foregone conclusion, and the major concern is really commercial airline accessibility
regarding the runway issue, then these options would not adversely impact commercial airline options, which frankly have
much less impact than the GA planes due to sheer volume (and the commercial planes are currently quieter from where I
sit). This year is unique, but the GA plane traffic was nearly as bad last summer.

Again, thanks for your time.

Ezra Louthis
Louthis Environmental Design & Development
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Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

Personal Comments on The Final Report of the Airport Vision Committee
Amory Lovins
To:

Mon, Aug 17, 2020 at 3:58 PM

I offer these brief comments, in my private and personal capacity, for today’s BOCC public hearing.
1. Aviation industry disruption. The pandemic has transformed commercial aviation worldwide. Air traffic has
plummeted, airlines are on life-support, airplane makers are distressed, and airplane sales, leasings, and
financings are in profound change. The industry doesn’t expect commercial flying to reapproach former levels for
at least several years if ever: serious industry analysts say that much commercial traffic may never return now
that many businesses and individuals have adopted, refined, and enjoyed virtual forms of engagement, shipping
just the electrons and leaving the heavy nuclei at home.
I’m a small example—formerly a very frequent ASE flyer but now happily grounded for over five months, with no
current plans to resume flying, because all my meetings are virtual, including teaching a successful Stanford
course in March on Zoom to students all over North America and Europe. Of course Aspen has an unusual use
case, especially in General Aviation traffic. But more important than its short-term details, I think, is that a Richter
9 earthquake has just shifted the ground beneath the Commissioners’ feet. Upending commercial and parts of
private aviation now offers an important opportunity to take a time-out and reexamine the fundamental
assumptions behind the airport design exercise. It would be neither necessary nor prudent to continue on course
as if nothing had changed.
2. Expanded airplane options. This commercial-aviation hiatus, and all the disruptions and reorganizations it
will cause, will buy you more time not only for needs to clarify but also for means to evolve, because
superefficient and electric aviation will continue to develop rapidly while the older airplanes and business models
are digging out of the rubble. The emergence of new airplanes that nearly eliminate noise and emissions will be
years closer to market scale-up by the time we figure out where air travel is headed. I’m referring here not just to
electric airplanes, such as Wright Electric’s 150-pax 350-mile planned model and the many smaller ones featured
in the popular and trade press, but also to the 3–5x-more-efficient fueled aircraft, many designed a decade ago,
summarized in my Air Transport Action Group keynote of five quarters ago and continuing to advance rapidly.
(By the way, the longer wingspans I referred to would generally be folding wings, such as Boeing has long
offered, so they continue to fit old gate geometries.) Electrified short- and midrange airplanes are coming to
market much faster than the report suggests; that’s why Norway’s goal of electrifying nearly all domestic flights
by 2040 includes electrifying many routes by 2025, and why Norway expects hybrid-electric planes to offer
ranges up to 1,500 miles, covering 82% of trips in that long and rugged country.
3. What’s the rush? Underlying this whole exercise is the vague and unconvincingly documented claim that
since the CRJ-700 fleet averages 15–16 years old and “this type of small regional jet is generally replaced by
more cost-effective models after around 20 years,” “airlines are likely to retire the CRJ-700 by or around the end
of [this] decade.” I am not aware that any airline is saying this in the Aspen context. I’m aware that airline liaison
Bill Tomcich reportedly believes the CRJ-700s must be promptly replaced, but it seems to me vanishingly
improbable that carriers would abandon their lucrative Aspen routes because they feel compelling business
reasons to retire CRJ-700s promptly, have no substitute, and hypothetically can’t fly bigger aircraft into Aspen.
Many of the commercial airframes I fly are decades old (I always read the nameplate as I emplane); they just get
refreshed interiors, paint, avionics, and engines. My understanding is that the CRJ-700s' 85k-flight-hour rated
service life would permit them to operate with no significant runway/taxiway changes well into the 2030s.
When to change a fleet is a carrier business decision in which sustaining reliable service, customer satisfaction,
and durable revenues to/from Aspen will outweigh minor differences in operating cost. I think this entire exercise
rests on a very shaky factual foundation about what the commercial carriers will or might do. The Report says on
p. 9 that as of January 2020, UA, AA, and DL “are retiring the CRJ-700 more quickly than anticipated,” yet the
trade press reported on 23 Feb 2020 that GoJet, flying under UA’s livery, just ordered 20 new CRJ550s
—“United’s way of remaining within its scope clauses while still offering premium products on low-demand
routes.” That’s in adidtion to 54 CRJ550s GoJet will already fly for United, but this year the CRJ550s will make
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675311479642948440&simpl=msg-f%3A16753114796…
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their way to EWR and IAD, even shuttling between EWR and DCA. This attractive 50-seat plane fits United’s
strategy: “By operating the CRJ550 out of hubs, United is extending premium products to travelers from smaller
destinations”—often premium travelers who drive major revenue for full-service carriers. This description exactly
fits Aspen.
I do not know what questions or discussions went into the 2019 Airline Fleet Forecast, and do not see that
document posted. The Vision Committee’s Report to you says nothing about whether any of the proposed Group
III airplanes has the agility, hot-and-high, or other operational attributes for safe Aspen flying; their freedom from
the kinds of constraints that now limit most 737 versions from Aspen operations is implied but not stated and not
clear. The discussion comparing 737-class pax count to Valley hospital capacity is troubling. The implications of a
commercial accident for Aspen’s reputation and future are too.
4. Cart before horse. The central controversy here is whether the proposed runway/taxiway changes would
open the door to undesirably heavy, noisy, and polluting airplanes that the County would be powerless to stop.
The proposed logic is that these airport changes, which voters soundly rejected in 1995, are essential and urgent
because the CRJ-700s will soon retire. I think that assumption is unsound, ungrounded, and implausible.
Circumstances 1–2 above mean the County now has a lot more time to explore the carriers’ actual options, so
discussions or negotiations with them are not about trying to get them not to fly undesirable airplanes into Aspen
(a condition it would be hard to impose on other carriers not at the same table) but about mutual problem-solving
and option-exploring. Asking different questions, to understand more transparently the considerations and timing
of their thinking about their fleets, could yield very different answers.
5. Jurisdiction and business model. The Report is full of statements about what Federal law requires. My
understanding is that it’s up to the County whether to continue to have FAA run the airport and impose its wide
range of conditions, or whether to take over airport operations itself and apply its own rules. I’m told this is an
increasingly popular option taken by other airports you should talk to, and that FAA likes it too and could even
offer a “reverse dowry” to ease the transition. This option is nowhere mentioned in the Report. Neither is insight
into the airport’s revenue opportunities, such as charging more for jet fuel, which I hear is quite underpriced
compared to what this market would readily bear. Surely these foundational questions should be publicly
discussed, because they drive the whole structure of the decision process and who gets to decide what.
6. Safety. On 14 February 2020, veteran airport designer and 40-year pilot Tom Keough wrote to the
Commissioners and Vision leaders emphasizing major safety recommendations that the Report wholly omits.
These include precision approach (making ASE a real IFR airport), an updated and taller control tower for full
route visibility and with technical sophistication commensurate with the airplanes it’s controlling (and I see from
the Report that the tower would need to be moved anyway), no more conflicting head-on air traffic, deeper
understanding of undiscussed ASE safety constraints on current-generation aircraft (including, I’d add, Richard
Arnold’s worrying 4 April 2010 letter attached to the Report, and concerns I’ve heard from other local pilots), and
compatibility between our rock-filled clouds and tight topography and the move toward long nonstop routes. We
all know ASE is an unusual and difficult airport, but I was shocked to read of >40 GA accidents so far. My sense
is that the Report’s safety discussion, though OK as far as it goes, stops far short of the searching safety audit
that our airport needs and merits.
7. Environment. I have the impression that noise measurements for this exercise excluded takeoff noise; if so,
that’s improper and misleading. Air-quality measurements are said to have been done as recently as 2015, but
no results are presented or discussed; they should be. All ground-support vehicles should become electric, as is
becoming common at the best air- and seaports, and including electric tugs to move airplanes out to the active
runway for hold—not just “reduced use of [APUs] and fosisl fuel powered ground equipment.” For upper-Valley
grid resilience, electric-flight options, and airport revenue, planning should include at least optionality for thirdparty-financeable major solar power installations on inactive airport land, able to work with or without the grid.
The design goal for the terminal and any other structures should be thermally passive and net-positive (not just
net-zero); done right, this should add little or no construction cost and could produce significant revenues and
major resilience benefits.
8. Process. I didn’t know about last week’s hearing due to outdated websites. I learned of today’s hearing only
last night, and can’t personally join you today because of prior commitments. I would strongly recommend that
the Commissioners engage directly with Tom Keough, whose efforts to help the Vision process were rebuffed
despite his wealth of important knowledge. He was misinformed that he there would be no room for a 3-minute
statement from him in last week’s hearing, and today he’s en route to Washington for all-week FAA work. I think
his independence from local issues and interests could provide the Commission with valuable reference points
as you consider the Report.
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I suspect Mr. Keough may recommend, as I would, that the Commission table the Report with deep gratitude to
all who have contribute to it; promptly and transparently explore the important missing or underscoped issues
listed above; seek a prompt plan to improve or rebuild the terminal to improve functionality and guest experience;
and postpone for a decade any decision on major runway/taxiway changes, so that choice can be informed by
the very different basic circumstances and opportunities that will emerge during this decade. I have no doubt that
such a signal would prompt the commercial carriers to align their fleet decisions with your timeline. That’s far
wiser than your choosing now an enormously costly and disruptive project to meet a supposed urgency that
probably does not exist. There’s no reason to rush, and every reason to take three deep breaths, address the
unanswered questions (including the most fundamental ones like #4 above), and watch the option space rapidly
expand throughout this decade as the future of aviation becomes clearer. Time is our friend; haste is not.
— Amory B. Lovins, Old Snowmass
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MEMORANDUM
Date: 18 August 2020
To:
Rich Englehart
From: Evan Marks (FAB member)
Re:

NEW ASE TERMINAL – JOB IMPACT DURING ECONOMIC CONTRACTION

Further to my in-person remarks to the BOCC, I have attached to this memo the study I prepared
last year entitled “New ASE Terminal Job Generation,” which I submitted to you and Jon on 13
November 2019. The study concluded the terminal’s construction would generate 433 FTE jobs
for PitCo residents1. As I mentioned, the replacement of the existing terminal should be viewed
by the BOCC as an exquisitely timed, counter-cyclical infrastructure project that would create or
preserve vital jobs during PitCo’s prolonged path toward economic recovery2.
The starting point for such a job study is the infrastructure project’s construction budget. The
new ASE terminal’s job generation study was based on a recently constructed (H1 2020), similarsized terminal in Louisiana, i.e., the Lafayette Regional Airport (LFT). In the case of the new ASE
terminal, higher hard costs and greater design allowances [than LFT] were used in order to
accommodate the development of a “net-zero” structure that also would be consistent with our
community’s elevated environmental and architectural standards. Accordingly, the study’s
baseline budget for the new terminal was approximately $100m, or slightly in excess of $1,000
PSF before the inclusion of an additional $10m to complete the airport’s new means of ingress
and egress from Route 82 and other non-airfield site work3.
In order to validate the study’s job forecast, I reached out to Broutin Sherrill PE of RH&S, a
national aviation infrastructure consulting firm. Sherill had a prominent role advising on the
aforementioned LFT project. Sherill concluded the attached new ASE terminal job forecast was
entirely reasonable.

The study actually concluded 1,082 jobs would be created; however, to be conservative, it assumed only 40% of such jobs would
be held by PitCo residents, the balance being jobs held by non-RFV residents.
1

The attached study assumes a mid-2022 construction commencement for the terminal based on a fast-tracked design and
approval process.

2

3 Several methodologies may be employed when forecasting infrastructure project job creation. The two most popular models
are IMPLAN and ARRA. Section 1201 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) assumes one job will be
created for each $92,000 of government spending; 65% of job years represent direct and indirect effects, and 35% of job years
represent induced effects.

The study attached here employs the IMPLAN model. IMPLAN generally assumes an 8.34x multiplier for direct jobs and an 8.63x
multiplier for indirect jobs per each $1m spent on construction. The attached study for ASE’s new terminal utilizes IMPLAN’s
8.34x multiplier for direct jobs but only 1.50x for indirect jobs due to the remoteness of ASE’s location, which may require certain
construction and engineering services to be sourced from outside the RFV. Consequently, the study might be viewed as
conservative.
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New ASE Terminal Job Generation

(1)

TERMINAL COST
Terminal Size

100,000 SF

Hard Costs
Design Contingency
Direct Construction Cost
General Conditions/Requirements
Overhead & Profit
Basic Contractor Cost
Bonding & Insurance
CURRENT COST OF CONSTRUCTION
Inflation Until Mid-2022 Start Date
WHEN-BUILT COST OF CONSTRUCTION
Construction Contingency
SUB-TOTAL HARD COSTS
SOFT COSTS
Planning
Architecture, Design & Engineering
CM & Admin Costs
Testing & Inspection
Owner's Contingency
SUB-TOTAL SOFT COSTS

($ 500.00) PSF
10.0%
10.0%
4.0%
3.0%
3.0% p.a.
10.0%

2.5%
8.0%
4.0%
2.5%
10.0%

Landside Site Work
ESTIMATED TERMINAL COST

Cost

50,000,000
5,000,000
55,000,000
5,500,000
2,200,000
62,700,000
1,881,000
64,581,000
5,037,318
69,618,318
6,961,832
76,580,150

1,914,504
6,126,412
3,063,206
1,914,504
7,658,015
20,676,640
10,000,000
107,256,790

Say... TOTAL PROJECT COST ----->

$ 110,000,000

JOB GENERATION METRICS FOR TERMINAL CONSTRUCTION

IMPLAN Methodology

Jobs Created

Direct Multiplier
Indirect Multiplier

8.34 x per 1m
1.50 x per 1m

TOTAL JOBS

Assume

(2)

917
165
1,082

40%

Jobs are awarded to Pitkin County residents

(1)

ASE airfield costs are NOT considered here.

(2)

FTE jobs for an assumed 3-year construction period.

433
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BOCC regular meeting agenda item + additional comments for the PCC ASE Zoom
Meeting on August 17
1 message

Tim Mooney
To: ELLEN ANDERSON

Mon, Aug 17, 2020 at 6:31 PM

Bravo Ellen,
Jon Peacock is a Bully.
His behavior as the moderator and director of the Technical and Vision
Committee was rude, insulting and self-motivated to stop comments and
discussions.
He had an agenda, he had his favorite voices and he steered every
conclusion to his prescribed ends and conclusions.
All of the speakers, consultants and airport voices were PRO Growth and
on the expand it theme team.
At the August 13th public comment meeting, The PCC sat on their hands
with their lips zipped in fear of creating any intellectual activity above or
beyond Peacocks motives and actions.
The 2 Aspen Ski Co Employees who spoke – Bil Tomcich and Adam
Schlindler should have been requires to state that they were being paid to
attend and comment on behalf of the Aspen Skiing Company.
There is no coincidence in the removal of John Kenny as airport manager
(“oh, I want to do more fishing” J K. = crap) and Peacocks hand-picked
janitor put in his place.
This is a bully’s move for more control and power. The newspaper and TV
publicity program was WAY beyond the public information message and
was pure propaganda marketing for Peacocks Pro Growth drive.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675321075866392854&simpl=msg-f%3A16753210758…
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This is appalling miss use of tax payers money for political pressure to
form opinion and actions that sell and split one position over another.
There should be an Executive Board of Directors appointed by the BOCC
with valley wide volunteers to work directly under the BOCC to manage
and operate the ASE complex.
Peacock should be removed from the chain of command to have
professional insights and experience in control of the ASE Airport
Business.
The Communication with the FAA declaring That if ASE is not expanded
and brought into compliance as an unrestricted Class 3 airport it will be
reduced to a Level II – Therefore reducing it present capabilities etc.
needs to be made part of the public records. is fear mongering by
Peacock.
There were conflicts of interest thru ought the Vision Committee like Mike
Kaplan who clearly will profit, John Sarpa who clearly profit, Stan Clauson
and others who will clearly profit from the expansion and development of
a new Airport - - This alone will always cloud the Common Grounds
Recommendations and your reputations.
The pure arrogance of Peacocks response to questions about doing EA
studies paid for by PC for Aspen, Snowmass, Woody Creek, Basalt,
Carbondale and Glenwood Springs of “that is beyond the purview of this
committee” and the purposefully neglect of the traffic gridlock between
ASE and the Aspen Core and the lack of Multi Modal planning is a
catastrophe that is a deal breaker that will have drastic safety
consequences forever are not professional in representing the citizens of
the world. There is no electric plane.
The CJ7 could be the local commuter aircraft for decades .
The Airlines and the FAA will not negotiate what specific aircraft can land
at ASE but will require the skies over Pitkin County to be free to all who
qualify.
The FBO is a huge cash cow .
There are a number of ways the PCC could restructure that operator and
service to benefit the Citizens.
This is where Peacock’s power appetite is headed.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675321075866392854&simpl=msg-f%3A16753210758…
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Building a new airport for Greed instead of Need to fuel the profits of the
Ski Co. & the Commercial Corporate Industrial Tourism business model is
selling off the locals lifestyle and environmental qualities of a unique
historic ski town at 7982 ft in the heart of the Rockies.
Clearly this is not necessary or smart.
This is the Cruise Ship all inclusive business game plan and most shallow
/ most profitable, for the controlling players, travel style.
Clearly the Ski Co is in control of this expansion and development
process and project.
You all should have enough common sense and love of your neighbor to
Vote No on these bias bulling recommendations.
There will be a public vote.
I recommend that each one of you get behind the peoples will and write a
referendum that is positive and can be enforced to stop the totally New
Airport development at the minimum cost of $500 M.
Tell the Ski Co to develop the connections they need with Eagle / Vails
Class IIII facility and stop the power lobbing from the Crown’s Company
conglomerates who own Gulfstream Aerospace.
Please make what is good for the community good for the resort and back
the locals who trusted you to serve and protect and not sell out to
Corporate Commercialization of our home into another amusement park
Mall.
Thanks a lot,
Sincerely,
Tim Mooney

From: ELLEN ANDERSON <
Date: Monday, August 17, 2020 at 10:20 AM
To:

>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675321075866392854&simpl=msg-f%3A16753210758…
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"
Subject: BOCC regular meeting agenda item
Good morning --

The meeting last Thursday for ASE public input was a disgrace.

You scheduled three hours. But, by holding the few people who showed up to three minutes, the
meeting was over in an hour. You acted like you just couldn't wait to get out of there. When I
wanted to speak with Mr. Peacock after the meeting, he told me he had to run because he had
more meetings to go to. Seriously? He scheduled meetings during the time period when there
was still two more hours left for the public input?

You could have said after I spoke (last), "We have two hours left. Would anyone like more time?"
But, by your actions, you gave the impression that all you were interested in was to check the
"public input" box and be done with it.

For those who spoke off the cuff (i.e. Jackie Francis and Tim Mooney), perhaps three minutes was
enough. However, I have done a great deal of research and have information you have not
previously heard. I have analyzed and charted FAA data. I have work from an engineer analyzing
pollution data. I have facts from senior pilots and airport designers. I have ASE crash data. I
have documentation on what is happening to the CRJ airframes. Everything is sourced. My work
is not off the cuff.

I want to give you the opportunity to ask questions about what I present -- an intelligent discussion.

I am requesting a half hour at a regularly-scheduled BOCC meeting. I will have a very prepared
presentation.

I don't need to remind you that you are "public servants". You work for us. As a tax-paying
member of the public, I will be heard.

Please let me know when I can have a scheduled half hour.

Sincerely,
Ellen W. Anderson
P.S. Please know how much I continue to appreciate and admire Charlotte.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675321075866392854&simpl=msg-f%3A16753210758…
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Charlotte Anderson <

Fwd: Airport Expansion means letter
1 message

Greg Poschman <
To: Charlotte Anderson <c

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Graeme Means <g
Date: Fri, Aug 21, 2020 at 12:26 PM
Subject: Airport Expansion
To: Steve Child

>

>

Fri, Aug 21, 2020 at 12:35 PM

>

Dear BOCC and Jon,
I know you are all environmentally conscious as you consider the airport improvements. There is one statistical
comparison (which I do not have but would think fairly simple to estimate from existing data) which I believe would be
very informative. It would be to compare the environmental impact of each commercial passenger against each GA
passenger.
The environmental impacts of each mode of transportation should be calculated separately and include air quality, noise,
impacts of runway and terminal improvements and all the other impacts you are considering. It should include all takeoffs
and landings in each group even when empty (for instance a GA flight that drops off passengers, goes to Rifle empty and
returns later for those passengers would be 4 trips).
These impacts would be divided by the gross number of GA and commercial passengers.
I do not have this info but suspect that the environmental impact of each GA passenger would be many times each
commercial passenger. As a community which strives for environmental responsibility, I hope you will strongly take into
consideration the environmental impact of each class of passenger.
Thank you for your consideration of this and for your continuing deliberation about this most important and community
defining issue.
Graeme Means

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1675661105296754978&simpl=msg-f%3A16756611052…
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From: Miracle, Michael
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 5:26 PM
To: 
























Subject: airport comments from Aspen Skiing Company

Commissioners,
Since Mike and I spoke fast, I wanted to share what we said. Notes are below. Thanks for your
time and attention.
Cheers,
MM
Public comment, BOCC airport meeting, 8-17-20:

Kaplan:
--The majorities were overwhelming in favor for each committee. The Vision Committee voted
20-1, with its minority report focuses largely on transportation and vehicle congestion. The
Experience group voted 7-1. The Community Character group voted 9-0. And the Focus Group
voted 12-2. In total, that is 48-4 after 14 months of serious, dedicated work. There is no reason
to re-adjudicate these outcomes.
--The majorities were so strong because the Common Ground recommendation represents the
community coming together. It ticks all of the values boxes: significantly cleaner and quieter—30
percent reduction in emissions and noise from where we are today; a much better terminal
experience for both workers and passengers; and it reduces the growth rate from our historical
annual enplanement increases. It is a true Aspen solution, a classic “we want it all” that should
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be viewed as an aggressive, values-based community edit of the FAA’s Environmental
Assessment. We've “Aspenized” this in the best possible way.
--The original motivation for this process was that the current runway would not accommodate
the next generation of regional aircraft. Delta is now down to three CRJ-700s. The retirement is
happening even faster than anticipated. In fact, this morning Aspen Skiing Company was
informed by Delta that they are going to have to skip this winter season at ASE, and that the
remaining flights from ATL & LAX are expected to be removed from the schedules this
Saturday. Delta also stated, “We would love to be able to come back in December 2021 for the
following season, but for this to be possible, we of course need an aircraft that can fly it.”
--On planes, please note the CRJ-550 is not a new aircraft; it is simply a way to make a
different use of a CRJ-700 airframe that will ultimately go away. And, very significantly, the
Mitsubishi regional jet program has been completely shut down in the U.S. What was once at
best a theoretical plane—the Mitsubishi Spacejet M-100, which could have been a potential fit
for the 95-foot wingspan restricted runway—is now off the table. The ASE planning should focus
not on theoretical planes, but on real aircraft that meet the Common Ground’s emissions, noise,
and passenger-volume mandates. Planes like the Airbus A220-100 that the airlines are actively
using and purchasing, and that would be ideal for ASE.
--Status quo? The status quo would mean the Embraer E-175 is the only assured replacement
for the CRJ-700. That would result in going backward on every one of our Common Goals. The
E-175 is the noisiest plane among the fleet options, and it is more polluting when you consider it
would likely be subject to payload restrictions and therefore require increased operations to
cover the same passenger volume as the CRJ-700. That would require many more landing and
take-off cycles, which add to global GHGs. It’s far worse than today. And because the E-175
would unlikely be able to reach the same number of non-stop destinations, it would likely
increase Netjets-type GA.
Miracle:
--Local access: Multiple working groups emphasized the airport’s importance for residents of the
Roaring Fork Valley. Within that, a stated concern was preventing airfares from becoming
prohibitively expensive for locals. The Common Ground recommendation would help in this
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regard. On the other hand, lessening the quantity and range of commercial service will only
result in higher fares. Price-sensitive locals need ASE to move in the opposite direction; we
want this airport to be more affordable for locals.
--On the concern of “big privates.” Bill Tomcich has pulled private aircraft data to analyze the
theory that once the airport can accommodate wider wingspans, larger GA aircraft will begin
flying into ASE. On Dec. 26, Bill pulled data for Eagle Airport. Eagle is a full ADG IV airport,
allowing planes with wingspans of up to 171 feet. Of the planes scheduled to arrive or depart
that day, not one of them would not have been able to land at the Aspen airport of today with its
95-foot wingspan restriction.
--Bill pulled data again on August 10. This time he pulled for Eagle, Colorado Springs, and
Centennial, CO; Jackson Hole; Sun Valley; Bozeman, MT; Truckee Tahoe, CA; Nantucket and
Martha’s Vineyard. Like at ASE, there has been a significant uptick in private jet traffic at all of
those airports due to the COVID-driven “urban exodus.” Of the 1,561 aircraft Bill identified, only
two of them exceeded ASE’s 95-foot wingspan. One was an Air Force Boeing 737, the other
was a private 767, both at Colorado Springs. Bottom line: the “big privates” argument is a
classic red herring. It is demonstrably false. I will forward both of the excel sheets that Bill
shared with me showing the plane-by-plane breakdown by airport.
--Post-COVID context: Over the past four months, Delta has accelerated the retirement of all its
777’s, MD-88’s, MD-90’s, and just last week announced the retirement of its last remaining
737-700’s in an effort to make Delta “a smaller, more efficient airline over the next several years
by accelerating fleet simplification.” Take-away here: COVID is teaching airlines that they want a
nimbler, more flexible fleet mix. The smallest mainline planes, such as the Common
Ground-preferred Airbus A220-100, make a lot of sense going forward. They can function well
regionally, but can also fly some longer mainline routes for the airlines. The upside for ASE:
This trend would make the airlines even more amenable to the plane-size restrictions that the
Common Ground requires them to agree to.

--MICHAEL MIRACLE
DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
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ASPEN SKIING COMPANY
W:
Snowmass | Aspen Mountain | Aspen Highlands | Buttermilk
The Little Nell | Limelight Hotels | Give A Flake
Voted SKI Magazine’s Resort of the Year 2019: Best of the West
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Written comments for BOCC regarding ASE Visioning process
August 31, 2020
Ellen W. Anderson
Aspen Village
To the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners:
After having volunteered hundreds of hours in the ASE Visioning process, I feel compelled to document
why I think the process was fatally flawed.
•

Assignment of volunteers to the various work groups was biased. I was one of the
approximately 100 community members who volunteered, and I was assigned to the “Airport
Experience” workgroup. With 45 years experience working and raising a child here – and 30
years as a Pitkin County deputy sheriff, the last eight years of my service as Emergency
Management Coordinator -- I strongly believed my contribution was more appropriate for the
“Community Character” workgroup. I was forbidden to change my assignment, and even
though I attended nearly every Community Character workgroup meeting (as well as most of
the Technical workgroup and ASE Vision committee meetings), I was not allowed to vote. At
least one other person (Cliff Runge) who was not happy with his assignment just gave up and
quit. As Cliff was the Director of ASE for a few years and subsequently ran the Fixed Based
Operations for 26 years, he would have been an extremely valuable member of the Technical
workgroup. But, because of the arbitrary and immutable decision (made by whom? – we were
never told), Cliff’s enormous expertise was not considered.
The attrition rate was very high. Although I recall being told at the first meeting that about 120
people had volunteered, according to Kathleen Wanatowicz, only 98 were officially assigned to
workgroups or committees, and only 63 actually voted at the end of the year-long process.
Wow, that’s a high attrition rate. Also, some of those who did complete the process are on the
Ski Company payroll (Mike Kaplan and Michael Miracle, for example). It was suggested by
several people that there may have been some conflict of interest.

•

The process was asymmetrical. Almost entirely, the only people allowed to speak at the
Technical workgroup and ASE Vision committee were the County-picked consultants who were
clearly pro-expansion. County Manager Jon Peacock (not an aviation expert) monopolized the
conversations particularly in the Technical workgroup and the Vision committee. Other highly
experienced pilots and aviation experts in the room wanted to weigh in, but they were muzzled
and not allowed to comment with their information that was different from the paid
consultants. There was no opportunity for point-counterpoint discussions or any other
intelligent, real time discussion. The ASE Vision process was like a court procedure where only
the prosecution’s witnesses and experts were allowed to testify. No chance for rebuttals or
“cross examination”, so to speak. The defense only got three minutes at the very end. Three
minutes for more than a year’s work?

•

Some of the County’s consultants were biased and not trustworthy. It would be nice for the
County Commissioners to believe everything the Peacock-chosen consultants stated, but the
consultants were clearly pro-expansion and just plain wrong sometimes. Bill Tomcich, the
County’s favorite consultant on the airline industry, is not a reliable source of aviation
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information. I fact-checked some of his statements and found them to be false. Here’s the
result of just one -- my latest -- fact-checking of Tomcich statements.
 On August 17 2020, Michael Miracle (SkiCo employee and voting member of the
Community Character workgroup) quoted Tomcich as saying that among seven airports
that allow large jets – Eagle/Vail, Centennial, Jackson Hole, Colorado Springs, Truckee,
Bozeman, Martha’s Vineyard – on the two days of December 26 2019 and August 10
2020 – among all seven airports there were only two flight operations of aircraft that
would not have been able to land at ASE, and one was military. Why Tomcich chose
those two particular days instead of a large block of days remains a mystery. However,
Tomcich’s alleged facts were apparently meant to “prove” that it is myth that if the
wingspan is increased at ASE from 95-feet to allow larger aircraft (such as 737s and
G650s) that ASE will see an increase in large private jets.
 To fact check Tomcich’s statement, I phoned a couple of the airports he mentioned,
specifically Martha’s Vineyard and Centennial. On August 20 2020 I spoke with Joan
Shemit, director of flight operations at Martha’s Vineyard. Ms. Shemit told me that on
each of those two days – December 26 2019 and August 10 2020 -- there was an
operation involving a G650 (not allowed at ASE) for a total of two. I then spoke with
Brian Lewis, director of flight operations at Centennial, and he told me that on August
10 one G650 landed.
 The upshot: Checking on only two of the Tomcich’s seven airports, I learned that there
were a total of three operations involving airplanes not allowed to land in ASE today and
none was military, thereby discrediting Tomcich’s statement from the get-go. I did not
bother to call the other five airports because by calling only two I learned that Tomcich
was wrong.
•

The premise upon which the expansion argument is based is specious. The false premise is
that the CRJ700 will not be available to serve Aspen for the next dozen or so years because
the airframes are near the end of their lifespans. This simply is not true. It is an example of
“Tell a lie often enough and people will believe it”. According to a very experienced aviation
expert, the half-life, on average, for the SkyWest CRJ-700 fleet has not yet been met. In
other words, most of the SkyWest CRJ700 fleet has not yet reached mid-life. I am expecting
written confirmation of this fact from the manufacturer in a few days and will update this
report when I receive it.

The first mention of the “moribund” CRJ700 that I was able to find was in an article in the Aspen
Times, November 21, 2013. “...The first wave of retirements [for the CRJ700] scheduled to
begin in 2018....more than half of the CRJ700s in use now should be retired by 2021....” This
was reportedly spoken by Joseph Pickering, a consultant from Mead & Hunt, hired by the
County, at a BOCC work session. The passage of time has proven this a spectacularly
inaccurate statement.
According to an article in Wikipedia, last updated June 2020, the list of the many airlines
recently purchasing CRJ700s includes SkyWest, Mesa Airlines, Delta, United, US Airways
American Eagle, and Air Canada – among many more world-wide airlines.
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•

During the ASE Vision process, very little conversation involved General Aviation, which is
responsible for the vast majority of flight operations. This is important because no matter
how clean and quiet the aircraft serving the Commercial airline routes are, they are a small
proportion of total flight operations -- far outnumbered by private aircraft, over which we have
no control. The FAA will not let us pick and choose which aircraft can land here as long as they
meet the weight and wingspan restrictions. If the wingspan is increased from the current 95foot limit, it will open the door for private 737s (and other 737-like aircraft) and G650s.
The following two graphs depict the number of flight operations at ASE from January 1 through
July 31 2019 and January 1 through July 31 2020. The Commercial airline operations are shown
in blue, all others (called General Aviation) in red. Commercial includes regularly-scheduled
flights operated by SkyWest under the United, American, and Delta livery. General Aviation is
everything else and includes private, fractional, charter, cargo, etc.. The source of raw data
(then converted to graphs) was the FAA Air Traffic Data System (ATADS) conveyed to me by Tom
Schnetzer at Kimley-Horn aviation consulting group.
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Observation #1: For both 2019 and 2020, there are days with over 300 flight operations at ASE.
(For entire calendar year 2019 there were 32 days with 200 or more flight operations. Five of
those days included THREE HUNDRED OPERATIONS A SINGLE DAY WHICH IN OUR NARROW
VALLEY IS INSANE!) For those of us who live under the flight path, the result is constant noise,
often with incoming and departing flights passing each other, which adds to the noise
exponentially.
Observation #2: In 2019 the “off season” from the close of the ski lifts in April to the start of the
summer season in June is clearly visible by the downtick in both Commercial and General
Aviation. The beginning of the summer season can be seen in the uptick in flight operations in
June. Averaged over calendar year 2019, 27% of all flight operations were Commercial while
73% were General Aviation.
Observation #3: The effects on air travel caused by the covid 19 pandemic are clearly visible by
the huge downtick in both Commercial and General Aviation in mid-March 2020. The reduction
in all flights happened before the traditional end of the ski season (lifts were closed early due to
covie 19), and the downturn was dramatic because of the prohibition of traveling during the
early days for the pandemic. However, when air travel began to pick up again end of May -June
2020, it is clear that the percentage of General Aviation is much greater than for the same time
period in 2019. During that time period for both 2019 and 2020, there are a few days with more
than 300 flight operations and many days with more than 200.
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Conclusion: Once the door reopened to air travel in late May-early June 2020, the total number
of flight operations was similar for 2019 and 2020. However, this graph shows that the
percentage of General (private) Aviation was much higher in 2020 than 2019.
The logical conclusion is that the time spots for landing and departing that had been taken by
Commercial traffic -- but then were vacated because of covid 19 -- were filled by General
(private) Aviation.
It would be foolish to spend the hundreds of millions of dollars it would take to reconfigure the
runway/taxiway now when there are variables (like a pandemic) that were never considered
during the ASE Visioning process and which can’t be predicted during this unprecedented time
of changes in air travel. When one considers that almost all of the conversation in the ASE
Vision process focused on Commercial travel with little consideration of the implications of
opening up General Aviation to much larger aircraft, the thought of planning for thirty years
hence becomes ludicrous. We simply do not know what is going to happen. Plus, many experts
agree that the future of air travel will soon include electric, which is fraught with unknown
specifics about actual airframe design at this time.
The sensible course of action is to PAUSE any long-term (and costly) reconfiguration of the
airside of ASE at this time until we have a clearer picture of what the future will bring. There is
no hurry.
•

The rush to reconfigure the runway was co-incident with the introduction of the G650 While
I am not claiming a causal relationship, I do think it curious that the fictitious rush to reconfigure
the airside to accommodate over 95-foot wingspans happened about the same time the G650 –
with a wingspan of 99’7” -- became available. Please be clear that I am not connecting dots, I
am only pointing out the dots, with documentation.
Fact #1: According to Forbes Magazine July 1, 2015 article “2015 America’s Richest Families Net
Worth”, the Crown Family net worth was $8.8 billion. According to Forbes, at that time, “.....the
Crown family still owns 10% of General Dynamics stock, worth some $4.8 billion at press time
and the family’s largest single asset”. More recently, on August 27, 2020, MarketScreen listed
James Crown (65 years old) as “Lead Independent Director” as one of the General Dynamics
Managers.

Commented [EA1]: es

Fact #2: The Crown family owns the Aspen Skiing Company.
Fact #3: According to Google search February 14, 2020, Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation is a
wholly owned subsidiary of General Dynamics.
Fact #4: https://www.aspentimes.com/news/expanded-runway-would-mean-biggergulfstreams-in-aspen/ According to the Aspen Times, September 13, 2015 (link above) in the
article “Expanded Runway Would Mean Bigger Gulfstreams in Aspen”, consultant J.D. Ingram
explained at a BOCC meeting what type of corporate jets would be able to serve the AspenPitkin County Airport when it has an expanded runway. [Note: the word “when” – not the word
“if” – was used.] Ingram noted that the G650, which was way too big to fly into Aspen in 2015,
could do so with the widened and reconfigured runway. In that same article, airport Director
John Kinney was quoted as saying there’s demand for the G650 among Pitkin County’s moneyed
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set. Kinney further said that he learned a few months ago [remember this was 2015] that 22
individuals with Aspen real estate connections had placed orders for the G650s. “About four
weeks ago, that pending total had risen from 22 to 33.” Are these facts coincidental?
•

Safety was not adequately addressed During the first ASE Visioning meeting on February 21,
2019, “Safety of aircraft operations” was overwhelmingly rated the top priority by the
approximately 100 people in attendance. However, safety was never seriously addressed in
work groups and committees.
Fact #1: According to Mary Lackner at Pitkin GIS department, the distance from the upvalley
end of the runway to the Buttermilk parking lot is 1,653 feet. That is approximately three tenths
of a mile.
Fact #2: Sometimes, especially during XGames, there are thousands of people at or near the
Buttermilk parking lot.
Fact #3: Larger, heavier planes have to land at a faster speeds than smaller planes. It would
take less than 11 seconds for an airplane traveling 100 miles an hour to travel three tenths of a
mile.
Fact #4: A 737 or 737-like airplane can seat 130-150 people, depending on configuration. If
such an airplane overshot the runway and crashed into Buttermilk parking lot or god forbid an
XGames crowd, the casualties could number in the thousands.
Fact #5: According the Director of Marketing at Aspen Valley Hospital, AVH has a total of 16
beds in the emergency department, including one “trauma room”. Former Airport director John
Kinney, when asked at ASE Visioning meetings about mass trauma plans associated with ASE,
said mutual aid from other jurisdictions would be called. That’s all well and good, but mutual
aid has to actually get here, possibly during a snow storm with highway closures. Every
Emergency Medical Technician knows about the “golden hour” in terms of survival rates.
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Challenger crash ASE January 5, 2014. Judgement errors by pilots (from Mexico) and high winds contributed to the
crash according to National Transportation Safety Board final report, as reported in Aspen Times article April 25,
2017.

Fact #6: The 1,000-foot upvalley extension of the runway, built in 2012, was designed for takeoffs only, not landings, so a plane should not be landing on that part of the runway. However,
accidents happen. To name just four of many incidents near the airport: (1) Greg Murnane was
not supposed to land his twin-engine plane on Hwy 82 in Shale Bluffs on December 27, 1982,
killing the pilot (six passengers survived). (2) An AvJet Gulfstream was not supposed to land just
short of the runway on March 29, 2001, killing all 18 on board. (3) January 17, 2018, a private
Falcon jet landed not on the ASE runway but next to it (no injuries). (4) In 1999 (can’t recall
exact day but I was on scene in my professional capacity as a deputy sheriff) a BAE-146 lost
hydraulics upon landing thereby losing ability for flaps to slow aircraft, and overshot the end of
the runway, coming to rest next to the Buttermilk parking lot (no injuries). That was not
supposed to happen, either. The list of “that was not supposed to happen” goes on and on, so it
is foolish to say that a plane will never try to land on the 1000-foot runway extension because
it’s not supposed to.
Fact #7: According to Richard Arnold, in the past 40 years there have been nearly 40 crashes at
and around the Aspen Airport. Almost all were General Aviation, not Commercial. By the way,
Pitkin County staff declined to gather these crash data when asked by ASE Vision volunteers.
Richard Arnold (former ASE Airport Director), with the help of John McBride (private pilot), and
others had to gather the information on their own.
Fact #8: ASE is a challenging airport, and commercial pilots are required to have specialized
training. No special training for General Aviation pilots is authorized. See below.
Fact #9: On Friday, September 20, 2019 between 4:30 and 7:00 p.m., there were five missed
approaches at ASE. The weather was clear, but according to one person (who wants to remain
anonymous) working Operations at ASE that afternoon, the missed approaches were caused by
private pilots unfamiliar with ASE trying to fly into Aspen for an Aspen Institute Conference.
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Conclusion: The community is simply not equipped to deal with a mass casualty 737 airplane
crash with potentially 130-150 souls on board. Another safety concern not discussed properly in
the ASE Visioning process is the fact that where the engines are located on an airplane has a lot
to do with its ability to maneuver in the event of engine failure, say while trying to land. If one
engine fails on an airplane with wing-mounted engines (as 737-like aircraft), the powered engine
will want to yaw the aircraft in the direction of the dead engine. However, with fuselagemounted engines (such as the CRJ700), centerline thrust can still be maintained so that direction
of the airplane is more manageable. It’s physics. CRJ-700s are safer than 737-like airplanes in
the event of engine failure.
•

Air Pollution not adequately studied. To over-simplify, there are two kinds of air pollution to
be considered in connection with operations at ASE. First is the pollution we breathe caused by
operations of aircraft at the airport, such as volatile organic compounds in exhaust and tiny
particulates (such as PM10 and PM5) made airborne by jet blast. Ms. Vigilante, the noise and
air pollution expert hired by Pitkin County, said in a Technical workgroup meeting that there was
no need to actually measure volatile organic compounds and particulates at the end of the
runway, because computer models could do the job, partly based on aviation fuel sales. I think
she may have been referring to the measurement of greenhouse gases, but some of us in the
community would like actual air measurements, based on our first-hand experience of breathing
the stinky air. Why be a theorist when you can be an experimentalist and get real data, right
here?
Tony Vagneur, Aspen native and beloved columnist, spelled out the problem in his opinion piece
in the Aspen Times January 5, 2018 (“Shoving a Bigger Airport Down Aspen’s Throat”). Tony
described skiing Buttermilk with his young grandson. “....A quick lunch and then we headed for
home, savoring the good time, nostrils and lungs burning and rebelling against the stench of jet
fuel exhaust. My battle-scarred lungs and mucous membranes are likely past the point of much
caring, but it really infuriated me to think that my grandson, who is so new to the world, has to
be subjected to such pollution.......We live in a small town at the end of a very narrow mountain
valley.....The catch is that a bigger town might have room for expansion, Aspen does not. It’s
like trying to cram 50 pounds of horse s*** into a 30-pound bag......”
I asked the question at a public meeting more than two years ago when the BOCC accepted the
Environmental Assessment study, “What are the kids at Powder Pandas breathing?” To this day,
Pitkin County has not measured air pollution at the base of Buttermilk despite the fact that I did
the work to find a company that does just that type of monitoring (Apis Company out of Oregon
which is conducting other similar studies in Colorado), got a budget and time frame from Apis
employee Bob Beckius (less than $15,000), then Beckius flew to Aspen and gave a presentation
to Greg Poschman and others with details of the project. We did this all voluntarily in an effort
to get the County to do some real measuring of air pollutants After the presentation, the
response was “Thank you very much, we’ll get back to you.” As of today, the County still has
not measured air pollution at Powder Pandas. Instead, the County says they are monitoring the
air at a secret location (I learned from another source is the Fire Station off to the north side of
the airport) which is obviously the wrong place (confirmed by Beckius that the monitor is in the
wrong place). When I last inquired if any information was available from the secret (wrong)
location, I was told by Cindy Houben in Community Development “No”. The County seems to
refuse to answer the question “What are the kids at Powder Pandas breathing?” despite the fact
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that those children are only three-tenths of a mile from the end of the runway where planes
turn around and spool up in preparation for take-off. In addition to the force of the jet blast, the
prevailing winds are also generally in the direction of Powder Pandas. Yet, the County refuses to
get to the truth of what our kiddos are breathing.

•

Then, there are greenhouse gases that affect the whole planet, caused in part by the burning of
fossil fuels. An engineer at SpaceX, Dr. Chris Trautner, performed calculations to determine fuel
consumption of Gulfstream G650 in plastic-bag equivalents. The reason this is pertinent is
obvious when you refer back to the graphs depicting the huge number of private aircraft
(transporting very few people per flight) compared to the commercial flights (transporting many
more people per flight). The comparison was made between a Gulfstream 650 and a CRJ700.
All assumptions and calculations are presented in the following pages. The conclusion is that if a
person takes a G650 instead of a CRJ700 one-way, one time from LAX to ASE, that person uses
the fuel equivalent of about 10,000 EXTRA – extra – plastic bags. Assuming that person uses five
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plastic bags per week for groceries, this EXTRA plastic-bag-equivalent for one LAX-to-ASE trip is
about 30 years worth of bag consumption. Said another way: One person taking one private
flight rather than a commercial flight from LAX to ASE can wipe out a single person’s efforts to
do the right thing (taking own bags to grocery instead of using plastic bags) for 30 – THIRTY –
years. Therefore, by reconfiguring the runway/taxiway to accommodate huge private aircraft is
damaging the planet in an unbelievable way.
The following pages show the mathematical computation fuel consumption of the Gulfstream
G650 in plastic -bag equivalents.
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•

We pride ourselves in being “green” in Aspen and Pitkin County. However, allowing – I daresay,
encouraging – behemoth jets carrying very few passengers (sometimes carrying no passengers,
just Christmas presents or dogs!) – is not green. It’s time to supplement the “feel good” green
stuff like prohibiting plastic bags at City Market with real green measures like prohibiting large
private jets.
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One last thought: The scale of this precious valley just does not support huge 737-like airplanes. We all
know that there is a 35-foot limit for motor vehicles traveling Independence Pass because the
geography just can’t accommodate anything larger – for safety reasons. Similarly, the upper end of our
narrow, box-canyon Roaring Fork Valley can not accommodate larger planes – for safety reasons. We
can’t change the basic geography.
Commissioners: Hold the line on the 95-foot wingspan for reasons of safety and air pollution. There is
no rush.
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1 message
Amory Lovins
To:

Wed, Sep 2, 2020 at 4:50 PM

Dear Commissioners,
Since it wasn’t mentioned in yesterday’s BOCC meeting, I wanted to make sure you had all read the guest column I
published the previous day (Monday, August 31, 2020 in the Aspen Daily News (p. 9) along with an interview (p. 1). I’m
therefore submitting it here as a formal comment to be considered in your Airport Vision proceeding. It provides important
information you don’t seem to have, except from my August 17 written comment, which this comment supplements and
updates. I’ve also added two bracketed notes clarifying minor points.
This comment respectfully suggests that you should be asking different questions, at a different time, and based on
different information than your current discussions. That the Vision process so far has missed or misframed so many
fundamental issues seems troubling to many citizens, based on the feedback I’ve received from local and often expert
participants.
Thank you. — Amory B. Lovins (in my personal capacity), Old Snowmass
]
************************************************************************************************************************
*******************************************************************************************************
Personal comments to the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners, supplementing and updating my
comments of August 17, 2020 on The Final Report of the Airport Vision Committee
September 2, 2020
Pitkin County Commissioners will soon decide about dramatic, far-reaching, long-lasting changes to Aspen Airport and
therefore to the future of our community. Yet there should be no rush. Uncertainties about aviation and the Airport have
ballooned while options are rapidly expanding. Important data are missing. Key questions have been neither asked nor
answered. Fundamental assumptions underlying the Airport Vision exercise—the supposedly rapid retirement of current
airline fleets, the claimed lack of alternative airplanes, and the County’s alleged inability to control which planes may land
if proposed airport changes enable bigger ones—all seem incorrect.
I therefore write as a private citizen to share my grave personal misgivings about the Airport redesign choices that the
Commissioners are now weighing for a decision in early September, with public comments (so far limited to three
minutes) two weeks later. On August 17, I filed a written comment that isn’t yet posted at https://pitkincounty.com/164/
Airport (apparently along with all others over many months). Hoping the newspapers will publish it, I’ll update it here with
some important new information.
1. The pandemic’s near-collapse of commercial aviation has shredded prior growth assumptions. The industry expects air
travel will take years to recover, if ever, putting Aspen at serious risk of building too much, too soon, and no longer fit for
purpose. This cataclysm alone should put major decisions on hold until aviation’s future contours emerge from the rubble.
2. The current Canadair Regional Jet (CRJ-700) fleet that Skywest flies for all Aspen airlines is not about to retire as
perennially claimed since 2013. Its North American deliveries were in 2001–11. In 2013, our Commissioners were told
over half the fleet would retire by 2021, but on March 31, 2019 (the latest report), 290 of the 330 delivered CRJ-700s
were still in service. The Technical Working Group (p. 13) now estimates 2030–35 retirements for many carriers’ CRJ700s, but airlines will keep flying it as long as they need to. (Age is far from the most important driver of airlines’ complex
fleet choices. The 767 has been flying since 1982, 747s flew for 47 years, and some B-52s are slated to retire in 2040 at
nearly 90.)
The CRJ-700 nicely fits and can serve Aspen’s very specific needs well into the 2030s, especially with the likely postpandemic shift from hub-and-spoke toward point-to-point routes (already an emergent trend). Rumors of its death are
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1676764261409409294&simpl=msg-f%3A16767642614…
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premature. The CRJ series is “the world’s most successful regional aircraft family,” with over 1,900 serving 120+
operators in 90 countries, and one taking off or landing every five seconds. It made 20% of all 2015 North American jet
departures, with the 60–100-seat global market in 2018–37 projected (pre-pandemic) to total about 5,500 airplanes.
The CRJ’s last global deliveries are scheduled this year. Confirming their expected longevity, United Express just
converted 20 CRJ's averaging 15 years old to 50-seat CRJ-550s for scope-clause flexibility and an Aspen-style
customer experience.* To be sure, in a 26 August Aspen Daily News article, the County’s airline liaison linked the CRJ700’s dwindling (though still undecided) role in Delta’s fleet to Delta’s temporary suspension of winter service to Aspen,
Hayden, and Montrose. A simpler explanation is that Delta lost $5.7 billion in the second quarter of 2020 on sales 88%
below a year earlier, and plans at most 25% of the third-quarter 2020 capacity it had a year earlier, so it’s more focused
on survival than on serving minor, peripheral, pandemic-disrupted routes. That’s an industrywide pattern: American, for
example, just suspended 15 US rural markets as CARES Act funding expires. Of course, the more transparent and
expertly informed the County’s dialogue with its airline partners becomes, the better we’ll understand each other’s hopes,
fears, needs, wishes, intentions, and opportunities.

*[Note added September 2, 2020, to the original version of these comments published on p. 9 of the Aspen Daily News,
August 31, 2020: My August 17, 2020 comments to the BOCC referred to 20 CRJ-550s for United as “new”. I wish to
clarify that what’s new is the configuration and model number, not the airframe, which as stated in the previous paragraph
of these September 2 comments is the CRJ-770, reworked to allocate 20 coach seats to expanded First Class, a snack
bar, and new luggage closets. My point in mentioning these conversions of airplanes averaging ~15 years old is that they
confirm the CRJ-770 airframe continues to give excellent service and that United expects it to do so for a long time. This
is further illustrated by SkyWest’s April 25, 2019 announcement of a multi-year lease extension on 40 American Airlines
CRJ-700s, plus a 10-year lease of 29 more CRJ-700s to another party to enter service from mid-2019 to mid-2020. Thus
even as the BOCC is being told that its CRJ-700 fleet is about to disappear, the world’s largest CRJ-700 operator, with
103 CRJ-700s flying as of 8 July 2019, is continuing to lease them for operation from 2020 until at least 2030, and their
FAA-rated flying duration is considerably longer than that.]
The Technical Working Group described, but the main Vision Report omitted, an additional Aspen-qualified airplane: the
Class III, 68–90-seat Dash-8 Q400. The TWG’s analysis of a 76-seat version (6 more than the CRJ-700) found this agile
turboprop would be less sensitive to hot days than the CRJ-700 and quieter by two of three metrics, and it tied for top
operational ranking despite a shorter nominal range (1,100 vs. 1,400 nm). And it’s still in production: two years ago, 508
were in airline service (including 47 with Horizon in the Pacific Northwest), with 56 on order. Many old-timers fondly recall
its predecessor Dash-7’s capability in marginal weather unflyable by jets. I for one care less if my Denver, California, or
Texas nonstop is in a modern turboprop, nearly as quiet and fast as a jet, than if it can get me home safely in Aspenroulette weather. It’s unclear why this good airplane wasn’t considered further: it needn’t be preferred in order to offer
Aspen a valuable “insurance policy.” I also wonder why the newer CRJ-900 (of which Delta Connection ordered 20 in
2018) was rejected up front, without published explanation, as “not meeting” Aspen’s operational requirements.
3. The Vision Report assumed quick CRJ-700 retirement, hence bigger new planes requiring major airport changes that
under FAA rules (unless current operators and unknown future ones agree and keep their word) could admit unwanted
types too. Those include big General Aviation (GA) planes not subject to such negotiations. (Here I’ll merge air taxis like
NetJets, which had about as many 2018 ASE operations as airlines, into GA, which had slightly more than both
combined.) The Vision Report’s p. 6 says GA “growth should be managed,” but the same FAA anti-discrimination rules
would prohibit this under the bigger-and-better agenda that local development interests, County staff, and consultants
have advanced as supposedly inevitable.
Yet there’s an unexamined alternative. With FAA’s blessing and likely help, the County could instead empower itself to
make choices vital to community values while strengthening the airport’s business model. How? An option adopted by 28
airports since 2010, with more on the way, could retain County ownership and FAA safety rules and tower control but
regain County control of non-safety decisions. Such status (confusingly called a “private airport”) would let the County
regulate the types, sizes, numbers, timing, noise, and emissions of both commercial traffic and the dominant but
otherwise uncontrollable general aviation. This option, briefly mentioned in 2013, wasn’t seriously explored. It should be.
Now. It could change everything.
4. Quiet, cleaner or zero-emission electric short- and probably medium-haul airplanes are rapidly emerging, as described
in my November 13, 2019 Aspen Institute lecture on efficient and electric airplanes, keynoting the industry’s main
sustainable-aviation conference last May. The Vision Report cited that talk but understated its implications for Aspen.
Illustrating the speed of relevant innovation, an eightfold-more efficient jet-speed scaleable 6-seat air taxi with 4,500-nm
range and impressive claimed economics has reportedly been flight-tested, aiming for 2025 first deliveries. Its
extraordinarily low fuel cost could disrupt everyone’s business model.*
[Note added September 2, 2020: a bigger Celera 1000-L with nearly twice the cabin volume is well along in development, and this
superefficient platform is especially suitable for early electrification.]

5. Citizens rated safety by far the top priority, and the Vision Report concurs, but safety wasn’t examined in proper depth.
Aspen is said to have the most dangerous commercial airport in the country, with a disturbing 44 accidents in 1980–2019,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1676764261409409294&simpl=msg-f%3A16767642614…
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13 of them causing a total of 44 deaths, though trending down. (Absent a County list, those accidents are being
catalogued by two longtime local pilots—an opportunity to mine for lessons learned.) Of the 44 accidents, only one was
by a commercial flight—a 1999 hydraulic failure sent a BAe 146 beyond the runway, slightly damaging the plane with no
injuries. The other 43 accidents and all the fatalities were in General Aviation. The key difference seems to be that
commercial pilots must have ASE-specific training while private pilots (landing in daylight) needn’t. But they could be
required to—by video, pamphlet, online tutorial, or simulation—if the safety-centric FAA agrees. The Vision Report’s
safety agenda is a good start, but it doesn’t suggest mandatory pilot training, nor making the tower taller, fully
modernizing all aids (navigation, approach, lights, etc.), minimizing head-on traffic, and other improvements. Conversely,
the proposed new midfield crossing worries some local pilots: many GA pilots are too unfamiliar with ASE’s head-to-head
runway use to remember to look both ways, creating a significant new collision risk.
6. Some omitted design options merit a close look, such as moving the Highway 82 bend to lengthen the runway to the
west, adding a safer around-the-west-end taxiway, and siting the airline terminal at the Lumberyard property—instead of
housing now proposed, against FAA’s safety advice and contrary to the County’s December 1998 nonresidential promise
to the FAA.
7. Air-pollution and noise measurements do not yet provide the meaningful data needed for informed community choice.
We need them to.
How could our elaborate public process skate past such points? Thirty-year Deputy Sheriff and eight-year Pitkin County
Emergency Management Coordinator Ellen Anderson’s 22 August Aspen Times letter paints a disturbing picture of how
the Vision process was structured and managed to mold Aspen’s famously messy vitality into apparent consensus—after
nearly half the original participants dropped out. Her account is consistent with that of all but one of the participants I
asked, and all perceived a preset agenda, not an open-ended exploration. The online materials, too, reveal diverse views
dropping away and filtered out until the narrow options left are fully sanitized, skillfully framed to achieve a specific
outcome, but missing key ingredients and built on sand.
Illustrating what was missed, a 40-year commercial pilot and 30-year worldwide airport designer with extraordinary
industry knowledge, long and strong FAA relationships, and complete independence is among the local deep experts who
dropped out of the process after being silenced too often. He wrote the Commissioners and Vision leaders on February
14 and has continued to offer them detailed, disinterested, and free advice. (He’s not seeking work.) In response, he was
offered a chance to address the Commissioners in a public forum that never happened. Recently he was indirectly invited
to offer a 3-minute comment, then wrongly told the schedule was full so he needn’t come. What he offers to contribute
could be transformational. He remains unheard.
With the Vision process having done what some sought but not what many others hoped for, and with scant inputs from
independent sources, the Commissioners are now diving into which of two redesign options to choose—when it’s
imprudent and unreasonable to choose either. The sensible course would be to thank the contributors and table their
Report until the dust clears.
There’s no rush to choose now when so many fundamentals are unknown and rapidly shifting while attractive options
rapidly expand. The existing CRJ-700 fleet can long persist and has a currently produced, popular, 9%-more-seats, fully
Aspen-qualified backup option. On funding, the unimpressed FAA has already reallocated the money originally earmarked
for Aspen, so we’re at the back of the line. Except simple safety fixes—always FAA’s priority—substantial funding could
take many years. No doubt the airline terminal can and should be improved, but cautiously because capacity needs were
just upended and fleet options are shifting. General Aviation too is in flux and needs rethinking. The County-controlled,
FAA-safe “private airport” option could transform both, so let’s first ask how it’s working and how it could work here.
Maybe the proposed major reconstruction will ultimately turn out to be the best course. If so, the A220 looks like a fine
pre-electric airplane. But based on what we do know and don’t know right now, the only priority meriting prompt decision
and action is an in-depth safety upgrade led by truly independent experts. FAA—our most important ally in sustaining the
safety and reputation of our community—would love that and be likely to fund it.
For 38 years I’ve refrained from publicly intervening like this in local issues. They’re complicated and often fractious.
There are many people I respect on both sides. But in this case I think the implications are so important, and the Vision
process was so incomplete, that as a concerned citizen with some knowledge of the subject, no interests at stake, and an
interest in good governance, I feel obliged to speak up.
Our able Commissioners have many other tough issues on their minds right now. But whether as taxpayers, citizens,
residents, guests, or recipients of our crucial Airport’s blessings and impacts, we’ll all benefit if the Commissioners and
community take the time now to explore the overlooked big options, ask and answer the bypassed basic questions,
engage the sidelined local experts, and get this giant decision right—fairly, publicly, independently, and transparently.
— Amory B. Lovins, Old Snowmass
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Sara Garton <
To:

t>

Tue, Sep 8, 2020 at 1:02 PM

Dear Board of County Commissioners,
Thank you for the thorough and equitable ASE Vision process to help determine the future of our Pitkin County-Aspen
Airport that allowed so many county citizens to participate, learn and advise.
I was a member of the Community Character Committee and, although we did not all agree, we were able to reach a
consensus for our recommendation to the synthesizing Vision Committee.
I do not agree with Amory Lovins’ recent letter published in our newspapers. He has misrepresented the process, and I
don’t agree with his conclusions.
Safety, by unanimous agreement, is the highest consideration in the operation of the Pitkin County-Aspen Airport.
Therefore, the safest runway should be constructed as soon as possible on this site to accommodate future, more
efficient and better designed aircraft.
Sincerely,
Sara Garton
Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>
To: BOCC <bocc@pitkincounty.com>

Tue, Sep 8, 2020 at 2:33 PM

FYI - ASE Comment
[Quoted text hidden]

--

Charlotte Anderson
Executive Assistant
Pitkin County Government
530 E. Main St., Suite 302
Aspen, CO 81611

www.pitkincounty.com
Thank you for your message. The Pitkin County Sheriff's Office and Administration building located at 530 E. Main
Street in Aspen remains closed to the public due to COVID. However, services are being provided. Please visit
www.pitkincounty.com for a detailed list of department contacts. Most of our staff is working remotely and our main phone
line (970-920-5200) is available for questions.
For the latest information about COVID-19 in our community: Click here
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Written comments for BOCC regarding ASE Visioning process
September 8, 2020
Ellen W. Anderson
Aspen Village
To the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners:
After having volunteered hundreds of hours in the ASE Visioning process, I feel compelled to document
why I think the process was fatally flawed.
•

Assignment of volunteers to the various work groups was biased. I was one of the
approximately 100 community members who volunteered, and I was assigned to the “Airport
Experience” workgroup. With 45 years experience working and raising a child here – and 30
years as a Pitkin County deputy sheriff, the last eight years of my service as Emergency
Management Coordinator -- I strongly believed my contribution was more appropriate for the
“Community Character” workgroup. I was forbidden to change my assignment, and even
though I attended nearly every Community Character workgroup meeting (as well as most of
the Technical workgroup and ASE Vision committee meetings), I was not allowed to vote. At
least one other person (Cliff Runge) who was not happy with his assignment just gave up and
quit. As Cliff was the Director of ASE for a few years and subsequently ran the Fixed Based
Operations for 26 years, he would have been an extremely valuable member of the Technical
workgroup. But, because of the arbitrary and immutable decision (made by whom? – we were
never told), Cliff’s enormous expertise was not considered.
The attrition rate was very high. Although I recall being told at the first meeting that about 120
people had volunteered, according to Kathleen Wanatowicz, only 98 were officially assigned to
workgroups or committees, and only 63 actually voted at the end of the year-long process.
Wow, that’s a high attrition rate. Also, some of those who did complete the process are on the
Ski Company payroll (Mike Kaplan and Michael Miracle, for example). It was suggested by
several people that there may have been some conflict of interest.

•

The process was asymmetrical. Almost entirely, the only people allowed to speak at the
Technical workgroup and ASE Vision committee were the County-picked consultants who were
clearly pro-expansion. County Manager Jon Peacock (not an aviation expert) monopolized the
conversations particularly in the Technical workgroup and the Vision committee. Other highly
experienced pilots and aviation experts in the room wanted to weigh in, but they were muzzled
and not allowed to comment with their information that was different from the paid
consultants. There was no opportunity for point-counterpoint discussions or any other
intelligent, real time discussion. The ASE Vision process was like a court procedure where only
the prosecution’s witnesses and experts were allowed to testify. No chance for rebuttals or
“cross examination”, so to speak. The defense only got three minutes at the very end. Three
minutes for more than a year’s work?

•

Some of the County’s consultants were biased and not trustworthy. It would be nice for the
County Commissioners to believe everything the Peacock-chosen consultants stated, but the
consultants were clearly pro-expansion and just plain wrong sometimes. Bill Tomcich, the
County’s favorite consultant on the airline industry, is not a reliable source of aviation
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information. I fact-checked some of his statements and found them to be false. Here’s the
result of just one -- my latest -- fact-checking of Tomcich statements.
 On August 17 2020, Michael Miracle (SkiCo employee and voting member of the
Community Character workgroup) quoted Tomcich as saying that among seven airports
that allow large jets – Eagle/Vail, Centennial, Jackson Hole, Colorado Springs, Truckee,
Bozeman, Martha’s Vineyard – on the two days of December 26 2019 and August 10
2020 – among all seven airports there were only two flight operations of aircraft that
would not have been able to land at ASE, and one was military. Why Tomcich chose
those two particular days instead of a large block of days remains a mystery. However,
Tomcich’s alleged facts were apparently meant to “prove” that it is myth that if the
wingspan is increased at ASE from 95-feet to allow larger aircraft (such as 737s and
G650s) that ASE will see an increase in large private jets.
 To fact check Tomcich’s statement, I phoned a couple of the airports he mentioned,
specifically Martha’s Vineyard and Centennial. On August 20 2020 I spoke with Joan
Shemit, director of flight operations at Martha’s Vineyard. Ms. Shemit told me that on
each of those two days – December 26 2019 and August 10 2020 -- there was an
operation involving a G650 (not allowed at ASE) for a total of two. I then spoke with
Brian Lewis, director of flight operations at Centennial, and he told me that on August
10 one G650 landed.
 The upshot: Checking on only two of the Tomcich’s seven airports, I learned that there
were a total of three operations involving airplanes not allowed to land in ASE today and
none was military, thereby discrediting Tomcich’s statement from the get-go. I did not
bother to call the other five airports because by calling only two I learned that Tomcich
was wrong.
•

The premise upon which the expansion argument is based is specious. The false premise is
that the CRJ700 will not be available to serve Aspen for the next dozen or so years because
the airframes are near the end of their lifespans. This simply is not true. It is an example of
“Tell a lie often enough and people will believe it”.
On September 4, 2020, Nathalie Scott, Senior Advisor, Public Relations and Media of
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries (the manufacturer of the CRJ-700), stated in an e-mail “The
Design Life of a CRJ700 is 80K Flight Cycles. FYI, The average of age of the approximately
240 CRJ700s in service in the US as of January 2020 was 14 years old....which is still pretty
young. Hope that clarifies.” This quote should put the false premise to rest once and for
all.

Background information: The first mention of the “moribund” CRJ700 that I was able to find
was in an article in the Aspen Times, November 21, 2013. “...The first wave of retirements [for
the CRJ700] scheduled to begin in 2018....more than half of the CRJ700s in use now should be
retired by 2021....” This was reportedly spoken by Joseph Pickering, a consultant from Mead &
Hunt, hired by the County, at a BOCC work session. The passage of time has proven this a
spectacularly inaccurate statement.
According to an article in Wikipedia, last updated June 2020, the list of the many airlines
recently purchasing CRJ700s includes SkyWest, Mesa Airlines, Delta, United, US Airways
American Eagle, and Air Canada – among many more world-wide airlines.
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•

During the ASE Vision process, very little conversation involved General Aviation, which is
responsible for the vast majority of flight operations. This is important because no matter
how clean and quiet the aircraft serving the Commercial airline routes are, they are a small
proportion of total flight operations -- far outnumbered by private aircraft, over which we have
no control. The FAA will not let us pick and choose which aircraft can land here as long as they
meet the weight and wingspan restrictions. If the wingspan is increased from the current 95foot limit, it will open the door for private 737s (and other 737-like aircraft) and G650s.
The following two graphs depict the number of flight operations at ASE from January 1 through
July 31 2019 and January 1 through July 31 2020. The Commercial airline operations are shown
in blue, all others (called General Aviation) in red. Commercial includes regularly-scheduled
flights operated by SkyWest under the United, American, and Delta livery. General Aviation is
everything else and includes private, fractional, charter, cargo, etc.. The source of raw data
(then converted to graphs) was the FAA Air Traffic Data System (ATADS) conveyed to me by Tom
Schnetzer at Kimley-Horn aviation consulting group.
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Observation #1: For both 2019 and 2020, there are days with over 300 flight operations at ASE.
(For entire calendar year 2019 there were 32 days with 200 or more flight operations. Five of
those days included THREE HUNDRED OPERATIONS A SINGLE DAY WHICH IN OUR NARROW
VALLEY IS INSANE!) For those of us who live under the flight path, the result is constant noise,
often with incoming and departing flights passing each other, which adds to the noise
exponentially.
Observation #2: In 2019 the “off season” from the close of the ski lifts in April to the start of the
summer season in June is clearly visible by the downtick in both Commercial and General
Aviation. The beginning of the summer season can be seen in the uptick in flight operations in
June. Averaged over calendar year 2019, 27% of all flight operations were Commercial while
73% were General Aviation.
Observation #3: The effects on air travel caused by the covid 19 pandemic are clearly visible by
the huge downtick in both Commercial and General Aviation in mid-March 2020. The reduction
in all flights happened before the traditional end of the ski season (lifts were closed early due to
covie 19), and the downturn was dramatic because of the prohibition of traveling during the
early days for the pandemic. However, when air travel began to pick up again end of May -June
2020, it is clear that the percentage of General Aviation is much greater than for the same time
period in 2019. During that time period for both 2019 and 2020, there are a few days with more
than 300 flight operations and many days with more than 200.
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Conclusion: Once the door reopened to air travel in late May-early June 2020, the total number
of flight operations was similar for 2019 and 2020. However, this graph shows that the
percentage of General (private) Aviation was much higher in 2020 than 2019.
The logical conclusion is that the time spots for landing and departing that had been taken by
Commercial traffic -- but then were vacated because of covid 19 -- were filled by General
(private) Aviation.
It would be foolish to spend the hundreds of millions of dollars it would take to reconfigure the
runway/taxiway now when there are variables (like a pandemic) that were never considered
during the ASE Visioning process and which can’t be predicted during this unprecedented time
of changes in air travel. When one considers that almost all of the conversation in the ASE
Vision process focused on Commercial travel with little consideration of the implications of
opening up General Aviation to much larger aircraft, the thought of planning for thirty years
hence becomes ludicrous. We simply do not know what is going to happen. Plus, many experts
agree that the future of air travel will soon include electric, which is fraught with unknown
specifics about actual airframe design at this time.
The sensible course of action is to PAUSE any long-term (and costly) reconfiguration of the
airside of ASE at this time until we have a clearer picture of what the future will bring. There is
no hurry.
•

The rush to reconfigure the runway was co-incident with the introduction of the G650 While
I am not claiming a causal relationship, I do think it curious that the fictitious rush to reconfigure
the airside to accommodate over 95-foot wingspans happened about the same time the G650 –
with a wingspan of 99’7” -- became available. Please be clear that I am not connecting dots, I
am only pointing out the dots, with documentation.
Fact #1: According to Forbes Magazine July 1, 2015 article “2015 America’s Richest Families Net
Worth”, the Crown Family net worth was $8.8 billion. According to Forbes, at that time, “.....the
Crown family still owns 10% of General Dynamics stock, worth some $4.8 billion at press time
and the family’s largest single asset”. More recently, on August 27, 2020, MarketScreen listed
James Crown (65 years old) as “Lead Independent Director” as one of the General Dynamics
Managers.
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Fact #2: The Crown family owns the Aspen Skiing Company.
Fact #3: According to Google search February 14, 2020, Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation is a
wholly owned subsidiary of General Dynamics.
Fact #4: https://www.aspentimes.com/news/expanded-runway-would-mean-biggergulfstreams-in-aspen/ According to the Aspen Times, September 13, 2015 (link above) in the
article “Expanded Runway Would Mean Bigger Gulfstreams in Aspen”, consultant J.D. Ingram
explained at a BOCC meeting what type of corporate jets would be able to serve the AspenPitkin County Airport when it has an expanded runway. [Note: the word “when” – not the word
“if” – was used.] Ingram noted that the G650, which was way too big to fly into Aspen in 2015,
could do so with the widened and reconfigured runway. In that same article, airport Director
John Kinney was quoted as saying there’s demand for the G650 among Pitkin County’s moneyed
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set. Kinney further said that he learned a few months ago [remember this was 2015] that 22
individuals with Aspen real estate connections had placed orders for the G650s. “About four
weeks ago, that pending total had risen from 22 to 33.” Are these facts coincidental?
•

Safety was not adequately addressed During the first ASE Visioning meeting on February 21,
2019, “Safety of aircraft operations” was overwhelmingly rated the top priority by the
approximately 100 people in attendance. However, safety was never seriously addressed in
work groups and committees.
Fact #1: According to Mary Lackner at Pitkin GIS department, the distance from the upvalley
end of the runway to the Buttermilk parking lot is 1,653 feet. That is approximately three tenths
of a mile.
Fact #2: Sometimes, especially during XGames, there are thousands of people at or near the
Buttermilk parking lot.
Fact #3: Larger, heavier planes have to land at a faster speeds than smaller planes. It would
take less than 11 seconds for an airplane traveling 100 miles an hour to travel three tenths of a
mile.
Fact #4: A 737 or 737-like airplane can seat 130-150 people, depending on configuration. If
such an airplane overshot the runway and crashed into Buttermilk parking lot or god forbid an
XGames crowd, the casualties could number in the thousands.
Fact #5: According the Director of Marketing at Aspen Valley Hospital, AVH has a total of 16
beds in the emergency department, including one “trauma room”. Former Airport director John
Kinney, when asked at ASE Visioning meetings about mass trauma plans associated with ASE,
said mutual aid from other jurisdictions would be called. That’s all well and good, but mutual
aid has to actually get here, possibly during a snow storm with highway closures. Every
Emergency Medical Technician knows about the “golden hour” in terms of survival rates.
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Challenger crash ASE January 5, 2014. Judgement errors by pilots (from Mexico) and high winds contributed to the
crash according to National Transportation Safety Board final report, as reported in Aspen Times article April 25,
2017.

Fact #6: The 1,000-foot upvalley extension of the runway, built in 2012, was designed for takeoffs only, not landings, so a plane should not be landing on that part of the runway. However,
accidents happen. To name just four of many incidents near the airport: (1) Greg Murnane was
not supposed to land his twin-engine plane on Hwy 82 in Shale Bluffs on December 27, 1982,
killing the pilot (six passengers survived). (2) An AvJet Gulfstream was not supposed to land just
short of the runway on March 29, 2001, killing all 18 on board. (3) January 17, 2018, a private
Falcon jet landed not on the ASE runway but next to it (no injuries). (4) In 1999 (can’t recall
exact day but I was on scene in my professional capacity as a deputy sheriff) a BAE-146 lost
hydraulics upon landing thereby losing ability for flaps to slow aircraft, and overshot the end of
the runway, coming to rest next to the Buttermilk parking lot (no injuries). That was not
supposed to happen, either. The list of “that was not supposed to happen” goes on and on, so it
is foolish to say that a plane will never try to land on the 1000-foot runway extension because
it’s not supposed to.
Fact #7: According to Richard Arnold, in the past 40 years there have been nearly 40 crashes at
and around the Aspen Airport. Almost all were General Aviation, not Commercial. By the way,
Pitkin County staff declined to gather these crash data when asked by ASE Vision volunteers.
Richard Arnold (former ASE Airport Director), with the help of John McBride (private pilot), and
others had to gather the information on their own.
Fact #8: ASE is a challenging airport, and commercial pilots are required to have specialized
training. No special training for General Aviation pilots is authorized. See below.
Fact #9: On Friday, September 20, 2019 between 4:30 and 7:00 p.m., there were five missed
approaches at ASE. The weather was clear, but according to one person (who wants to remain
anonymous) working Operations at ASE that afternoon, the missed approaches were caused by
private pilots unfamiliar with ASE trying to fly into Aspen for an Aspen Institute Conference.
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Conclusion: The community is simply not equipped to deal with a mass casualty 737 airplane
crash with potentially 130-150 souls on board. Another safety concern not discussed properly in
the ASE Visioning process is the fact that where the engines are located on an airplane has a lot
to do with its ability to maneuver in the event of engine failure, say while trying to land. If one
engine fails on an airplane with wing-mounted engines (as 737-like aircraft), the powered engine
will want to yaw the aircraft in the direction of the dead engine. However, with fuselagemounted engines (such as the CRJ700), centerline thrust can still be maintained so that direction
of the airplane is more manageable. It’s physics. CRJ-700s are safer than 737-like airplanes in
the event of engine failure.
•

Air Pollution not adequately studied. To over-simplify, there are two kinds of air pollution to
be considered in connection with operations at ASE. First is the pollution we breathe caused by
operations of aircraft at the airport, such as volatile organic compounds in exhaust and tiny
particulates (such as PM10 and PM5) made airborne by jet blast. Ms. Vigilante, the noise and
air pollution expert hired by Pitkin County, said in a Technical workgroup meeting that there was
no need to actually measure volatile organic compounds and particulates at the end of the
runway, because computer models could do the job, partly based on aviation fuel sales. I think
she may have been referring to the measurement of greenhouse gases, but some of us in the
community would like actual air measurements, based on our first-hand experience of breathing
the stinky air. Why be a theorist when you can be an experimentalist and get real data, right
here?
Tony Vagneur, Aspen native and beloved columnist, spelled out the problem in his opinion piece
in the Aspen Times January 5, 2018 (“Shoving a Bigger Airport Down Aspen’s Throat”). Tony
described skiing Buttermilk with his young grandson. “....A quick lunch and then we headed for
home, savoring the good time, nostrils and lungs burning and rebelling against the stench of jet
fuel exhaust. My battle-scarred lungs and mucous membranes are likely past the point of much
caring, but it really infuriated me to think that my grandson, who is so new to the world, has to
be subjected to such pollution.......We live in a small town at the end of a very narrow mountain
valley.....The catch is that a bigger town might have room for expansion, Aspen does not. It’s
like trying to cram 50 pounds of horse s*** into a 30-pound bag......”
I asked the question at a public meeting more than two years ago when the BOCC accepted the
Environmental Assessment study, “What are the kids at Powder Pandas breathing?” To this day,
Pitkin County has not measured air pollution at the base of Buttermilk despite the fact that I did
the work to find a company that does just that type of monitoring (Apis Company out of Oregon
which is conducting other similar studies in Colorado), got a budget and time frame from Apis
employee Bob Beckius (less than $15,000), then Beckius flew to Aspen and gave a presentation
to Greg Poschman and others with details of the project. We did this all voluntarily in an effort
to get the County to do some real measuring of air pollutants After the presentation, the
response was “Thank you very much, we’ll get back to you.” As of today, the County still has
not measured air pollution at Powder Pandas. Instead, the County says they are monitoring the
air at a secret location (I learned from another source is the Fire Station off to the north side of
the airport) which is obviously the wrong place (confirmed by Beckius that the monitor is in the
wrong place). When I last inquired if any information was available from the secret (wrong)
location, I was told by Cindy Houben in Community Development “No”. The County seems to
refuse to answer the question “What are the kids at Powder Pandas breathing?” despite the fact
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that those children are only three-tenths of a mile from the end of the runway where planes
turn around and spool up in preparation for take-off. In addition to the force of the jet blast, the
prevailing winds are also generally in the direction of Powder Pandas. Yet, the County refuses to
get to the truth of what our kiddos are breathing.

•

Then, there are greenhouse gases that affect the whole planet, caused in part by the burning of
fossil fuels. An engineer at SpaceX, Dr. Chris Trautner, performed calculations to determine fuel
consumption of Gulfstream G650 in plastic-bag equivalents. The reason this is pertinent is
obvious when you refer back to the graphs depicting the huge number of private aircraft
(transporting very few people per flight) compared to the commercial flights (transporting many
more people per flight). The comparison was made between a Gulfstream 650 and a CRJ700.
All assumptions and calculations are presented in the following pages. The conclusion is that if a
person takes a G650 instead of a CRJ700 one-way, one time from LAX to ASE, that person uses
the fuel equivalent of about 10,000 EXTRA – extra – plastic bags. Assuming that person uses five
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plastic bags per week for groceries, this EXTRA plastic-bag-equivalent for one LAX-to-ASE trip is
about 30 years worth of bag consumption. Said another way: One person taking one private
flight rather than a commercial flight from LAX to ASE can wipe out a single person’s efforts to
do the right thing (taking own bags to grocery instead of using plastic bags) for 30 – THIRTY –
years. Therefore, by reconfiguring the runway/taxiway to accommodate huge private aircraft is
damaging the planet in an unbelievable way.
The following pages show the mathematical computation fuel consumption of the Gulfstream
G650 in plastic -bag equivalents.
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•

We pride ourselves in being “green” in Aspen and Pitkin County. However, allowing – I daresay,
encouraging – behemoth jets carrying very few passengers (sometimes carrying no passengers,
just Christmas presents or dogs!) – is not green. It’s time to supplement the “feel good” green
stuff like prohibiting plastic bags at City Market with real green measures like prohibiting large
private jets.

136

One last thought: The scale of this precious valley just does not support huge 737-like airplanes. We all
know that there is a 35-foot limit for motor vehicles traveling Independence Pass because the
geography just can’t accommodate anything larger – for safety reasons. Similarly, the upper end of our
narrow, box-canyon Roaring Fork Valley can not accommodate larger planes – for safety reasons. We
can’t change the basic geography.
Commissioners: Hold the line on the 95-foot wingspan for reasons of safety and air pollution. There is
no rush.
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Recommendation Compilation of Individual Scoring
Initial Strong Agreement by BOCC
●

Goal #1 - Maximize the Safety of Our Airport

●

Goal #6 - FBO Reflects Community Values

●
●
●
●

Goal #7 - Build New Terminal
Goal #8 - Enhance the Traveler and Staff Experience
Goal #9 - Open air jetways
Goal #14 - Construction Phasing

1

Majority Agreement by BOCC
●
●
●
●
●

Goal #2 - Maximize the Sustainability of Our New Airport
Goal #3 - Seamless Ground Connectivity
Goal #4 - Improve Airline Service Reliability
Goal #11 - Flexible gates
Goal #13 - Leave the runway where it is

Need Further Discussion
●
●
●

Goal #5 - Non-airline reserved parking (ramp space)
Goal #10 - Provide 7 gates with comfortable waiting spaces
Goal #12 - Reconfigure the airfield to accommodate ADG III aircraft with wingspans greater than 95’…AS LONG AS Airlines agree
that….
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#4 - Improve Airline Service Reliability

2

BOCC majority of four or five agree to:
● Work with FAA to institute a Reservation System for commercial and GA
operations during peak periods to protect airline schedules.
● Consider a Peak Period GA Pricing Program (if reservation system isn’t
sufficient).
● Request BOCC seek further actions that other airports may have
implemented Work with FAA to enhance safety by increasing the separation
between aircraft. (This may reduce flow rate during peak periods)
BOCC desires further dialog and consideration to:
● East side taxiway design and moving GA to the north allows airliners to
queue up more quickly for take offs.
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#11 - Flexible gates

3

BOCC majority of four or five agree to:
● Provide 7 gates for regional aircraft but fewer for larger
aircraft. Gates “flex” down for larger aircraft, thus keeping
total enplanement/deplanement at approximately the
same level, regardless of aircraft size.
● Create a special arrival-only process to facilitate rapid
deplaning of flights delayed by weather events and
arriving together.
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#13 - Leave the runway where it is.

4

BOCC majority of four or five agree to:
● Work with FAA
● Requires future relocation of tower. Operating exception for GA
aircraft movements until tower is relocated or alternative options
(cameras or virtual tower) are implemented.
● Move deicing pads to the east and relocate of surface vehicle parking
to the north.
● GA parking on the west side will be required to maintain same
number of GA/Air Taxi parking spaces. Future ramp expansion space
to be reserved based on “drop and go” analysis.
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#5 Non-airline Reserved Parking (ramp space)
BOCC majority of four or five agree to:
●
●

5

Reconfigure GA ramp space to move large GA and Air Taxi to north end of
the airport away from noise-sensitive residential areas.
Provide electrical and tempered air hook-ups at each parking space.

BOCC desires further dialog and consideration to:
●
●
●

●

Implement International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) spacing
standards. Avoid crowded “aircraft carrier parking”.
County requires aircraft to plug in and minimize APU use. If County can’t
require plugin, County should subsidize to incentivize plug in use.
Maintain current number of aircraft parking spots to avoid increases in “drop
and go’s”. County should add non-airline parking spaces incrementally and
measure impacts before adding additional space to reduce drop-and-go’s.
Analyze if the addition of hangars would reduce drop-and-go’s.
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6
#10 - Provide 7 Gates with Comfortable Waiting Spaces

BOCC desires further dialog and consideration to:
● 7 gates slightly flattens out the schedule to reflect community values
and goals and presents a reasonable constraint to long-range market
demands without impacting current market needs.
● Design terminal and ramp with sufficient space to add an 8th gate
quickly if necessary for safe and efficient airport operations while
considering the 0.8% growth target.
● Permit an 8th gate only if approved by BOCC resolution or ordinance
after public hearings and input.
● Comfortable gate seating to accommodate every person on the
aircraft.
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#12 - Reconfigure the airfield to accommodate ADG III aircraft with wingspans greater than
95’…AS LONG AS Airlines agree that…. Their greenhouse gas and other emissions 7are
signiﬁcantly lower than the CRJ-700 They are quieter than the CRJ-700 They have no more
than 110% to 120% of the number of seats of the BAE-146 (100 passengers) that previously
served Aspen Airlines’ “fleet forecast” includes only planes weighing less than 140,000 lbs.
(MTOW). Design runway, taxiway and ramp to this weight limit.

BOCC majority of four or five agree to
●
●

Include the voluntary noise restriction
Negotiation with airlines

BOCC desires further dialog and consideration to:
●
●
●

Separate the runway from the taxiway by 400’ between centerlines
Widen the runway to 150’
Reconvene Vision Committee for no more than 14 days to evaluate the success of
stakeholder negotiations and make an alternate airport recommendation if
necessary.
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8

#15 - Common Ground Recommendation Airport Map.

We invite the BOCC to come back to this
committee if there are substantive changes.

145

Vision Committee Proposed ALP
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
WORK SESSION MEETING DATE: September 15, 2020
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR)
STAFF RESPONSIBLE: Ann Driggers, Finance Director, Liz Woods, Controller & Connie
Baker, Budget Director

ISSUE STATEMENT: The CAFR is a set of financial statements comprising the financial report
of the County that complies with the accounting requirements of the Government Accounting
Standards Board (GASB).
BACKGROUND: Each year, the Pitkin County finance department and our auditor McMahan and
Associates are responsible for presenting the CAFR to the BOCC. The CAFR is then submitted to
the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) for consideration for the Certificate of
Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting Program. The goal of the program is to ensure
that users of the financial statements have the information needed to assess the financial health of the
County. The 2018 certificate was the thirty-seventh consecutive year the County received the award
(a copy of the certificate can be found on page vi of the 2019 CAFR). The CAFR is also used to
ensure compliance with bond rating agencies and the Colorado State Auditor’s Office.
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Prosperous Economy: Responsible and accountable stewardship
of County assets
KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS: Presentation of the 2019 CAFR by staff and McMahan and
Associates.
BUDGETARY IMPACT: N/A
RECOMMENDED BOCC ACTION: The CAFR presentation is for informational purposes
only.
ATTACHMENTS:
 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for fiscal year ended December 31, 2019
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If you have any questions regarding this report, call or fax us at:
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
August 26, 2020
To the Citizens and Board of County Commissioners of Pitkin County, Colorado:
State law requires Pitkin County (County) to publish a complete set of financial statements prepared in
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) and audited in accordance with
generally accepted accounting standards by a firm of licensed certified public accountants.
Pursuant to those requirements we hereby present the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) of
Pitkin County, Colorado for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2019. This report was prepared by the
Finance Department of Pitkin County. Responsibility for both the accuracy of the presented data and the
completeness and fairness of presentation, including all disclosures, rests with the County. We believe
the data are accurate in all material respects and presented in a manner designed to set forth fairly the
financial activity of the various funds. All disclosures necessary for the reader to gain the maximum
understanding of the County’s financial affairs have been included.
Management of the County has established a comprehensive framework of internal control to provide a
reasonable basis asserting the financial statements are fairly presented. The concept of reasonable
assurance recognizes the cost of a control should not exceed the benefits likely to be derived, and the
valuation of costs and benefits requires estimates and judgments by management.
This report is the result of the cooperative effort between the Finance Department and McMahan and
Associates, L.L.C., our independent auditors. The independent auditor’s report has been included in the
financial section of this report on pages A1, A2 and A3. In their opinion, the financial statements were
presented fairly in all material respects.
Pitkin County is also required to undergo an annual single audit in conformity with the provisions of the
Federal Single Audit Act of 1996 and the U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s Part 200 – Uniform
Guidance. Information related to this single audit, including the schedule of expenditures of federal
awards, the independent auditor’s reports on the internal control and compliance with applicable laws,
regulations, contracts, and grants is included in the single audit section located after the Statistical
Section.
GAAP requires management provide a narrative introduction, overview, and an analysis to accompany
the basic financial statements. This narrative is in the form of the Management’s Discussion and Analysis
(MD&A) and can be found immediately following the report of the independent auditors. This letter of
transmittal is designed to complement the MD&A and should be read in conjunction with it.
i
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PROFILE OF PITKIN COUNTY
Location and Demographics
Pitkin County, formed in 1881, is located approximately 210 miles west of Denver and 120 miles east of
Grand Junction in the Colorado Rocky Mountains. The County encompasses 973 square miles, of which
approximately 81% is publicly owned and is controlled by the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management. Estimated population of the County is 17,767 in July 2019, the latest date for which data is
available. The County seat is Aspen.
Operating Structure
Incorporated February 23, 1881, the County is a quasi-municipal corporation and political subdivision of
the State. The County exercises and provides all mandatory county powers and functions as provided by
law and has all rights and powers delegated under the constitution and laws of the State for exercise by
counties, particularly Title 30, Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended. In addition, the County has
adopted the Pitkin County Home Rule Charter, pursuant to Article XIV, Section 16 of the Colorado
Constitution and the laws of the State. The County charter became effective on July 1, 1978, following an
approving election, and establishes the organization and structure of County government.
The governing body of the County is the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC). The County Charter
provides that the Board shall consist of five members who are qualified electors and have resided within
the County for not less than one year prior to election. Commissioners reside in separate districts but are
elected at large to serve staggered four-year terms. Commissioners may serve only three consecutive
terms. The other elected County officials are the Assessor, Clerk and Recorder, and Sheriff.
All powers, duties, and functions of the County are vested in the BOCC, which may delegate all of such
responsibilities except the legislative function. In addition to having the power to levy taxes, the authority
to represent the County, the responsibility for the care of County property, and the management of its
affairs, the Board has the exclusive responsibility and power to adopt the annual budget for operation of
County government, including all offices, boards, commissions, and other spending agencies funded in
whole or in part by County appropriations. The BOCC is also responsible for hiring the County manager
and attorney. The County manager is responsible for carrying out the policies and ordinances of the BOCC,
overseeing the day-to-day operations of the County and appointing the department heads.
Services
Pitkin County provides the full range of services contemplated by State statute including, but not limited
to, assessment and property tax administration; recording of vital documents and automobile
registration; sheriff patrol and jail administration; ambulance operations; court facilities; land use
planning, zoning and building inspections; road maintenance and construction; welfare and public health
services; a solid waste landfill disposal facility; airport operations; television relay and translator facilities;
open space and trails; and environmental health protection.
To promote greater efficiency, the City of Aspen (City) and Pitkin County provide several services through
joint departments and agencies. These include dispatch communications, housing operations and the
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animal shelter. The accompanying financial statements include the County's proportionate share of the
joint departments.
Component Units
This report includes all activities for which the BOCC is accountable, financially or by State statute, to the
citizens of Pitkin County. All applicable funds, departments and offices are included in these financial
statements as part of the “primary government” of Pitkin County. Component units are legally separate
entities for which the primary government is financially accountable. Blended component entities are, in
substance, part of the primary government’s operations and are included as part of the primary
government. Accordingly, two road improvement districts and the Aspen Ambulance District are reported
as special revenue funds of the primary government. Also included as a blended fiduciary component
entity is the Pitkin County Public Employees Retirement Plan, which is reported as a pension trust fund.
The Pitkin County Library District is reported as a discretely presented component unit. This component
unit is reported in a separate column in the combined financial statements to emphasize it is legally
separate from the primary government and to differentiate its financial position and changes in financial
position from those of the primary government.
Budget
The County is legally required to adopt annual budgets for all governmental and proprietary funds. The
annual budget serves as the foundation for the County’s financial planning and control and is approved
by the BOCC, as are supplemental appropriations throughout the year. The objective of budgetary control
is to ensure compliance with legal provisions embodied in the annual appropriated budget approved by
the BOCC. Per State statute, expenditures may not legally exceed appropriations at the fund or spending
agency level. Budget appropriations lapse at the end of each year.

ECONOMIC CONDITION OF PITKIN COUNTY
Local Economy
Recreation, tourism, real estate and construction dominate the local economic activity of the County,
including the three incorporated municipalities, Aspen, Snowmass Village, and Basalt, located therein. The
County’s tourist industry is the largest economic driver for the County and is among the largest and least
seasonal of any Colorado county with substantial ski resort facilities and a popular summer season of
events. Overall, the County continued to enjoy strong sustained growth in 2019 and into the first two
months of 2020.
Sales tax revenue, a good measure of the health of the tourism industry, has increased steadily over the
last nine years, rebounding from its low point in 2009 during the great recession. Average increases
during this nine-year period were 6%, with the highest rate in 2013. 2019 sales tax revenue increased
22.4% over 2018 in large part due to the change in State law requiring collection of sales tax on goods
delivered from outside of the County. Receipt of the revenue is spread consistently throughout the year
with the six winter months of December through May accounting for approximately 60% of the annual
total, while the months of June through November account for the remainder. The County estimates
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spending by area residents and second homeowners accounts for approximately 38% of total sales tax
collections.
In March 2020 the COVID-19 pandemic and the subsequent closure of ski areas, lodging, restaurants and
retail, severely impacted county sales tax revenues with an unprecedented 48% decrease. In April
however the decline was reduced to 7% and in May 2020 sales tax revenues rebounded with an increase
of 3% over 2019. Analysis of the data leads us to believe the increase was in large part due to online
retail.
As the local economy re-opened in June with lodging, retail and restaurants permitted to operate (with
certain restrictions) we expect sales tax revenues to continue to perform well. In June and July visitation
to Aspen was very strong and a number of part-time homeowners are seeking to make their residence
more permanent while others are moving their primary residences from larger cities. As a result, in the
first two weeks of July, the number of real estate transactions was 141% higher than the same period in
2019. Local schools are also seeing a significant increase in admission applications.
Despite the positive rebound, at the time of writing it is unknown what the future impact of this
pandemic will have on the local economy and the County’s sales tax revenues. The winter months will
be especially difficult to predict as the ability of the ski areas to operate within the confines of public
health orders is unknown. Additionally the usual substantial international visitors are in question.
The construction industry showed continued strong growth with building permit fees increasing 32% in
2019. The sales volume of real estate in Pitkin County totaled over $1.78 billion in 2019, a 0.36% decrease
over that of 2018. The slight decline was attributed to a flattening of prices in Aspen where the majority
of sales take place. In March and April, the construction industry was shut down in Pitkin County due to
local Public Health orders. Since re-opening the industry had recovered quickly with construction projects
continuing at pace and no drop off in new permits.
In Colorado, property valuations are assessed every other year. 2018 was not a reassessment year
meaning the total valuation of $3.1 billion remained relatively flat with a small increase due to new
construction. The residential assessment rate was reduced from 7.2% to 7.15% and had a negligible impact
on property tax revenues. Valuations did grow in 2019’s reassessment however with property tax
revenues increasing by 7% to the County in 2020.
The Aspen - Pitkin County airport moved from third to second busiest commercial airport in the State
during 2019. Enplanements increased 7.9% in 2019 over 2018 and over 33% in the last five years. The
COVID-19 pandemic has severely impacted the number of enplanements in 2020. It is unknown when
these will return to pre-pandemic levels.
While the recovery from the shut-down of the local economy in early 2020 has generally been stronger
than initially forecast, it is not possible to predict with confidence the outlook. Additionally, with our
economic vitality being linked to a strong equities and investment market and the health of both
national and international economies, there is much uncertainty about the future. A global recession will
bring drops in tourism and real estate investment and thus impact the economy of Pitkin County.
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Long-term Financial Planning
As mentioned previously, the annual budget serves as the foundation for the County’s financial planning
and as part of this process the County annually updates a five-year plan including review of a ten-year capital
replacement schedule. In balancing its budget, the BOCC has adopted the following funding priority order:
(1) debt service, (2) basic operations, (3) capital replacement, and (4) capital and service improvements. The
County’s policies also require a minimum fund balance of 16.7% in the General Fund (including the statutory
reserve) to provide a working capital reserve.
Relevant Financial Policies
Pitkin County has a comprehensive set of financial policies. In 2019, there were no changes to policies that
would directly affect the County’s financial or budget situation.
Major Initiatives
In 2019, Pitkin County continued to focus on the strategic priorities identified by the Board of County
Commissioners and organized within the core focus areas of Flourishing Natural and Built Environment;
Livable and Supportive Community; and Prosperous Economy. Highlights included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completion of the construction of a new ambulance facility;
Beginning a major renovation of the historic County Courthouse;
Beginning construction of the Castle Creek trail to the Aspen Country Day School and Aspen Music
School campus, providing significant safety improvements for pedestrians and cyclists;
Airport improvement projects including the commercial apron rehabilitation, parking lot
improvements to increase capacity, and interim terminal improvements;
Continuing to implement the County’s new financial software (Enterprise Resource Planning
system) and Community Development’s Permit Applicant Tracking System (PATS) software; and
The Jack Rabbit translator and broadband relay site rebuild.

AWARDS AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) awarded a
Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting to Pitkin County, Colorado, for its
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2018. This was
the thirty-seventh consecutive year that Pitkin County has achieved this prestigious award. In order to be
awarded a Certificate of Achievement, a government must publish an easily readable and efficiently
organized comprehensive annual financial report. This report must satisfy both generally accepted
accounting principles and applicable legal requirements.
A Certificate of Achievement is valid for a period of one year only. We believe our current CAFR continues
to meet the Certificate of Achievement Program’s requirements and we are submitting it to GFOA to
determine its eligibility for another certificate.
The preparation of this report would not have been possible without the efficient and dedicated service
of the Pitkin County Finance Department. In addition, as a staff, we are grateful for the assistance we
receive from our independent auditors, McMahan and Associates, L.L.C.
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Respectfully submitted,

Ann Driggers
Finance Director

Jon Peacock
County Manager
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Pitkin County Organization Chart ‐ 2019
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Pitkin County Principal Officials ‐ 2019

Board of County Commissioners
Patti Clapper, District 1
Kelly McNicholas Kury, District 2
Greg Poschman (Chair), District 3
Steve Child (Vice Chair), District 4
George Newman, District 5
Other Elected Officials
Deb Bamesberger, Assessor
Janice Vos Claudill, Clerk & Recorder
Joe DiSalvo, Sheriff
County Manager
Jon Peacock
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McMahan and Associates, l.l.c.
Certified Public Accountants and Consultants
Web Site: www.mcmahancpa.com
Main Office: (970) 845-8800
Facsimile: (970) 845-8108
E-mail: mcmahan@mcmahancpa.com

Chapel Square, Bldg C
245 Chapel Place, Suite 300
P.O. Box 5850, Avon, CO 81620

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT
To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado
Report on the Financial Statements
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type
activities, the aggregate discretely presented component units, each major fund, and the aggregate
remaining fund information of Pitkin County, Colorado (the “County”) as of and for the year ended
December 31, 2019 and the related notes to the financial statements, which collectively comprise the
County’s basic financial statements as listed in the table of contents.
Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in
accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes
the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair
presentation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or
error.
Auditor’s Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We
conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free from
material misstatement.
An audit includes performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in
the financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor’s judgment, including
assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or
error. In making those risk assessments, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the County’s
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are
appropriate in the circumstances. An audit also includes evaluation of the appropriateness of accounting
policies used and the reasonableness of significant accounting estimates made by management, as well
as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.
We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for
our audit opinions.

Member: American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
Avon: (970) 845-8800
Aspen: (970) 544-3996
Frisco: (970) 668-3481

Paul J. Backes, CPA, CGMA
Michael N. Jenkins, CA, CPA, CGMA
Daniel R. Cudahy, CPA, CGMA
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT
To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado

Opinions
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the
respective financial position of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, the aggregate
discretely presented component units, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of
Pitkin County, Colorado as of December 31, 2019, and the respective changes in financial position and,
where applicable, cash flows thereof, and the respective budgetary comparison for the general fund,
transportation sales and use tax fund, open space and trails fund, and employee housing impact fund for
the year then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
America.
Other Matters
Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require that Management’s
Discussion and Analysis in Section B be presented to supplement the basic financial statements. Such
information, although not a part of the basic financial statements, is required by the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board, who considers it to be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the
basic financial statements in an appropriate operational, economic, or historical context. We have applied
certain limited procedures to the required supplementary information in accordance with auditing
standards generally accepted in the United States of America, which consisted of inquiries of
management about the methods of preparing the information and comparing the information for
consistency with management’s responses to our inquiries, the basic financial statements, and other
knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic financial statements. We do not express an opinion
or provide any assurance on the information because the limited procedures do not provide us with
sufficient evidence to express an opinion or provide any assurance.
Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that collectively
comprise the County’s financial statements taken as a whole. The introductory section, combining fund
financial statements, individual fund budgetary information, the Schedule of Passenger Facility Charges
Collected and Expended, the Local Highway Finance Report, and the statistical section listed in the
accompanying table of contents are presented for purposes of additional analysis and are not a required
part of the County’s financial statements. The combining fund financial statements, the individual fund
budgetary information, and the Local Highway Finance Report are the responsibility of management and
were derived from and relate directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the
financial statements. Such information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit
of the financial statements and certain additional procedures, including comparing and reconciling such
information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the financial
statements or to the financial statements themselves, and other additional procedures in accordance with
auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. In our opinion, the information is
fairly stated in all material respects in relation to the financial statements taken as a whole. The
introductory and statistical sections have not been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the
audit of the financial statements and, accordingly, we express no opinion on them.
Additionally, the Schedule of Passenger Facility Charges Collected and Expended and the Schedule of
Expenditures of Federal Awards included in the Single Audit section are presented for the purpose of
additional analysis, as required by the Passenger Facility Charge Audit Guide for Public Agencies, issued
by the Federal Aviation Administration, and Title 2 U.S. Code of Federal Regulations Part 200, Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Costs Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (the “Uniform
Guidance”), and are not a required part of the County’s financial statements. Such information has been
subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of the financial statements and certain additional
procedures, including comparing and reconciling such information directly to the underlying accounting
and other records used to prepare the financial statement or to the financial statements themselves, and
other additional procedures in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United
States of America. In our opinion, the Schedule of Passenger Facility Charges Collected and Expended
and the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards are fairly stated in all material respects in relation to
the financial statements as a whole.
A2
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT
To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado

Other Reporting Required by Government Auditing Standards
In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated August 26,
2020 on our consideration of the County’s internal control over financial reporting and on our tests of its
compliance with provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters. The
purpose of that report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and
compliance and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over
financial reporting or on compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance
with Government Auditing Standards in considering the County’s internal control over financial reporting
and on compliance.

McMahan and Associates, L.L.C.
August 26, 2020
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MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

MANAGEMENT’S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
As management of Pitkin County, Colorado (the County), we offer readers of the County’s Comprehensive Annual
Financial Statement this narrative overview and analysis of the financial activities of the County for the fiscal year
ending December 31, 2019. We encourage readers to consider the information presented here in conjunction
with additional information that we have furnished in our letter of transmittal, which can be found preceding this
narrative, and with the County’s financial statements and notes to the financial statements, which follow.
FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS


As of December 31, 2019, the County’s total assets and deferred outflows of resources were $473 million, and
total liabilities and deferred inflow of resources were $97 million. The total net position was therefore $376
million, an increase of 2.1 percent ($7.7 million) over 2019.



Total net position comprises the following:
(1) Investment in capital assets including property and equipment, net of related debt (if any) and
accumulated depreciation, of $288 million
(2) Restricted net position of $18 million, which is constrained for specific purposes by external providers,
such as creditors, or amounts constrained due to constitutional provisions or enabling legislation
(3) Unrestricted net position of $71 million, which represents the portion available to maintain the County’s
continuing obligations to its citizens and creditors.



Total governmental fund revenues (including transfers in) in 2019 were $97.2 million, an 18.5 percent ($15.2
million) increase over 2018.



Total governmental fund expenditures (including transfers out) in 2019 were $96.3 million, a 1.7 percent ($1.7
million) decrease from 2018.



As of December 31, 2019, the County’s governmental funds reported combined ending fund balances of $66.7
million. This compares to the prior year ending fund balances of $70 million, a decrease of 4.7 percent ($3.3
million) during 2019. The decrease is mainly due to facility construction projects (completion of the
Ambulance building and renovation work on the County Courthouse), Castle Creek trail construction, Airport
infrastructure projects (parking lot, aircraft apron and interim terminal improvements), Open Space land and
conservation easement purchases, and Road and Bridge heavy equipment purchases. Approximately $5.7
million (8.5 percent) is unassigned fund balance.



At the end of 2019, fund balance for the General Fund was $13.2 million, amounting to 44 percent of total
General Fund expenditures. This compares to the prior year ending fund balance of $19.5 million, a 32 percent
($6.3 million) decrease from 2018.

The above financial highlights are explained in more detail in the “Financial Analysis” section of this document.
OVERVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
This Management Discussion and Analysis document introduces the County’s basic financial statements. The basic
financial statements include:


Government‐wide Financial Statements
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Fund Financial Statements



Notes to the Basic Financial Statements

The County also includes in this report additional information to supplement the basic financial statements.
Government‐wide Financial Statements
The County’s annual report includes two government‐wide financial statements. These statements provide both
long‐term and short‐term information about the County's overall financial status. Financial reporting at this level
uses a perspective similar to that found in the private sector utilizing accrual accounting and elimination or
reclassification of activities between funds.
The Statement of Net Position presents financial information on all funds of Pitkin County’s assets, liabilities, and
deferred inflows/outflows of resources, with the difference reported as net position. Over time, increases or
decreases in net position may serve as a useful indicator of whether the financial position of the County as a whole
is improving or deteriorating. Evaluation of the overall financial health of the County would extend to other
factors such as diversification of the taxpayer base or the condition of County infrastructure, in addition to the
financial information provided in this report.
The Statement of Activities presents information showing how the County’s net position changed during the
current calendar year. All changes in net position are reported as soon as the underlying event giving rise to the
change occurs, regardless of the timing of the related cash flows. Thus, revenues and expenses are reported for
some items that will only result in cash flows in future fiscal periods (e.g. earned but unused vacation leave). An
important purpose of the design of the Statement of Activities is to show the financial reliance of the County's
distinct activities or functions on revenues provided by the County's taxpayers.
Both government‐wide financial statements distinguish governmental activities of the County that are principally
supported by taxes, fees and intergovernmental revenues (governmental activities) from other functions that are
intended to recover all or a significant portion of their costs through user fees and charges (business‐type
activities). Governmental activities include primarily general government, public safety, public works, culture and
recreation, and public health and welfare. Business‐type activities include the airport and the solid waste center
(landfill and recycling).
The government‐wide financial statements include not only the County itself (known as the primary government),
but also a legally separate Library District for which the County is financially accountable. Financial information
for the discretely‐presented component unit is reported in a separate column from the financial information
presented for the primary government itself.
The government‐wide financial statements can be found on pages C1 through C2 of this report.
Fund Financial Statements
The fund financial statements are designed to report information about groupings of related accounts used to
maintain control over resources segregated for specific activities or objectives. The County, like other state and
local governments, uses funds to ensure and demonstrate compliance with finance‐related laws and regulations.
Fund financial statements focus on the County’s most significant funds, known as major funds, rather than the
County as a whole. Major funds are reported separately while all others are combined into a single, aggregated
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presentation. Individual fund data for non‐major funds are provided in the form of combining statements in a
later section of this report.
All the funds of the County fall into one of three types: governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary funds.
Governmental funds. Most of the services provided by the County are accounted for in governmental funds.
Governmental funds are used to account for essentially the same functions, which are reported as governmental
activities in the government‐wide financial statements. Unlike the government‐wide financial statements,
however, the governmental funds financial statements focus on the use of spendable resources during the year
and the balances available at the end of the year for future spending. Such information is useful in determining
whether there will be adequate financial resources available to meet the current and near‐term needs of the
County.
Since the government‐wide focus includes the long‐term view, comparisons between these two perspectives may
provide insight into the long‐term impact of near‐term financing decisions. Both the governmental funds Balance
Sheet and the governmental funds Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances provide a
reconciliation to facilitate the comparison between governmental funds and governmental activities.
The County’s major governmental funds are comprised of a general fund, a capital projects fund, a debt service
fund and 13 special revenue funds. Five governmental funds, the General Fund, the Open Space and Trails Fund,
the Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund, the Housing Impact Fee Fund and the Capital Expenditures Fund are
considered major funds for financial reporting purposes. Each of the major funds is presented in a separate column
in the governmental fund financial statements presented on page C5 of this report. Individual fund information
for non‐major governmental funds is found in combining statements in a later section of this report.
The County adopts a budget for all its general governmental and proprietary funds. A budgetary comparison
statement has been provided for all funds to demonstrate compliance with the state budget statute.
The basic governmental fund financial statements are presented on pages C3 through C10 of this report.
Proprietary funds are reported in the fund financial statements and generally report services for which the County
charges customers a fee. The two County major proprietary funds are classified as enterprise funds and
encompass the same functions reported as business‐type activities in the government‐wide statements: Airport
and Solid Waste Center. Proprietary funds provide the same type of information as the government‐wide financial
statements but in more detail.
The basic proprietary fund financial statements are presented on pages C11 through C13 of this report.
Fiduciary funds are used to account for resources held for the benefit of parties outside of the governments.
Fiduciary funds are not reported in the government‐wide financial statements because the resources of those
funds are not available to support Pitkin County’s own programs.
The County maintains two different types of fiduciary funds. The Pension Trust Fund is used to report the assets
held for the Pitkin County Public Employees Retirement Plan (PCPERP). Agency funds are used to report resources
held by the County in a custodial capacity for individuals, private organizations and other governments.
The basic fiduciary fund financial statements can be found on pages C14 through C15 of the report.

B3
180

MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

Notes to the Basic Financial Statements
The accompanying notes to the basic financial statements provide information essential to a full understanding
of the government‐wide and fund financial statements. The notes to the financial statements can be found in
Section D of this report.
Other Supplementary Information
In addition to the basic financial statements and accompanying notes, this report presents certain supplementary
information to demonstrate compliance with the County’s adopted and final revised budget. Budgetary
comparison statements are included as “supplementary information,” and found in Section E, for the General
Fund, the three major special revenue funds and all other non‐major special revenue governmental funds.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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GOVERNMENT‐WIDE FINANCIAL ANALYSIS
Summary of Net Position
An analysis of net position may serve as a useful indicator of a government’s financial health. The County reports
positive balances in its governmental activities, however, this measure must be used with care as the County has
investments in infrastructure such as roads and bridges, in addition to land for open space and trails. These assets
benefit the citizens and businesses that utilize them. Thus, the County reports them on its government‐wide
financial statements at their historical cost less accumulated depreciation, as a business would report its capital
assets.
Total assets for the County on December 31, 2019 were $474 million, total liabilities were $70 million, and
deferred inflows of resources were $27 million. The County’s net position is therefore $377 million, an increase
of 2.1 percent over December 31, 2018. The following provides a summary of the County’s net position:

The County continues to maintain strong current ratios. The current ratio compares current assets to current
liabilities and is an indication of the ability to pay obligations within one year. The current ratio for governmental
activities is 6.3 to 1. For the County overall, the current ratio is 6.3 to 1 meaning current assets are more than six
times greater than current liabilities.
The County reported positive balances in net position for both governmental and business‐type activities. Net
position increased $16.7 million for governmental activities and decreased by $9 million for business‐type
activities. The County's overall total net position increased during 2019 by $7.7 million. The gain in net position
in governmental activities is due to higher revenues compared to 2018, while the decrease in net position in
business‐type activities is largely due to an increase in expenses compared to 2018.
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As of December 31, 2019, the County’s governmental activities reported a combined ending net position of $282
million, an increase of 5.4 percent ($16.9 million) over the prior year. Of this, 18 percent ($50 million) is
unrestricted and constitutes available funds for spending in the coming year at the County’s discretion. Legally
restricted net position includes $6.3 million restricted to capital projects, $3.3 million restricted for Healthy Rivers
and Streams, $2.5 million for Road and Bridge, and $2.8 million restricted to the emergency reserve as required
by State Statute.
Approximately 76 percent of the governmental activities’ net position is invested in capital assets. Capital assets
are tangible property used in the operation of the County such as land, roads and bridges, buildings, machinery,
furnishings and equipment. The County uses these capital assets to provide services to its citizens.
For business‐type activities, 72 percent of its net position is invested in capital assets providing facilities and
equipment for the Solid Waste Center, Airport and Radio Funds.
Summary of Changes in Net Position

Governmental and business‐type activities increased the County’s net position by $7.2 million in 2019. The
following table derived from the current and prior year’s Statement of Activities indicates the changes in net
position for governmental and business‐type activities:
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Governmental Revenues
Total governmental revenues for 2019 were $98 million (excluding other financing sources, sale of fixed assets,
debt issuance and transfers in) compared to $79 million in 2018, an increase of 22.7 percent. The increase included
$6.2 million in sales tax collections; $4.2 million as REMP fees previously held by the City of Aspen which were
received in 2019; $1.3 million in property tax collections, $1.5 million in Community Development fees, $625
thousand in Treasurers fees, and $400 thousand in investment earnings. The source of revenues is as follows:

The County is heavily reliant on taxes and intergovernmental revenues to support governmental operations and
capital improvements.
Sales and use taxes are the largest source of revenue with $35.5 million accounting for 37 percent of total
revenues. Property taxes of $25.3 million represent 26 percent of revenues and specific ownership taxes of $902
thousand represent 1 percent of revenues. Intergovernmental revenues of $8.3 million represent 8.6 percent of
the County’s total governmental revenues. This includes $2 million from the State for Human Services programs,
$1.2 million from the State Highway Users Tax Fund for road and bridge purposes, $1.6 million in Payment in Lieu
of Taxes (PILT), and $768 thousand from the State for Public Health programs. Additional information on the
County’s general governmental revenue sources can be found on pages L7 and L8.
Governmental Expenses
Total governmental expenses for 2019 were $81 million compared with $69 million in 2018, an increase of 18
percent. Reasons for the increase include: a $5.7 million General Fund transfer to Capital fund for the Courthouse
renovation project; a $1.5 million General Fund transfer to the Translator fund to accelerate the broadband middle
mile infrastructure project; and $400 thousand for a remodel in the Schultz Health and Human Services building.
Expenses by program are as follows:
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Governmental Activities – Function/Program Analysis
Program revenues such as charges for services, operating and capital grants and contributions, cover 42 percent
of governmental activities expenses. This means that the government’s taxpayers and the County’s other general
governmental revenues fund 58 percent of the governmental activities. As a result, the general economy and
County businesses have a major impact on the County’s revenue streams.
The general government, public safety, public works, and health and welfare functions account for 90 percent of
governmental activities expenses.
Each of these functions generates some form of revenue. The following table presents the net cost of the
functions, i.e. the expenses less revenues generated by the activities. The net costs illustrate the financial burden
placed on the County’s taxpayers by each of these functions.
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A comparison of the expenses on governmental activities and the net cost of governmental activities, by function,
is as follows:

Business‐Type Activities
Net position for the County’s business‐type activities in 2019 was $95 million, a decrease of $9 million over 2018.
The net position of the Airport Fund was $77.6 million, a decrease $9.6 million and $15.4 million for the Solid
Waste Center Fund, an increase of $712 thousand.
For the Solid Waste Center Fund, operating revenues were $5.9 million and operating expenses were $5.5 million.
At 95 percent, charges for services (tipping fees) accounted for the majority of revenues. Wages and benefits
accounted for 35 percent of operating expenses.
For the Airport Fund, operating revenues were $10.7 million and operating expenses were $23.2 million. Of this,
19 percent was for wages and benefits, 57 percent was for operating expenses and the remaining percent was for
depreciation.
The Radio Fund has a minimal impact on the County’s proprietary funds, but ended the year with a net position
of $1.9 million.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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ANALYSIS OF THE COUNTY’S FUNDS
As previously discussed, the County uses fund accounting to ensure compliance with finance‐related legal
requirements. The focus of the County’s governmental funds is to provide information on near‐term inflows,
outflows, and balances of spendable resources. Such information is useful in assessing the County’s financing
requirements. In particular, unassigned fund balance may serve as a useful measure of a government’s net
resources available for discretionary use as they represent the portion of fund balance that has not yet been
limited to use for a particular purpose either by an external party, or by Pitkin County itself.
At December 31, 2019, the County’s governmental funds reported combined fund balances of $67 million,
increase of $425 thousand from the prior year. Approximately 9 percent of this amount ($5.7 million) constitutes
unassigned fund balance, which is available for spending at the County’s discretion. The remainder of the fund
balance is either restricted, committed, or assigned to indicate that it is 1) legally required to be maintained for a
specific purpose by outside entities or persons ($17.9 million); 2) committed by the Board of County
Commissioners ($36.8 million); 3) assigned for planned or intended actions restricted for particular purposes ($6.2
million); or 4) not in spendable form ($30 thousand). The fund balances of the five major funds total $53.9 million;
the General Fund represents $13.2 million, the Capital Expenditures Fund $6.4 million, Employee Housing Impact
Fund $1.1 million, Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund $11.5 million and the Open Space and Trails Fund
represents $21.8 million.
General Fund
The General Fund is the County’s primary operating fund and accounts for all transactions not accounted for in
other funds. It is the largest source of day‐to‐day delivery and accounts for many of the County’s core services,
such as the Sheriff’s Office, Assessor, Clerk and Recorder, Community Development, facilities and general
administrative functions. The General Fund is financed primarily by property taxes, sales taxes and charges for
services.
In 2019, total revenues for the General Fund were $37 million, an increase of 38 percent over the prior year. Taxes
generated 40 percent of this revenue, followed by charges for services at 29 percent, licenses and permits at 15
percent, and intergovernmental revenues at 9 percent. The following represents General Fund revenues by
classification in 2019:

B10
187

MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

General Fund revenues were 13 percent over the amended budget in 2019. Licenses and permits were 54 percent
over the amended budget. This is mainly due to Community Development fees which increased 30% over prior
year but were budgeted to decline by 11.7%. Investment earnings results were 454 percent better than budget.
Detail on the General Fund revenues budgetary comparison is as follows:

Total expenditures for the General Fund in 2019 (excluding transfers to other funds) were $30 million, a 24 percent
increase over 2018.
As mentioned previously, the General Fund is the County’s primary operating fund and consequently it contains a
total of eighteen departments and elected official offices. The following presents the total General Fund
expenditures by function:
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During 2019, there was a $4.6 million (12.5 percent) increase in appropriations between the adopted and
amended budgets for General Fund expenditures. $2 million of the increase was for increases to the scope and
cost of the Courthouse renovation project. $1.6 million consisted in transfer of balances and interfund cleanup
with the implementation of a new chart of accounts and new funds created.
General Fund expenditures were 5 percent ($2.1 million) below the amended budget in 2019. The cost savings
were spread across many departments and programs and include $369 thousand in wages and benefit savings.
At the end of 2019, the General Fund has a fund balance of $13.2 million of which $1 million is restricted by state
or federal regulations, $268 thousand is committed by the BOCC, $5 thousand is not in spendable form, and $6.2
million is assigned for various purposes. The assigned portions include $5.5 million for operating reserve and
contingency, $700 thousand for budget carry‐forwards, and $69 thousand for the Tipsy Taxi program. Details are
shown in Note III.J.
Capital Expenditures Fund
The Capital Expenditures fund balance increased by 96 percent, from $3.2 million in 2018 to $6.4 million in 2019.
This was due to funds transferred in 2019 for the Courthouse renovation project but not spent until 2020.
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In 2019, total revenues were $1.6 million of which 88 percent was sales taxes. Total expenditures were $3.6
million, of which 41 percent ($1.5 million) was for the above‐mentioned Courthouse renovation, $758 thousand
to purchase a facility in Southside Basalt, $511 thousand for ERP and PATS software implementation projects, and
$424 thousand the scheduled replacement of 9 vehicles.
Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund
The Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund is used to account for a one percent County‐wide transportation sales
tax collected and then distributed to the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA), the City of Aspen and the
Town of Snowmass Village for mass transit services. A half percent use tax is also collected by both the County,
the City of Aspen and the Town of Snowmass Village which is deposited into the fund. A half percent
transportation sales tax is also maintained in this fund, of which 81 percent is distributed to RFTA. The remaining
half percent sales tax revenues are used to underwrite free bus service between Aspen, Snowmass Village, and
Woody Creek and are being saved for future transit projects.
The fund balance increased by $1.5 million in 2019 and has $11.5 million available for future spending at the year‐
end. In 2019, total revenues of $22 million in this fund increased by 23 percent over 2018 and total expenditures
of $20.5 million also increased by 23 percent over 2018.
Open Space and Trails Fund
The Open Space and Trails Fund has $21.8 million in fund balance at year end. Of this, 57 percent is dedicated to
open space acquisitions, 13 percent to trails improvements and 30 percent to property maintenance, after
administrative and debt service costs are subtracted. The fund balance, which fluctuates depending on the capital
acquisitions made in any year, remained stable in 2019. 2019 acquisitions included $1.5 million for the Lambert
Wildin property, $1 million for the Payne parcel, and $562 thousand for Grace open space. Trail improvement
projects included $3.3 million to begin construction of the Castle Creek trail.
Employee Housing Impact Fund
The Housing Impact Fee Fund has $1.1 million of fund balance, down 54% from 2018. Revenues are derived from
collections of payments from housing impact fees. A housing Impact fee is assessed on new residential structures
exceeding 5,750 square feet, commercial development and development of tourist lodging accommodations. The
proceeds of this fee are restricted to help provide affordable housing opportunities to the local workforce that
may be otherwise unattainable due to the high cost of housing in resort communities. 2019 projects included an
$809 thousand contribution to the Basalt Vista employee housing project and $584 thousand for three units
through the deed restricted housing program.
Airport Fund
The Airport Fund has $77.6 million in net position at year end. Of this amount, $66.1 million is categorized as net
investment in capital assets and is therefore not available for day to day operations. The net position for the
airport fund decreased by $9.6 million in 2019. This decrease was in part due to the cost of consultants and
professional services used to support airport improvement projects and financial planning along with an intensive
public outreach and visioning process for future airport improvements.
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Solid Waste Center Fund
The Solid Waste Center has $15.5 million in net position at year end, an increase of $700 thousand. Of this
amount, $6.4 million is categorized as net investment in capital assets. Solid Waste Center revenues of $5.9 million
in 2019 decreased $700 thousand (ten percent) due to a slowing of construction projects bringing dirt and
construction debris to the landfill. Capital projects in 2019 included $339 thousand on planning work for a new
operations and maintenance facility and $99 thousand for the purchase of two vehicles.

CAPITAL ASSETS AND DEBT ADMINISTRATION
Capital Assets
The County's investment in capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation, for governmental and business‐type
activities as of December 31, 2019, was $213 million and $74 million respectively. The net investment increased
by 4.9 percent for governmental activities and decreased 2 percent for business‐type activities. The overall
increase was 2.8 percent for the County as a whole.
At December 31, 2019, the depreciable capital assets for governmental activities were 43 percent depreciated
compared to 44 percent at December 31, 2018. This number declined as the $7.9 million new ambulance building
and parking lot improvements were added in 2019. Land and intangible assets represent 68 percent of the total
assets showing the continued investment by the open space program.
Increases in governmental assets exceeded decreases in 2019 resulting in an increase in the net asset value of
$13.7 million. Of this, 58 percent was attributable to the new ambulance building and parking lot. Land
acquisitions and infrastructure accounted for 23 percent and 15 percent of the remainder respectively.
For the County’s business type activities, the depreciable capital assets were 51 percent depreciated at December
31, 2019 compared to 48 percent at December 31, 2018.
See Note III. D and F for additional information about changes in capital assets during the calendar year and
outstanding contractual commitments at the end of the year.
Long‐term Debt
At the end of the calendar year, general obligation bonds of $11,240,000, certificates of participation of
$28,316,787 and sales tax revenue bonds totaling $5,431,154 were outstanding. Citing the County’s strong
financial position, Moody’s Investor Service rates the County as Aa2.
See Note III.G for additional information about the County’s long‐term debt and Note III.H for discussion of the
landfill closure and post‐closure care liability.
Economic Outlook and 2020 Budget
Pitkin County’s economy, largely dominated by real estate and tourism, performed strongly in 2019. This trend
was expected to continue in 2020 though with more uncertainty due to a forecast for a correction in the national
economy possible in the next few years. However, in March 2020 the COVID‐19 pandemic and the subsequent
closure of ski areas, lodging, restaurants and retail, severely impacted the local economy with the County seeing
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an unprecedented 48% decrease in sales tax revenues. In April however the decline was reduced to 7% and in
May 2020 sales tax revenues rebounded with an increase of 3% over 2019. Analysis of the data leads us to believe
the increase was in large part due to online retail.
As the local economy re‐opened in June with lodging, retail and restaurants permitted to operate (with certain
restrictions) we expect sales tax revenues to continue to perform well though at lower levels than initially forecast.
In June and July visitation to Aspen was very strong and a number of part‐time homeowners are seeking to make
their residence more permanent while others are moving their primary residences from larger cities. As a result,
in the first two weeks of July, the number of real estate transactions was 141% higher than the same period in
2019. Local schools are also seeing a significant increase in admission applications.
Despite the positive rebound, at the time of writing it is unknown what the future impact of this pandemic will
have on the local economy and the County’s sales tax revenues. The winter months will be especially difficult to
predict as the ability of the ski areas to operate within the confines of public health orders is unknown.
Additionally, the usual substantial international visitors are in question.
Despite the downturn in sales tax revenues, the County continues to experience strong demand for many of its
services, especially Public Safety, Road and Bridge, Human Services, and of course, Public Health. With careful
and prudent management and efficient use of funds, the County aims to moderate operating costs in 2020 and
2021, thereby continuing to provide quality services and maintaining operating expenditures through the
pandemic.
The 2020 amended Pitkin County budget includes $140,057,730 in revenues and $179,237,742 in expenditures,
for a total use of fund balance of $39,180,012. The remaining fund balance at year end is projected to be
$26,810,174, or 22 percent of total 2019 operating expenditures. This greater than the County's minimum fund
balance of 16.7 percent of budgeted operating expenditures.
Use of fund balance is primarily for capital projects. 2020 capital projects include: $6 million for an operations
and maintenance facility at the Solid Waste Center, $1.7 million for a northern landfill expansion, and $950
thousand for a wood grinder; $1.4 million in the Healthy Rivers fund for safety and streamside improvements at
the whitewater park; $900 thousand for an Airport runway broom (heavy equipment); $745 thousand for Road
and Bridge heavy equipment; $664 thousand for Sheriff’s vehicle replacements; $570 thousand for Reudi
Translator site construction; and $564 thousand for a transit variable message sign.
With the arrival of the first COVID‐19 cases in Pitkin County in March 2020 and the resulting economic impacts,
Pitkin County’s operational focus shifted to respond to the unprecedented times. Emergency supplemental
requests were approved to provide $943 thousand to the Public Health fund to respond to the virus, including
twelve new term‐limited positions; and $500,000 to the Human Services fund to issue economic relief payments
to residents in need. The Human Services fund has issued an additional $1.9 million in economic relief payments
through the support of the City of Aspen, Town of Snowmass Village and Aspen Community Foundation, among
others.
Overall, the 2020 budget and the strategic plan enable Pitkin County to continue to provide high levels of service
to its citizens, invest in prudent capital improvements, while maintaining a strong financial position.
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Contacting the County’s Financial Management
This financial report is designed to provide an overview of the County’s financial activities for all of those with an
interest in the government’s finances. Questions concerning any of the information provided in this report, or
requests for additional financial information should be addressed to:
Ann Driggers
Finance Director
530 East Main Street, Suite 304
Aspen, Colorado, 81611
(970) 920‐5225
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Government‐wide Financial Statements ‐ Statement of Net Position
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Governmental
Activities
Assets:
Cash and investments
Receivables, net of allowance for
uncollectibles
Prepaid expenses
Inventories
Deposits held
Noncurrent receivables, net of allowance
for uncollectibles
Capital assets, not being depreciated
Capital assets, net of accumulated
depreciation
Total Assets

71,931,344

Deferred Outflows of Resources:
Deferred loss on refunding
Total Deferred Outflows of Resources
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Accrued interest
Unearned revenue
Deposits
Noncurrent liabilities:
Due within one year
Due in more than one year
Total Liabilities
Deferred Inflows of Resources:
Property taxes assessed but
not collectible until 2020
Total Deferred Inflows of Resources
Net Position:
Net investment in capital assets
Restricted for:
Aviation fuel tax
Capital projects
Conservation trust
Debt service
Emergency reserve
Healthy rivers & streams
Human services
Public health
Road and bridge
State superfund tip fees
Translator
Library
Unrestricted
Total Net Position

$

Primary Government
Business‐type
Activities

$

24,044,618

$

Total

Component Unit
Pitkin County
Library District

95,975,962

$

3,709,009

39,240,311
5,262
761,982
22,000

4,069,356
‐
201,029
6,200

43,309,667
5,262
963,011
28,200

4,458,648
‐
‐
‐

529,105
175,928,555

‐
13,171,259

529,105
189,099,814

‐
144,263

82,625,255
371,043,814

61,199,851
102,692,313

143,825,106
473,736,127

13,323,774
21,635,694

208,007
208,007

‐
‐

208,007
208,007

‐
‐

10,912,610
136,914
204,861
1,201,673
2,102,518

3,562,469
27,295
‐
600,652
29,747

14,475,079
164,209
204,861
1,802,325
2,132,265

102,961
21,351
‐
‐
‐

3,290,750
44,740,131
62,589,457

147,365
3,402,167
7,769,695

3,438,115
48,142,298
70,359,152

62,808
94,212
281,332

27,116,200
27,116,200

‐
‐

27,116,200
27,116,200

4,458,648
4,458,648

213,507,371

74,178,756

287,686,127

13,460,056

195,195
6,306,257
976
172,892
2,841,115
3,279,582
533,336
839,130
2,547,234
460,931
743,152
‐
50,118,993
281,546,164

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
20,743,862
94,922,618

195,195
6,306,257
976
172,892
2,841,115
3,279,582
533,336
839,130
2,547,234
460,931
743,152
‐
70,862,855
376,468,782

‐
‐
‐
‐
143,932
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
3,291,726
‐
16,895,714

$

$

$

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Net (Expense) Revenue and
Changes in Net Position
Primary Government

Program Revenues

Functions/Programs:

$

Business‐type activities:
Airport
Solid Waste Center
Radio
Total Business‐type Activities
Total

Charges for
Services

Expenses

Governmental Activities:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Interest on long‐term debt
Total Governmental Activities

23,732,088
10,003,016
29,075,899
8,576,424
8,255,122
1,551,574
81,194,123

Operating
Grants and
Contributions

$

23,243,017
5,495,839
831,114
29,569,970

18,392,142
7,004,110
1,836,713
2,985,679
726,153
‐
30,944,797

$

10,726,613
5,902,540
249,289
16,878,442

24,019
737,181
19,626
1,390,465
44,537
56,897
2,272,725

Capital
Grants and
Contributions

$

602,476
27,603
271,531
901,610

$

110,764,093

$

47,823,239

$

3,174,335

$

4,602,112

$

210,192

$

150,599

105,500
‐
591,643
‐
196,000
‐
893,143

Governmental
Activities

$

Business‐type
Activities

(5,210,427)
(2,261,725)
(26,627,917)
(4,200,280)
(7,288,432)
(1,494,677)
(47,083,458)

$

1,921,677
‐
‐
1,921,677
$

2,814,820

Total

(47,083,458)

Component Unit
Pitkin County
Library District

(5,210,427)
(2,261,725)
(26,627,917)
(4,200,280)
(7,288,432)
(1,494,677)
(47,083,458)

(9,992,251)
434,304
(310,294)
(9,868,241)

(9,992,251)
434,304
(310,294)
(9,868,241)

(9,868,241)

(56,951,699)

Component Unit:
Pitkin County Library District

$

General Revenues:
Taxes:
Property taxes
Sales and use taxes
Specific ownership taxes
Other taxes
Unrestricted investment earnings
Gain on disposition of assets
Transfers
Total General Revenues and Transfers
Change in Net Position
Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)
Net Position ‐ Ending

$

(4,241,321)

25,312,257
35,490,936
902,153
13,885
1,867,518
450,679
(301,770)
63,735,658

‐
‐
‐
‐
656,209
‐
190,244
846,453

25,312,257
35,490,936
902,153
13,885
2,523,727
450,679
(111,526)
64,582,111

4,286,478
‐
150,478
‐
‐
‐
‐
4,436,956

16,652,200
264,893,964
281,546,164

(9,021,788)
103,944,406
94,922,618

7,630,412
368,838,370
376,468,782

195,635
16,700,079
16,895,714

$

$

$

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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General Fund
Assets:
Cash and investments
Property tax receivable
Other receivables, net of
allowance for uncollectibles
Due from other governments
Due from other funds
Loans receivable
Prepaid items
Inventories
Total Assets

$

$

13,306,005
7,915,203
773,921
4,935,222
73,170
529,105
5,262
‐
27,537,888

Special Revenue
Open
Space and
Trails Fund

Transportation
Sales and Use
Tax Fund
$

$

12,402,819
‐
12,627
4,225,440
‐
‐
‐
‐
16,640,886

$

$

22,748,709
12,849,356
‐
3,435
‐
‐
‐
‐
35,601,500

Capital Projects
Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

Employee

Housing
Impact Fund
$

$

Capital
Fund

1,585,916
‐
48
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
1,585,964

$

$

6,668,128
‐
105,500
297,395
‐
‐
‐
‐
7,071,023

$

$

11,437,763
6,351,641
12,362
1,757,196
‐
‐
‐
25,153
19,584,115

Total
Governmental
Funds
$

$

68,149,340
27,116,200
904,458
11,218,688
73,170
529,105
5,262
25,153
108,021,376

Liabilities, Deferred Inflows
of Resources, and Fund Balances:
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Deposits
Total Liabilities
Deferred Inflows of Resources:
Property taxes assessed but
not collectible until 2020
Total Deferred Inflows of Resources
Fund Balances:
Nonspendable
Restricted
Committed
Assigned
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
Total Liabilities, Deferred Inflows
of Resources, and Fund Balances

$

933,683
120,150
3,310,741
‐
2,039,685
6,404,259

11,801
‐
3,949,989
1,201,673
‐
5,163,463

558,766
7,812
346,119
‐
4,100
916,797

440,442
‐
224
‐
45,483
486,149

717,196
‐
‐
‐
‐
717,196

466,930
4,425
61,172
‐
13,250
545,777

3,128,818
132,387
7,668,245
1,201,673
2,102,518
14,233,641

7,915,203
7,915,203

‐
‐

12,849,356
12,849,356

‐
‐

‐
‐

6,351,641
6,351,641

27,116,200
27,116,200

5,262
1,041,674
374,513
6,228,890
5,568,087
13,218,426

‐
762,415
10,715,008
‐
‐
11,477,423

‐
408,750
21,426,597
‐
‐
21,835,347

‐
28,269
1,071,546
‐
‐
1,099,815

‐
6,353,827
‐
‐
‐
6,353,827

25,153
9,324,865
3,336,679
‐
‐
12,686,697

30,415
17,919,800
36,924,343
6,228,890
5,568,087
66,671,535

27,537,888

$

16,640,886

$

35,601,500

$

1,585,964

$

7,071,023

$

19,584,115

$

108,021,376

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Reconciliation of the Governmental Funds Balance Sheet to the Statement of Net Position
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Governmental Funds Total Fund Balances

$

66,671,535

Add:
Capital assets, net of depreciation, are used in governmental activities and are not financial
resources and, therefore, are not reported in the governmental funds.

257,273,372

Internal service funds are used by the County to charge the costs of risk, employee health
insurance, and fleet to the individual funds. The assets and liabilities of the internal service
funds are included with governmental activities.

5,572,664

Less:
Deferred amounts on refundings and bond premiums or discounts are reflected as current
charges in the governmental fund financial statements. On the Statement of Activities and the
Statement of Net Position, these costs are capitalized and amortized over the life of the bond
issues. These amounts consist of unamortized deferred refunding losses of $208,007, less
unamortized bond premiums of $623,170.

(415,163)

Long‐term liabilities, including bonds payable, are not due and payable in the current period
and, therefore, are not reported in the funds. This is the amount of bonded debt payable.

(44,364,771)

Long‐term liabilities, including claims payable, are not due and payable in the current period
and, therefore, are not reported in the funds. This is the amount of claims payable.

(819,621)

Long‐term liabilities, including compensated absences, are not due and payable in the current
period and, therefore, are not reported in the funds. This is the amount of compensated
absences not currently payable.

(2,166,991)

Interest payable on debt is not recorded on the fund statements, but rather recognized as an
expenditure when due. This is the accrued interest on bonded debt that has been incurred,
but not yet due.

(204,861)

Governmental Activities Net Position

$

281,546,164

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances
Governmental Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

General Fund
Revenues:
Taxes
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Impact fees
Charges for services
Fines and forfeitures
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Debt service:
Principal
Interest
Other
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures

14,539,826
3,135,599
5,460,035
‐
10,771,700
75,766
945,397
1,667,922
36,596,245

Special Revenue
Open
Space and
Trails Fund

Transportation
Sales and Use
Tax Fund
$

21,709,312
‐
‐
‐
9,500
‐
285,503
5
22,004,320

$

12,078,686
13,885
18,242
‐
6,100
4,595
655,299
848,199
13,625,006

‐
‐
‐
603,059
‐
‐
50,333
288,893
942,285

$

1,416,714
5,159
‐
‐
‐
‐
57,613
106,176
1,585,662

$

11,974,692
5,184,125
38,385
‐
4,481,036
‐
364,045
364,611
22,406,894

Total
Governmental
Funds
$

61,719,230
8,338,768
5,516,662
603,059
15,268,336
80,361
2,358,190
3,275,806
97,160,412

‐
‐
20,463,919
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
12,325,100

‐
‐
‐
1,895,799
‐

3,213,543
396,278
‐
‐
‐

1,292,979
6,240,725
8,640,925
7,678,034
761,121

22,038,461
17,651,731
30,290,499
9,709,057
13,086,221

‐
‐
‐
29,867,546

‐
‐
‐
20,463,919

‐
‐
‐
12,325,100

‐
‐
‐
1,895,799

‐
‐
‐
3,609,821

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
28,186,944

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
96,349,129

6,728,699

1,540,401

1,299,906

(953,514)

(2,024,159)

(5,780,050)

18,229
71,000
(1,255,272)
(1,166,043)

‐
‐
(375,000)
(375,000)

18,423
6,366,488
(1,244,481)
5,140,430

113,892
7,325,561
(2,646,984)
4,792,469

‐
291,980
(9,070,061)
(8,778,081)

‐
‐
‐
‐

Net Change in Fund Balances

(2,049,382)

1,540,401

133,863

Fund Balances ‐ Beginning (as restated)

15,267,808

9,937,022

21,701,484

$

$

Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

Capital
Fund

17,531,939
11,014,728
1,185,655
135,224
‐

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

Fund Balances ‐ Ending

Capital Projects
Employee
Housing
Impact Fund

13,218,426

$

11,477,423

$

21,835,347

$

(1,328,514)

3,116,271

2,428,329

3,237,556

1,099,815

$

6,353,827

811,283
150,544
14,055,029
(14,591,798)
(386,225)

(987,581)

425,058

13,674,278
$

12,686,697

66,246,477
$

66,671,535

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Change in Fund Balances of
Governmental Funds to the Statement of Activities
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Net Change in Fund Balances ‐ Governmental Funds

$

425,058

Add / (Less):
The repayment of debt is a use of current available resources, but has no effect on net
position because although the County has less current available resources, it also has less
debt. This is the amount of principal payments on bonded debt during the year.

2,005,150

Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the Statement of
Activities, the cost of those assets is allocated over their estimated useful lives and reported as
depreciation expense. This is the amount by which capital outlays ($19,766,849) exceeds
depreciation ($4,162,784) in the current period.

15,604,065

Long‐term liabilities, including claims payable, are not due and payable in the current period
and therefore are not reported in the funds. This is the change in the amount of claims, not
currently payable.

120,730

Long‐term liabilities, including compensated absences, are not due and payable in the current
period and therefore are not reported in the funds. This is the change in the amount of
compensated absences, not currently payable.

(295,450)

Interest payable on debt is not recorded in the fund statements, but rather recognized as an
expenditure when due. This is the change in accrued interest on bonded debt that has been
incurred, but is not yet due, together with the amortization of debt‐related deferrals.

16,436

Internal service costs are used by the County to charge risk, employee health insurance, and
fleet services to the individual funds. This is the change in the internal service funds' net
position, which is charged back to governmental activities on the Statement of Activities.

438,591

Long‐term capital assets, which are not fully depreciated, are routinely retired. Because no
sale transaction has occurred, no current resources are recorded which offset the book value
of the assets retired. This is the total book value of capital assets retired during the year that
were not fully depreciated.
Change in Net Position of Governmental Activities

(1,662,380)
$

16,652,200

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
General Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018, as restated)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Other tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Fines and forfeitures
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures
Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures

5,528,872
7,627,263
274,205
19,575
2,790,093
3,540,508
9,919,651
41,500
170,500
1,439,547
31,351,714

$

5,768,872
7,627,263
288,405
19,575
3,039,195
3,540,508
10,429,097
41,500
170,500
1,422,547
32,347,462

Actual

$

6,611,333
7,626,849
281,270
20,374
3,135,599
5,460,035
10,771,700
75,766
945,397
1,667,922
36,596,245

$

842,461
(414)
(7,135)
799
96,404
1,919,527
342,603
34,266
774,897
245,375
4,248,783

Actual
(as restated)

$

4,304,277
7,210,051
276,947
20,213
3,081,526
4,152,805
4,532,836
63,015
423,229
2,358,147
26,423,046

17,563,714
12,491,873
1,243,282
134,037
31,432,906

17,531,939
11,014,728
1,185,655
135,224
29,867,546

31,775
1,477,145
57,627
(1,187)
1,565,360

11,632,848
11,324,499
889,329
113,451
23,960,127

1,821,942

914,556

6,728,699

5,814,143

2,462,919

51,750
(6,793,656)
(6,741,906)

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
$
Financing Uses Over Expenditures

(4,919,964)

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

Final
Budget

16,504,064
12,106,684
784,987
134,037
29,529,772

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Uses

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning (as restated)

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

$

51,750
(9,634,540)
(9,582,790)

291,980
(9,070,061)
(8,778,081)

(8,668,234)

(2,049,382)

240,230
564,479
804,709
$

6,618,852

88,000
(2,067,334)
(1,979,334)
483,585

15,267,808

14,784,223

$ 13,218,426

$ 15,267,808

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
Other tax
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public works
Total Expenditures

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning
Fund Balance ‐ Ending

Final
Budget

$

19,357,150
19,357,150

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures

17,964,589
1,400,000
‐
‐
187,000
‐
19,551,589

194,439

20,369,919
1,400,000
‐
‐
187,000
‐
21,956,919
21,963,395
21,963,395

194,439
$

2018

$

Actual

$

20,060,740
1,648,572
‐
9,500
285,503
5
22,004,320

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

$

(309,179)
248,572
‐
9,500
98,503
5
47,401

Actual

$

16,295,934
1,484,002
2,000
‐
164,203
8
17,946,147

20,463,919
20,463,919

1,499,476
1,499,476

16,592,481
16,592,481

(6,476)

1,540,401

1,546,877

1,353,666

(6,476)

1,540,401

1,546,877

1,353,666

$

9,937,022
$ 11,477,423

8,583,356
$

9,937,022

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Open Space and Trails Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Fines and forfeitures
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Culture and recreation
Debt service:
Principal
Interest
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Excess of Revenues and Other Financing
Sources (Uses) Over Expenditures
Fund Balance ‐ Beginning
Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

11,669,620
423,257
580,000
‐
‐
‐
233,450
289,900
13,196,227

2018

Final
Budget

$

11,669,620
423,257
1,158,955
‐
‐
‐
233,450
1,001,237
14,486,519

Actual

$

11,669,019
409,667
13,885
18,242
6,100
4,595
655,299
848,199
13,625,006

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

$

(601)
(13,590)
(1,145,070)
18,242
6,100
4,595
421,849
(153,038)
(861,513)

Actual

$

11,629,944
424,453
27,718
25,430
‐
5,364
370,903
123,942
12,607,754

9,494,196

18,878,793

12,325,100

6,553,693

6,242,953

1,255,272
‐
10,749,468

‐
‐
18,878,793

‐
‐
12,325,100

‐
‐
6,553,693

950,000
263,355
7,456,308

2,446,759

(4,392,274)

1,299,906

5,692,180

5,151,446

8,910
413,000
‐
421,910

8,910
69,000
(1,255,272)
(1,177,362)

18,229
71,000
(1,255,272)
(1,166,043)

9,319
2,000
‐
11,319

7,100
69,000
‐
76,100

5,703,499

5,227,546

2,868,669

$

(5,569,636)

133,863

$

21,701,484

16,473,938

$ 21,835,347

$ 21,701,484

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Employee Housing Impact Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Impact fees
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Deficiency of Revenues and Other Financing
Sources (Uses) Over Expenditures
$

500,000
9,970
276,564
786,534

Final
Budget
$

500,000
9,970
276,564
786,534

2,492,381
2,492,381

3,441,736
3,441,736

(1,705,847)

(2,655,202)

1,000,000
‐
(375,000)
625,000
(1,080,847)

2018

$

Actual
$

$

1,895,799
1,895,799

103,059
40,363
12,329
155,751

Actual
$

699,068
93,553
256,277
1,048,898

1,545,937
1,545,937

10,582,342
10,582,342

(953,514)

1,701,688

(9,533,444)

1,000,000
‐
(375,000)
625,000

‐
‐
(375,000)
(375,000)

(1,000,000)
‐
‐
(1,000,000)

(2,030,202)

(1,328,514)

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning
Fund Balance ‐ Ending

603,059
50,333
288,893
942,285

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

$

‐
200,000
‐
200,000

701,688

(9,333,444)

2,428,329
$

1,099,815

11,761,773
$

2,428,329

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Net Position
Proprietary Funds
December 31, 2019
Governmental
Business‐type Activities

Airport
Fund
Assets:
Current assets:
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable, net of
allowance for uncollectibles
Deposits held
Inventories
Total Current Assets

$

Noncurrent assets:
Capital assets:
Land
Construction in progress
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
other than buildings
Machinery and equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Less: accumulated depreciation
Capital assets, net
Total Noncurrent Assets
Total Assets

Major Funds
Solid Waste
Center Fund

11,923,020

$

11,879,721

Activities

Radio
Fund

$

Total
Enterprise Funds

241,877

$

24,044,618

Internal Service
Funds

$

3,782,004

3,625,793
6,200
‐
15,555,013

418,563
‐
201,029
12,499,313

25,000
‐
‐
266,877

4,069,356
6,200
201,029
28,321,203

965
22,000
736,829
4,541,798

7,873,279
1,816,752
2,955,956
23,145,300

50,000
475,272
‐
1,012,068

‐
‐
‐
‐

7,923,279
2,292,024
2,955,956
24,157,368

2,000
‐
‐
1,945,146

79,012,371
11,269,733
135,666
(59,930,388)
66,278,669
66,278,669
81,833,682

2,308,577
5,888,814
17,955
(3,389,833)
6,362,853
6,362,853
18,862,166

81,320,948
19,169,630
153,621
(63,601,716)
74,371,110
74,371,110
102,692,313

508,655
899,668
‐
(2,075,031)
1,280,438
1,280,438
5,822,236

‐
2,011,083
‐
(281,495)
1,729,588
1,729,588
1,996,465

Liabilities:
Current liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Due to other funds
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Deposits
Compensated absences ‐ current
Total Current Liabilities

3,406,610
23,442
‐
495
539,043
29,747
101,068
4,100,405

138,215
3,853
‐
7,713
61,609
‐
41,486
252,876

9,436
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
4,811
14,247

3,554,261
27,295
‐
8,208
600,652
29,747
147,365
4,367,528

113,417
4,527
73,170
2,130
‐
‐
22,531
215,775

Noncurrent Liabilities:
Compensated absences
Closure and post‐closure costs
Total Noncurrent Liabilities
Total Liabilities

151,603
‐
151,603
4,252,008

62,230
3,181,118
3,243,348
3,496,224

7,216
‐
7,216
21,463

221,049
3,181,118
3,402,167
7,769,695

33,797
‐
33,797
249,572

Net Position:
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted

66,103,113
11,478,561

6,346,055
9,019,887

1,729,588
245,414

74,178,756
20,743,862

1,280,438
4,292,226

Total Net Position

$

77,581,674

$

15,365,942

$

1,975,002

$

94,922,618

$

5,572,664

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Proprietary Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Governmental
Business‐type Activities
Airport
Fund
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services:
Airport
Solid waste center
Radio
Risk
Health Insurance
Fleet
Miscellaneous:
Rent
Other revenue
Total Operating Revenues

$

Operating Expenses:
Personnel services
General operations
Landfill compliance costs
Depreciation
Total Operating Expenses
Operating Income (Loss)

Major Funds
Solid Waste
Center Fund

8,241,535
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Income (Loss) Before
Contributions and Transfers

$

‐
‐
247,963
‐
‐
‐

$

8,241,535
5,894,657
247,963
‐
‐
‐

Internal Service
Funds

$

‐
‐
‐
795,218
6,332,062
3,062,645

‐
1,326
249,289

2,447,507
46,780
16,878,442

‐
326,101
10,516,026

4,520,940
13,303,584
‐
5,417,312

1,439,639
3,094,234
139,880
799,828

147,111
464,790
‐
203,255

6,107,690
16,862,608
139,880
6,420,395

2,220,765
8,095,230
‐
142,537

23,241,836

5,473,581

815,156

29,530,573

10,458,532

428,959

(565,867)

(12,652,131)

57,494

376,373
(1,181)
602,476
‐

277,699
(22,258)
27,603
‐

2,137
(15,958)
271,531
‐

656,209
(39,397)
901,610
‐

95,868
‐
‐
50,229

977,668

283,044

257,710

1,518,422

146,097

712,003

(308,157)

(11,133,709)

203,591

‐
190,244

1,921,677
190,244

‐
234,999

(117,913)

(9,021,788)

438,590

1,921,677
‐

Change in Net Position

(9,615,878)

Fund Balances ‐ Beginning
(as restated)

87,197,552
$

‐
5,894,657
‐
‐
‐
‐

Total
Enterprise Funds

‐
7,883
5,902,540

(11,537,555)

Capital contributions
Transfers in

Radio
Fund

2,447,507
37,571
10,726,613

(12,515,223)

Non‐Operating Revenues:
Investment earnings
Loss on disposition of assets
Intergovernmental
Stop loss reimbursement
Total Non‐Operating
Revenues

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

Activities

77,581,674

‐
‐
712,003

14,653,939
$

15,365,942

2,092,915
$

1,975,002

103,944,406
$

94,922,618

5,134,074
$

5,572,664

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Cash Flows
Proprietary Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Governmental
Activities

Business‐type Activities

Airport
Fund
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash received from customers and others
Cash received from interfund services
Other operating cash payments
Cash payments to vendors for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities

$

Cash Flows from Non‐Capital Financing Activities:
Grant proceeds received
Stop loss proceeds received
Transfers from other funds
Net Cash Provided by Non‐Capital
and Related Financing Activities

Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities

$

5,838,530
‐
‐
(3,002,076)
(1,418,091)
1,418,363

$

Total
Enterprise Funds

118,873
105,416
‐
(458,380)
(132,058)
(366,149)

$

16,483,382
105,416
(6,200)
(14,736,767)
(5,899,423)
(4,053,592)

Internal Service
Funds
$

90,218
10,505,021
‐
(8,372,678)
(2,146,960)
75,601

27,603
‐
‐

271,531
‐
190,244

901,610
‐
190,244

8,625
50,229
234,999

602,476

27,603

461,775

1,091,854

293,853

536
1,993,200
(2,537,532)

44,731
‐
(521,611)

‐
‐
‐

45,267
1,993,200
(3,059,143)

‐
‐
(14,455)

(543,796)

(476,880)

‐

(1,020,676)

(14,455)

376,373
376,373

277,699
277,699

2,137
2,137

656,209
656,209

95,868
95,868

$

(4,670,753)
16,593,773
11,923,020

$

1,246,785
10,632,936
11,879,721

$

97,763
144,114
241,877

$

(3,326,205)
27,370,823
24,044,618

450,867
3,331,137
3,782,004

$

(12,515,223)

$

428,959

$

(565,867)

$

(12,652,131)

57,494

Cash Flows from Investing Activities:
Interest received ‐ unrestricted
Net Cash Provided by Investing Activities

Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net
Cash Provided by Operating Activities:
Operating income (loss)
Adjustments to Reconcile Operating Income (Loss) to
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in Assets and Liabilities:
(Increase) decrease in accounts receivable
(Increase) decrease in deposits held
Increase in inventories
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable
Decrease in compliance costs
Increase in accrued liabilities
Increase in due to other funds
Increase (decrease) in unearned revenue
Decrease in deposits

10,525,979
‐
(6,200)
(11,276,311)
(4,349,274)
(5,105,806)

Radio
Fund

602,476
‐
‐

Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Sale of assets
Proceeds from grant awards
Acquisition of capital assets
Net Cash Used by Capital
and Related Financing Activities

Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash
Cash ‐ Beginning of Year
Cash ‐ End of Year

Major Funds
Solid Waste
Center Fund

$

$

5,417,312

799,828

203,255

6,420,395

142,537

(199,596)
(6,200)
‐
2,245,407
‐
154,058
‐
(200,526)
(1,038)

(64,010)
‐
(153)
40,513
139,880
11,737
‐
61,609
‐

(25,000)
‐
‐
6,410
‐
15,053
‐
‐
‐

(288,606)
(6,200)
(153)
2,292,330
139,880
180,848
‐
(138,917)
(1,038)

55,281
23,932
(127,904)
(228,567)
‐
79,658
73,170
‐
‐

(5,105,806)

$

1,418,363

$

(366,149)

$

(4,053,592)

$

75,601

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Fiduciary Net Position
Fiduciary Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Retirement
Trust
Assets
Cash and investments
Receivables:
Miscellaneous
Due from other governments
Employee retirement loans

$

Total Assets
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Deposits
Funds held for others
Total Liabilities
Net Position
Net position held in trust for retirement benefits

Agency Funds

41,318,481

2,311,124

‐
‐
425,801

10,104
14,709
‐

41,744,282

2,335,937

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

300,670
262,643
3,152
826
1,768,646

‐

$

$

$

2,335,937

41,744,282

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Changes in Net Position
Retirement Trust Fund
December 31, 2019

Retirement
Trust
Additions
Employer contributions
Investment income:
Dividends and interest
Net increase in market value of investments
Total Additions

$

3,243,739
379,609
6,389,331
10,012,679

Deductions
Benefits to plan members
Administration expenses
Total Deductions

1,559,070
60,892
1,619,962

Change in Net Position

8,392,717

Net Position ‐ Beginning
Net Position ‐ Ending

$

33,351,565
41,744,282

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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Notes to the Financial Statements
December 31, 2019
I.

Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies
Pitkin County, Colorado (the County) is located approximately 210 miles west of Denver and 120 miles east
of Grand Junction in the Colorado Rocky Mountains. The County encompasses 973 square miles, of which
approximately 80% is publicly owned and is controlled by the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management. Estimated population of the County is approximately 17,800. Tourism is the primary factor
in the County’s economy, which is well known for the resort communities of the City of Aspen and Town of
Snowmass Village.
Pitkin County was formed in 1881 and subsequently became a home rule county on July 1, 1978. The
governing body of the County is the five‐member Board of County Commissioners (BOCC). The County
provides the following services directly: general administration, sheriff, jail, coroner, roads and bridges,
solid waste landfill and recycling center, airport, TV and FM translators, social and public health services,
trails and open space, and affordable housing. The County provides several additional services through
other governmental organizations that are excluded or included in the report according to the reporting
entity criteria.
The County’s financial statements are prepared in accordance with U.S. generally accepted accounting
principles (GAAP). The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is responsible for establishing
GAAP for state and local governments through its pronouncements (Statements and Interpretations). The
most significant policies established by GAAP and used by the County are discussed below.
A.

Financial Reporting Entity
The reporting entity is comprised of (a) the primary government, i.e., the County; and (b)
organizations for which the County is financially accountable. The County is considered to be
financially accountable for a legally separate organization if it is able to impose its will on that
organization or there is a potential for the organization to provide specific financial benefits to, or
impose specific financial burdens on, the County. The primary government of the County consists of
all departments, boards, agencies, and funds that are not legally separate from the County. For the
County, the primary government includes certain elected officials (e.g., the Sheriff, Assessor, and Clerk
and Recorder). Consideration is also given to other organizations that are fiscally dependent i.e.,
unable to adopt a budget, levy tax, or issue debt without approval by the County. Organizations, for
which the nature and significance of their relationship with the County are such that exclusion would
cause the reporting entity’s financial statements to be misleading or incomplete, are also included in
the reporting entity.
The accompanying financial statements present the primary government and its component units,
entities for which the government is considered to be financially accountable. Blended component
units, although legally separate entities, are, in substance, part of the County’s operations. Separate
financial statements are not prepared for the blended component units. The County's only discretely
presented component unit is reported in a separate column in the government‐wide financial
statements to emphasize that it is legally separate from the County. The component unit has a fiscal
year end of December 31.
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I.

Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
A.

Financial Reporting Entity (continued)
Blended Component Units
The Pitkin County Ambulance District (the District) exists by virtue of the Pitkin County Home Rule
Charter and is governed by the BOCC. The County manages the activities of the District in essentially
the same manner as it manages its own activities. The District levies property taxes annually and
serves the majority of citizens of the County. The operations of the District are reported as a special
revenue fund and in governmental activities in the government‐wide financial statements. The
District’s capital assets are reported in the governmental activities column on the government‐wide
Statement of Net Position.
The Redstone Ranch Acres Improvement District and the Twining Flats Improvement District were
formed upon presentation of a petition of the citizens by the proposed district to the BOCC under the
authorization of Colorado Revised Statutes. After formation, an election was held to approve an
annual property tax levy on the properties in the respective district to fund capital improvement or
ongoing maintenance, or both, for the roads within the district. The BOCC acts as the governing board
and issues debt for each district. They are reported as special revenue funds and included in the
governmental activities column of the government‐wide financial statements.
The Pitkin County Public Employees Retirement Plan (PCPERP) functions for the benefit of the
County’s employees. PCPERP is governed by a five‐member board which consists of the County
Treasurer, two employees elected by the participants, and two citizens appointed by the BOCC.
PCPERP is reported as a pension trust fund and, as such, is not included in the government‐wide
financial statements.
Discretely Presented Component Units
The Pitkin County Library District (the Library District) is governed by a 7‐member board that is
appointed by the BOCC. The BOCC is responsible for the oversight of the day‐to‐day operations,
approves the Library District’s budget, tax levy, and any debt issuances. Management of the County
has operational responsibility for the Library District. The Library District does not issue separate
financial statements, instead the Library District is a single fund entity and all detailed financial data
for the Library District is presented in the basic financial statements of the County. The budget is
prepared using a modified accrual basis.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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I.

Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
A.

Financial Reporting Entity (continued)
Jointly Governed Organizations
The Aspen‐Pitkin County Housing Authority (Housing Authority) was formed in 1982 to manage and
construct projects that are deed restricted, limiting the amount of appreciation on privately owned
units and the amount of rent charged to tenants. The Housing Authority is governed by a seven‐
member board of directors. The County and the City of Aspen each appoint three directors and one
director is appointed jointly. The Housing Authority’s board reports to both the BOCC and the City of
Aspen’s Council; the County and the City of Aspen share net operating expenses equally, and the
County and the City of Aspen significantly influence the operations budget. For the year ended
December 31, 2019, the County’s proportionate share of the 2019 net operating expenses totaled
$396,800. This amount was reported within the County’s General Fund.
The complete audited financial statements for the Housing Authority may be obtained from the
County’s finance department.

B.

Measurement Focus, Basis of Accounting, and Financial Statement Presentation
Government‐wide financial statements include the Statement of Net Position and the Statement of
Activities, which display information about the primary government (the County) and its component
units excluding fiduciary activities. These statements present summaries of governmental and
business‐type activities for the County accompanied by a total column, along with a column for the
discretely presented component unit. Governmental activities, which normally are supported by taxes
and intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from business‐type activities, which
significantly rely upon fees and charges for support.
The Statement of Activities demonstrates the degree to which the direct expenses of a given function
or segment is offset by program revenues. Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with
a specific function or segment. Program revenues include 1) fees, fines, and charges to customers or
applicants who purchase, use, or directly benefit from goods, services, or privileges provided by a
given function or segment, and 2) grants and contributions that are restricted to meeting the
operational or capital requirements of a particular function or segment. Taxes and other items not
properly included among program revenues are reported instead as general revenues.
The government‐wide financial statements and proprietary fund financial statements are presented
with an economic resources measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. Accordingly, all
of the County’s assets and liabilities, including capital assets, as well as infrastructure assets and long
term liabilities, are included in the accompanying Statement of Net Position. The Statement of
Activities presents changes in net position. Under the accrual basis of accounting, revenues are
recognized in the period in which they are earned, while expenses are recognized in the period in
which the liability is incurred.
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
B.

Measurement Focus, Basis of Accounting, and Financial Statement Presentation (continued)
Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds and proprietary funds. Major
individual funds are reported as separate columns in the fund financial statements. The County’s
governmental fund financial statements are reported using the current financial resources
measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recognized when they
are both measurable and available. Revenues are considered to be available when they are collected
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current period. For this
purpose, the County considers revenues to be available if they are collected within 90 days of the end
of the current fiscal period. Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is incurred, as under
accrual accounting. However, debt service expenditures, as well as expenditures related to
compensated absences, and claims and judgments, are recorded only when payment is due.
Property taxes, sales taxes, licenses, and interest associated with the current fiscal period are all
considered to be susceptible to accrual and so have been recognized as revenues of the current fiscal
period. Expenditure‐driven grants are recognized as revenue when the qualifying expenditures have
been incurred and all other eligibility requirements have been met, and the amount is received during
the period or within the availability period for this revenue source (within 90 days of year end). All
other revenue items are considered to be measurable and available only when cash is received by the
government.
The following are the County's major governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary funds:
The General Fund accounts for all financial resources except those required to be accounted for in
another fund. The General Fund’s fund balance is available to the County for any purpose provided it is
expended or transferred according to the general laws of the County’s Home Rule Charter and the
State of Colorado.
Special Revenue Funds are used to account for and report the proceeds of specific revenue sources
that are restricted or committed to expenditure for specified purposes other than debt service or
capital projects. The term “proceeds of specific revenue sources” establishes that one or more specific
restricted or committed revenues should be the foundation for a special revenue fund. The County
reports the following major special revenue funds:
The Transportation Sales and Use Tax Fund accounts for the 1‐cent sales tax that is passed
through the County for public mass transportation, and the ½‐cent sales tax and the ½‐cent use
tax that provide funding to enhance and improve the transportation system (roads and public
transit).
The Open Space and Trails Fund accounts for a dedicated property tax, which supports
acquisition, improvement, and management of open space and trails programs. A 2.5 mill levy was
approved in 1990 and the voters reauthorized a levy of 3.75 mills in 1999 and again in 2016.
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
B.

Measurement Focus, Basis of Accounting, and Financial Statement Presentation (continued)
The Employee Housing Impact Fund accounts for impact fees collected on certain developments
to mitigate impacts caused by development and land use. The impact fee was implemented in
2005 by the BOCC and is used to benefit properties managed and controlled by the County or the
Housing Authority. The impact fee replaced a payment‐in‐lieu fee established in 1988.
Capital Projects Funds account for financial resources collected and used for the acquisition or
construction of major capital facilities. The County reports one capital projects fund.
The Capital Fund accounts for resources assessed to be used to acquire capital assets and for the
construction of major capital projects, excluding capital assets acquired by proprietary or special
revenue funds.
Proprietary Funds reporting focuses on the determination of operating income, changes in net
position, financial position, and cash flows. The two major proprietary funds are classified as
enterprise funds.
The Airport Fund accounts for operating and capital improvement of the Aspen‐Pitkin County
Airport.
The Solid Waste Center Fund accounts for the County’s landfill and recycling operations,
including post‐closure liabilities, which are primarily funded by site collections and the sale of
recyclables.

Fiduciary Funds include agency funds and trust funds. Agency funds account for monies held on
behalf of other governments and agencies that use the County as a depository or for property taxes
collected on behalf of the other governments or agencies. The County’s only trust fund is used to
account for the accumulation of resources and for assets held for qualified County employees in
accordance with the PCPERP. Fiduciary funds are excluded from reporting in the government‐wide
financial statements. No budgets are adopted for the County’s fiduciary funds.
Certain eliminations have been made in regard to interfund activities, payables, and receivables. All
internal balances in the Statement of Net Position have been eliminated except those representing
balances between the governmental activities and the business‐type activities, which are presented
as internal balances and eliminated in the total primary government column. In the Statement of
Activities, all internal balances have been eliminated except those interfund services and transactions
between governmental and business‐type activities, which have not been eliminated.
Reconciliation of the fund financial statements to the government‐wide financial statements is
provided in the financial statements to explain the differences created by the integrated approach of
GASB Statement No. 34.
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
C.

Budgetary Information
1.

Budgetary Basis of Accounting
The County adopts an annual operating budget for all governmental funds, proprietary funds, and
discretely presented component units. Budgets for the governmental fund types are adopted on a
basis consistent with GAAP. The proprietary fund types adopt budgets using a non‐GAAP
budgetary basis. The County’s original budget process begins with combining historical data,
assessment of needs for the upcoming year, and the BOCC’s platform, to review and/or make
changes to each department’s budget. The Financial Advisory Board, budget team, and section
leaders all provide input to the preliminary budget. The budget is then formally presented to the
BOCC via an advertised public process for their review, revisions, and final approval by December
15. All subsequent budget requests made during the year must be presented via a public process
and approval by the BOCC.
The legal level of control (the level at which expenditures may not legally exceed appropriations)
for each adopted annual operating budget generally is the individual fund level. Any change in
total to a fund requires approval of the BOCC. The County approved quarterly changes to budgeted
appropriations for the year ended December 31, 2019.
All unexpended annual appropriations lapse at year‐end.

2.

Excess of Expenditures Over Appropriations
For the year ended December 31, 2019, expenditures exceeded appropriations in the Renewable
Energy Mitigation Program (REMP) Fund by $42,979 and the Park Dedication Fees Fund by
$220,980. The joint City of Aspen and Pitkin County Renewable Energy Mitigation Program (REMP)
was instituted in 1999. All program funds were held by the City of Aspen until 2019 when the
County's share of funds was transferred and the County REMP fund created. Expenditure of REMP
funds is determined by a non‐profit organization, CORE (Community Office for Resource
Efficiency), ratified by resolution of each governing board, and divided evenly between the City of
Aspen and Pitkin County. The BOCC resolution approving 2019 expenditures of $1,292,979 was
approved on September 12, 2018, but the dollar amount was not included correctly in the 2019
REMP budget appropriation. Park Dedication Fees were included as a General Fund committed
fund balance until 2019 when a new special revenue fund was created. The net use of Park
Dedication Fees in the amount of $220,980 was budgeted in the General Fund in 2019, rather than
the new Park Dedication Fees fund.

D.

Cash, Cash Equivalents, and Investments
Except for departmental petty cash, all cash is deposited with the County Treasurer. The Treasurer
invests this cash to achieve the following objectives in order of priority: safety, liquidity, and return on
investments. Cash, cash equivalents, and investments are accounted for as cash and investments in all
funds. Investment revenue is allocated to funds in proportion to each fund's share of pooled cash.
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
D.

Cash, Cash Equivalents, and Investments (continued)
Cash and cash equivalents include amounts in demand deposits as well as short‐term investments
with a maturity date within 3 months of the date acquired by the County.
Investments are stated at fair value based on quoted market prices. The County's investments in
Colorado Statewide Investment Program (CSIP) and Colorado Surplus Asset Fund Trust (CSAFE) are the
two exceptions, which are reported at amortized cost. The change in fair value of investments is
recognized as an increase or decrease to investments and as investment earnings.
The County’s investment policy permits investments in the following types of obligations:

∙
∙
∙
∙
∙
∙
∙
E.

U.S. Treasury Obligations
U.S. Agencies, Instrumentalities, and Securities as authorized by Colorado Revised Statutes
24‐76‐601.1(1)(a) and (b)
FDIC‐insured Certificates of Deposit
Certificates of Deposit at institutions approved as public depositories in Colorado
Demand Deposit Accounts at institutions approved as public depositories in Colorado
Colorado Local Government Investment Pools
Money Market Mutual Funds

Restricted Assets
Certain resources are classified as restricted on the balance sheet, because their use is limited. The
County reports one restricted asset: restricted cash. This restriction is needed for unliquidated
Passenger Facility Charges in the Airport Fund.

F.

Receivables
All trade and property tax receivables are reported net of an allowance for uncollectibles, where
applicable.
Noncurrent receivables in governmental funds consist primarily of housing loans that are generally not
expected or scheduled to be collected in the subsequent year, although payment has started on
several of the loans.

G. Deposits Held
The County is required to pay deposits to other entities for leases and certain self‐insured benefit
programs. These deposits are recorded as an asset on the County's books until the amount is returned
to the County.
H.

Consumable Inventories
Inventories are stated at cost, determined on a last‐in, first‐out basis. The cost of inventory items is
recorded as an expenditure/expense in the funds when consumed.

D7
218

Notes to the Financial Statements
December 31, 2019
I.

Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
I.

Prepaid Expenses
Payments made to vendors for services that will benefit periods beyond December 31, 2019 are
recorded as prepaid items by recording an asset and reflecting the expenditure/expense in the
year in which services are consumed. At the fund reporting level, an equal amount of fund
balance is reported as non‐spendable, as this amount is not available for general appropriation.

J.

Capital Assets
General capital assets are those assets not specifically related to activities reported in the
proprietary funds. These assets generally result from expenditures in governmental funds. The
County reports these assets in the governmental activities column of the government‐wide
Statement of Net Position, but does not report these assets in the County fund financial
statements. Capital assets utilized by enterprise funds are reported both in the business‐type
activities column of the government‐wide Statement of Net Position and in the proprietary funds’
Statement of Net Position.
All capital assets are capitalized at cost (or estimated historical cost) and updated for additions
and retirements during the year. Donated capital assets are recorded at their acquisition value as
of the date received. The County maintains a capitalization threshold of $5,000 for non‐
infrastructure assets and $50,000 for infrastructure. The costs of normal maintenance and repairs
that do not add to the value of the asset or materially extend an asset’s life are expensed.
All reported capital assets are depreciated except for land, intangible assets, and construction in
progress. Improvements are depreciated over the remaining useful lives of the related capital
assets. Useful lives for infrastructure and buildings were estimated based on the County’s
historical records of necessary improvements and replacement. Depreciation is computed using
the straight‐line method over the following useful lives:
Estimated Lives
Governmental
Business‐type
Activities
Activities
7‐75 years
5‐50 years
7‐100 years
10‐50 years
3‐30 years
3‐30 years
5 years
‐‐‐
4‐10 years
5‐8 years

Asset Class
Buildings & Structures
Infrastructure & Improvements
Machinery and equipment
Library collections
Other Assets ‐ Depreciable

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
K.

Compensated Absences
Paid time off (PTO) benefits are accrued as a liability as the benefits are earned if the employees'
rights to receive compensation are attributable to services already rendered and it is probable that
the employer will compensate the employees for the benefits through paid time off or some other
means. All compensated absence liabilities include salary‐related payments, where applicable.
The total compensated absence liability is reported on the government‐wide financial statements.
Proprietary funds report a compensated absence liability in each individual fund at the fund
reporting level. Governmental funds report the compensated absence liability at the fund reporting
level only “when due.”

L.

Accrued Liabilities and Long‐term Obligations
All payables, accrued liabilities, and long‐term obligations are reported in the government‐wide
financial statements.
In general, governmental fund payables and accrued liabilities that, once incurred, are paid in a
timely manner and in full, from current financial resources, are reported as obligations of the funds.
However, compensated absences that will be paid from governmental funds are reported as a
liability in the fund financial statements only to the extent that they are “due for payment” during
the current year.

M. Bond Premiums and Discounts
On the government‐wide and proprietary fund type financial statements, bond premiums and
discounts are deferred and amortized over the life of the underlying bonds, using the straight‐line
method, which approximates the effective interest method. The unamortized portion of the bond
premiums and discounts is netted against bonds payable for presentation on the government‐wide
and proprietary fund Statement of Net Position.
At the governmental fund reporting level, bond premiums and discounts are reported as other
financing sources and uses, separately from the face amount of the bonds issued. Bond issuance
costs are reported as expenditures/expenses when incurred.
N. Fund Balance and Net Position
Fund equity at the governmental fund financial reporting level is classified as “fund balance.” Fund
equity for all other reporting is classified as “net position.”
Fund Balance represents the difference between the current assets and current liabilities.
Governmental accounting standards establishes fund balance classifications that comprise a
hierarchy based primarily on the extent to which a government is bound to observe constraints
imposed upon the use of the resources reported in governmental funds. Fund balance classifications
include: Non‐spendable, Restricted, Committed, Assigned, and Unassigned.
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Pitkin County, Colorado

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
N. Fund Balance and Net Position (continued)
These classifications reflect not only the nature of funds, but also provide clarity to the level of
restriction placed upon fund balance. Fund Balance can have different levels of restraint, such as
external versus internal compliance requirements. Unassigned fund balance is a residual classification
within the General Fund. This fund should be the only fund that reports a positive unassigned balance.
In all other funds, unassigned is limited to negative residual fund balance. For further details of the
various fund balance classifications refer to Note III. J.
Committed fund balance classification is used for amounts with a specific purpose determined by
formal action by the County BOCC. Assigned fund balance classification is for any informal restrictions
placed on funds by the BOCC or County Manager.
Net Position represents the difference between assets, liabilities, and deferred inflow (outflow) of
resources. Net investment in capital assets consists of capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation,
reduced by the outstanding balances of any borrowing used or retainage held for the acquisition,
construction, or improvement of those assets. Net position is reported as restricted when there are
limitations imposed on their use either through the enabling legislation adopted by the County or
through external restrictions imposed by creditors, grantors, or laws or regulations of other
governments. All other net position is reported as unrestricted.
The County applies the most restricted resources first when an expenditure is incurred for purposes
for which both restricted and unrestricted net position is available.
O. Operating Revenues and Expenses
Operating revenues are those revenues that are generated directly from the primary activity of the
proprietary funds. For the County, these revenues are charges for services for solid waste and airport
services. Operating expenses are necessary costs incurred to provide the goods or services that are the
primary activity of each fund.
P.

Interfund Activity
Exchange transactions between funds are reported as revenues in the seller funds and as
expenditures/expenses in the purchaser funds. Flows of cash or goods from one fund to another
without a requirement for repayment are reported as interfund transfers. Interfund transfers are
reported as other financing sources/uses in governmental funds and after the non‐operating
revenues/expenses section in proprietary funds. Repayments from funds responsible for particular
expenditures/expenses to the funds that initially paid for them are not presented on the financial
statements (i.e. they are netted).
Transfers between funds reported in the governmental activities column are eliminated. Transfers
between funds reported in the business‐type activities column are eliminated.
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Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (continued)
P.

Interfund Activity (continued)
Transactions that constitute reimbursements to a fund for expenditures or expenses initially made
from it that are properly applicable to another fund, are recorded as “due from other fund” or “due
to other funds” on the balance sheet when they are expected to be liquidated within one year. If the
receivable or payable is not expected to be liquidated after one year, it is classified as “advances to
other funds”, or “advances from other funds.”

Q. Estimates
The preparation of the financial statements in conformity with GAAP in the United States, requires
management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the amounts reported in the financial
statements and accompanying notes. Actual results may differ from those estimates.
R.

Deferred Outflows and Inflows of Resources
In addition to assets, the Statement of Financial Position will sometimes report a separate section for
deferred outflows of resources. This separate financial statement element, deferred outflows of
resources, represents a consumption of net position that applies to future periods and so will not be
recognized as an outflow of resources (expense/expenditure) until then. The County has only one
type of item that qualifies for reporting in this category. Accordingly, the item, deferred loss on
refunding, is deferred and recognized as an outflow of resources. A deferred loss on refunding
results from the difference in the carrying value of refunded debt and its reacquisition price. The
amount is deferred and amortized over the shorter of the life of the refunded or refunding debt.
In addition to liabilities, the Statement of Financial Position will sometimes report a separate section
for deferred inflows of resources. This separate financial statement element, deferred inflows of
resources, represents an acquisition of net position that applies to future periods and so will not be
recognized as an inflow of resources (revenue) until that time. The County has only one type of item
that qualifies for reporting in this category. Accordingly, the item, property tax revenue, is deferred
and recognized as an inflow of resources in the period that the amounts become available and
earned.

II.

Stewardship, Compliance, and Accountability
A.

Violations of Legal or Contractual Provisions
Note I. C. 2., on the excess of expenditures over appropriations, describes a budgetary violation that
occurred for the year ended December 31, 2019.

B.

Prior Period Adjustments
The County has restated the beginning balance for the General Fund, Risk Fund, Health Insurance
Fund, Fleet Fund and Radio Enterprise Fund respectively. Prior to 2019, these funds were combined
in the General Fund. Starting in 2019, these funds are accounted for in separate funds and presented
separately on the financial statements. Also in 2019, certain monies accounted for in the General
Fund prior to 2019 were moved to agency funds in order to better comply with governmental
accounting standards. The beginning fund balance of the General Fund has been decreased by
$4,238,127 to reflect these changes.
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Stewardship, Compliance, and Accountability (continued)
B.

Prior Period Adjustments (continued)
The County has also restated the beginning fund balances for Park Dedication Fees Fund to reflect a transfer
from the General Fund to this new fund in 2018. The transfer of $352,825 was for the restricted park
dedication fees balance located in the General Fund in prior years.
The County has restated the beginning fund balances and changed the names and purposes of the County's
agency funds in order to better align with Governmental Accounting, Auditing, and Financial Reporting
standards. The net difference in total agency fund beginning balance was a decrease of $69,721.

C.

Reclassified Prior Year Balances
Certain comparative amounts for fiscal year 2018 have been reclassified – with no effect on net position,
fund balance, total assets, or total liabilities – to conform to the 2019 presentation.

III. Detailed Notes on All Funds
A.

Deposits and Investments
The County’s deposits are entirely covered by federal depository insurance (FDIC) or by collateral held
under Colorado’s Public Deposit Protection Act (PDPA). The FDIC insures the first $250,000 of the County’s
deposits at each financial institution. Deposit balances over $250,000 are collateralized as required by
PDPA. The carrying amount of the County’s demand deposits was $5,175,816 at year end.
The County and the Pitkin County Library District had the following cash and investments with the following
maturities:
Poor's
Carrying
Less than one
Less than
Rating
Amounts
year
three years
Deposits:
Cash on hand
Not Rated
$
5,250
$
5,250
$
‐
5,087,569
5,087,569
‐
Checking and savings
Not Rated
2,206,133
2,206,133
‐
Money market funds
Not Rated
Total Deposits
7,298,952
7,298,952
‐
Investments:
41,072,956
41,072,956
‐
Mutual funds
Not Rated
12,711,262
9,193,391
3,517,871
Certificates of deposit
Not Rated
AAAm
31,563,710
31,563,710
‐
Investment pools
AA+
30,097,445
6,726,677
23,370,768
Agencies
AA+
20,570,251
6,887,690
13,682,561
Treasuries
Total Investments
136,015,624
95,444,424
40,571,200
Total Cash and Investments
$ 143,314,576
$ 102,743,376
$ 40,571,200
The investment pools represent investments in Colorado Government Liquid Asset Trust (COLOTRUST),
Colorado Statewide Investment Program (CSIP), and Colorado Surplus Asset Fund Trust (CSAFE). The fair
value of the pool is determined by the pool’s net asset value for COLOTRUST. CSIP and CSAFE investments
are measured at amortized cost and are therefore reported as such on the County's financial statements.
The County has no regulatory oversight for the pools.
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
A. Deposits and Investments (continued)
At December 31, 2019, the County’s investment in investment pools was 23% of the County’s investment
portfolio. Interest rates for 2019 ranged from 1.86% ‐ 2.62% for COLOTRUST, 1.91% ‐ 2.56% for CSAFE,
and 1.77% ‐ 2.59% for CSIP.
Fair Value of Investments
The County measures and records its investments using fair value measurement guidelines established by
generally accepted accounting principles. These guidelines recognize a three‐tiered fair value hierarchy, as
follows:

∙
∙
∙

Level 1: Quoted prices for identical investments in active markets;
Level 2: Observable inputs other than quoted market prices; and,
Level 3: Unobservable inputs.

At December 31, 2019 the County had the following recurring fair value measurements:
Investments Measured at Fair Value
U.S. Treasuries
U.S. Agencies
Certificates of deposit
Mutual funds

Investments Measured at Net Asset Value
COLOTRUST
Investments Measured at Amortized Cost
CSIP
CSAFE
Total Investments

Total
20,570,251
30,097,445
12,711,262
41,072,956
104,451,914

Level 1
20,570,251
‐
12,711,262
‐
33,281,513

Level 2
‐
30,097,445
‐
41,072,956
71,170,401

Level 3
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

6,442,470
6,442,470
9,178,405
15,942,835
25,121,240
$ 136,015,624

Investments classified in Level 1 are valued using prices quoted in active markets for those securities.
Investments classified in Level 2 are valued using the following approaches:

∙
∙

Repurchase Agreements, Negotiable Certificates of Deposit, and Collateralized Debt Obligations:
matrix pricing based on the securities’ relationship to benchmark quoted prices;
Money Market, Bond, and Equity Mutual Funds: published fair value per share (unit) for each
fund.

Interest Rate Risk . As a means of limiting its exposure to interest rate risk, the County coordinates its
investment maturities to closely match cash flow needs and restricts the maximum investment term to
less than three years (less in some cases) from the purchase date. As a result of the limited length of
maturities the County has limited its interest rate risk.
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
A.

Deposits and Investments (continued)
Credit Risk . County investment policy limits investments to those authorized by State statutes as
listed in Note I. D. The County’s general investment policy is to apply the prudent‐person rule:
investments are made as a prudent person would be expected to act, with discretion and intelligence,
to seek reasonable income, preserve capital, and, in general, avoid speculative investments.
Concentration of Credit Risk . The County diversifies its investments by security type and institution
and limits holdings in any one type of investment with any one issuer and type of issuer. At
December 31, 2019, the only County investments greater than 5% of total investment, were Federal
National Mortgage Association (6%), Federal Farm Credit (5%), Federal Home Loan (9%), US Treasury
Bills (15%), COLOTRUST (5%), CSIP (7%) and CSAFE (12%).
At December 31, 2019, unrealized gains or (losses) were $248,372, which reflects changes in the fair
market value of investments from 2018 to 2019.
Other Cash and Investments
At December 31, 2019, the County’s pension trust fund’s investments included $41,072,956 of mutual
funds held by its third‐party trustee, Wells Fargo.
The Pitkin County Library District, a component unit of the County, held investments totaling
$1,561,429 at December 31, 2019. Starting in 2019, these funds were invested as part of the County's
pooled investments.
The total cash and investments on page D12 include cash held for E‐911 ($726,800) and Burnt
Mountain ($339,307) which are separate entities from the County. These amounts of cash are
included in the Other Agency section on page H1.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
B.

Receivables
Receivables at December 31, 2019, consisted of taxes, interest, accounts, and intergovernmental
receivables arising from grants. Receivables are net of an allowance for uncollectibles. The allowance
for uncollectibles at December 31, 2019 was $0.
Receivables and payables are recorded on the County’s financial statements to the extent that the
amounts are determined to be material and substantiated not only by supporting documentation, but
also by a reasonable, systematic method of determining their existence, completeness, valuation, and
in the case of receivables, collectability.

C.

Property Taxes
Property taxes are levied on or before December 15 of each year and attach as an enforceable lien to
the property on January 1. Taxes are payable in full on April 30 or in two installments on February 28
and June 15. The County bills and collects its own property taxes and the taxes for various other
entities. In accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, the assessed but uncollected
property taxes have been recorded as a receivable and deferred inflow of resources.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
D. Capital Assets
Capital asset activity for the year ended December 31, 2019 was as follows:
Primary Government:

Governmental activities:
Capital assets not being depreciated:
Land
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Construction in progress
Total capital assets not being depreciated
Depreciable capital assets:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total depreciable capital assets
Less accumulated depreciation for:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total accumulated depreciation
Total depreciable capital assets, net
Governmental activities capital assets, net
Business‐type activities:
Capital assets not being depreciated:
Land
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Construction in progress
Total capital assets not being depreciated
Depreciable capital assets:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total depreciable capital assets
Less accumulated depreciation for:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total accumulated depreciation
Total depreciable capital assets, net
Business‐type activities capital assets, net

Beginning
Balance (as
restated)

Increase

$ 113,478,437
50,431,082
4,502,857
168,412,376

$ 3,150,675
584,001
7,057,139
10,791,815

55,295,217
65,082,067
17,757,650
639,831
138,774,765
(18,328,991)
(35,979,595)
(7,630,791)
(507,557)
(62,446,934)
76,327,831

Decrease

$

Ending Balance

‐
‐
(3,275,636)
(3,275,636)

$ 116,629,112
51,015,083
8,284,360
175,928,555

8,127,415
2,096,216
2,058,048
9,083
12,290,762

(3,930,182)
(84,557)
(1,491,432)
‐
(5,506,171)

59,492,450
67,093,726
18,324,266
648,914
145,559,356

(1,457,097)
(1,249,609)
(1,537,151)
(61,464)
(4,305,321)
7,985,441

2,619,633
66,530
1,131,991
‐
3,818,154
(1,688,017)

(17,166,455)
(37,162,674)
(8,035,951)
(569,021)
(62,934,101)
82,625,255

$ 244,740,207

$ 18,777,256

$ (4,963,653)

$ 258,553,810

$

$

$

$

7,923,279
2,955,956
1,594,568
12,473,803

‐
‐
2,209,875
2,209,875

‐
‐
(1,512,419)
(1,512,419)

7,923,279
2,955,956
2,292,024
13,171,259

24,157,368
80,302,274
19,782,103
481,371
124,723,116

‐
2,124,197
237,490
‐
2,361,687

‐
(1,105,523)
(849,963)
(327,750)
(2,283,236)

24,157,368
81,320,948
19,169,630
153,621
124,801,567

(9,674,961)
(40,356,542)
(8,891,806)
(456,585)
(59,379,894)
65,343,222

(758,247)
(3,818,277)
(1,832,820)
(11,051)
(6,420,395)
(4,058,708)

15,747
1,083,800
771,276
327,750
2,198,573
(84,663)

(10,417,461)
(43,091,019)
(9,953,350)
(139,886)
(63,601,716)
61,199,851

$ (1,848,833)

$ (1,597,082)

$ 77,817,025

$ 74,371,110
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
D. Capital Assets (continued)
Discretely Presented Component Units:
Beginning
Balance (as
restated)
Library District:
Capital assets not being depreciated:
Land
Total capital assets not being depreciated
Depreciable capital assets:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Library collections
Machinery and equipment
Total depreciable capital assets
Less accumulated depreciation for:
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
Library collections
Machinery and equipment
Total accumulated depreciation
Total depreciable capital assets, net
Library District capital assets, net

$

144,263
144,263

Increase

$

16,746,107
13,672
1,020,735
818,965
18,599,479

‐
‐

$

‐
‐
121,405
9,365
130,770

(3,437,039)
(13,672)
(544,272)
(374,758)
(4,369,741)
14,229,738
$ 14,374,001

Decrease

(733,922)
‐
(199,017)
(89,231)
(1,022,170)
(891,400)
$

(891,400)

$

Ending Balance

‐
‐

$

144,263
144,263

‐
‐
‐
(82,693)
(82,693)

16,746,107
13,672
1,142,140
745,637
18,647,556

‐
‐
‐
68,129
68,129
(14,564)

(4,170,961)
(13,672)
(743,289)
(395,860)
(5,323,782)
13,323,774

(14,564)

$ 13,468,037

Depreciation expense and capital outlays were charged to functions/programs of the primary government
as follows:
Governmental activities:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Total government activities depreciation expense

Depreciation
Expense
$ 1,388,996
639,472
1,350,760
166,626
759,467
$ 4,305,321

Business‐type activities:
Airport
Solid waste center
Radio
Total business‐type activities depreciation expense

$ 5,417,312
799,828
203,255
$ 6,420,395

$

$

2,537,532
498,181
‐
3,035,713

Discretely presented component units:
Library district
Total discretely presented component units depreciation expense

$ 1,022,170
$ 1,022,170

$
$

130,770
130,770

Capital Outlay
$ 1,064,158
8,542,850
3,069,294
1,439,861
5,665,141
$ 19,781,304
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Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
E.

Interfund Balances and Transfers
At December 31, 2019, the Fleet Internal Service Fund owed $73,170 to the General Fund to reimburse for expenditures paid
throughout the year in the normal course of business.
The following interfund transfers occurred during the year ended December 31, 2019:
Transferred from

Transferred to

General Fund

Open Space
and Trails
Fund

General Fund
Open Space and Trails Fund
Capital Fund
Nonmajor Governmental Funds
Nonmajor Enterprise Funds
Internal Service Funds
Agency Funds1
Total

$

$

‐
71,000
5,716,488
2,745,804
190,244
234,999

111,526
$ 9,070,061

‐
‐
‐
1,255,272
‐
‐

‐
$ 1,255,272

Employee
Housing
Impact Fund

Capital Fund

$

$

‐
‐
375,000
‐
‐
‐

‐
$ 375,000

Nonmajor
Government
al Funds

Total

‐
‐
‐
1,244,481
‐
‐

$ 291,980
‐
275,000
2,080,004
‐
‐

$

291,980
71,000
6,366,488
7,325,561
190,244
234,999

‐
$ 1,244,481

‐
$ 2,646,984

111,526
$ 14,591,798

1

The transfers from the general fund to the agency funds were an one‐time transfer in 2019 in order to move funds held for others from the general fund to an agency
fund in order to better align with Governmental Accounting, Auditing, and Financial Reporting standards.

Transfers are used to (1) move revenues from the fund that statute or budget requires to collect them to the fund that statute or
budget requires to expend them, (2) move unrestricted revenues collected in the General Fund to finance various programs
accounted for in other funds in accordance with budgetary authorizations, (3) segregate money for anticipated capital projects, (4)
provide additional resources for current operations or debt service, and (5) return money to the fund from which it was originally
provided once a project is completed.
All County transfers either occur on a regular basis or are consistent with the purpose of the fund making the transfer.
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
F.

Construction Commitments
The County had the following contractual commitments with greater than $100,000 remaining at year end:
Fund

Contract
Commitment

Project

Gen
Open
Trans
Trans

Jail Basement
Castle Creek Trail & Rd
Jack Rabbit Comm Site
Ruedi Communications Site

Air Interim Terminal Improvements
Air Interim Parking Improvements
Total

$

$

Completed

227,431
4,058,860
384,377
467,561

$

(56,499)
(3,606,736)
(280,249)
(209,552)

1,706,305
1,606,190
8,450,725

(780,301)
(599,842)
$ (5,533,179)

Retainage
$

$

Remaining

752
165,375
‐
‐

$

170,932
452,124
104,128
258,010

39,015
30,006
235,148

926,004
1,006,348
$ 2,917,546

G. Long‐term Obligations
Debt Related to Governmental Activities:
1.

2010 Series A and B Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds
On December 22, 2010, the County issued $2,530,000 of Taxable Sales Tax Revenue Build America Bonds
and $5,830,000 of Tax‐Exempt Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds with interest rates on the tax‐exempt
bonds ranging from 2% to 4.25% and taxable bonds ranging from 6.69% to 6.94%. The bonds mature in
annual increments from December 1, 2011 through 2040. The proceeds of the bonds were used to: (i)
refund the County’s outstanding Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 1998; (ii) refund the County’s
outstanding Sales Tax Revenue Refunding and improvement bonds, Series 2001; (iii) provide funds to the
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority to refurbish and improve a bus maintenance and storage facility;
and, (iv) pay costs of issuance of the bonds.
The Sales Tax Revenue Bonds are special, limited revenue obligations of the County, secured by a pledge
of its 1% sales tax for transit purposes. The outstanding balance of sales tax bonds at December 31, 2019
was $5,430,000. During 2019, the debt service for these bonds totaled $655,800. The annual payment of
principal and interest on the bonds is secured by a reserve fund.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
G. Long‐term Obligations (continued)
2.

2013 General Obligation Refunding Bonds
On December 20, 2013, the County issued $2,845,000 of General Obligation Refunding Bonds,
Series 2013. The bonds have a stated interest rate of 2.18%, and mature in annual increments
from December 1, 2014 through 2024. The bonds were issued to refund the County’s Series
2003 General Obligation Refunding Bonds. The principal balance outstanding at December 31,
2019 was $1,110,000.

3.

2016 Certificates of Participation
On October 26, 2016, the County issued $22,790,000 of Pitkin County Certificates of
Participation. The certificates bear interest rates from 2% to 4%, and mature in annual
increments from November 1, 2017 through 2046. The proceeds were used for the purpose of
remodeling and constructing an addition to the Pitkin County Administration and Sheriff
Building and paying the costs of issuance of the certificates. Construction was completed in July
2018. The principal balance outstanding at December 31, 2019 was $21,400,000.

4.

2016 Series A and B General Obligation Refunding Bonds
On September 26, 2016, the County issued $4,275,000 of General Obligation Refunding Bonds,
Series 2016A. The Bonds have a stated interest rate of 1.95%, and mature in annual increments
from December 1, 2017 through 2031. The bonds were issued to refund the County’s General
Obligation Open Space Acquisition Note – Joy Smith Property. The principal balance outstanding
at December 31, 2019 was $3,525,000. The refunding was undertaken to reduce total debt
service payments over the next fifteen years by $388,715 and resulted in an economic gain of
$644,666.
On December 1, 2016, the County issued $8,095,000 of General Obligation Refunding Bonds,
Series 2016B. The Bonds have a stated interest rate of 1.99%, and mature in annual increments
from December 1, 2017 through 2031. The bonds were issued to refund the County’s Series
2006 General Obligation Bonds. The principal balance outstanding at December 31, 2019 was
$6,605,000. The refunding was undertaken to reduce total debt service payments over the next
twenty years by $2,158,861 and resulted in an economic gain of $1,625,133.

5.

2018 Certificates of Participation
On September 6, 2018, the County issued $6,500,000 of Pitkin County Certificates of
Participation through a private placement, which offered more advantageous terms than a
public sale. The certificates mature in annual increments from November 1, 2019 through
2038. The maturities through 2033 have a fixed interest rate of 3.33%. The final five maturities
bear an initial interest rate of 2.83%, recalculated every five years. The proceeds are being used
to construct a new Ambulance facility which was completed in July 2019. The principal balance
outstanding at December 31, 2019 was $6,294,771.
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G. Long‐term Obligations (continued)
6.

Annual Debt Service Requirements
Annual debt service requirements to maturity for governmental activities are as follows:
Governmental Activities

Years Ending
December 31
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025 ‐ 2029
2030 ‐ 2034
2035 ‐ 2039
2040 ‐ 2044
2045 ‐ 2046
Total

2010A&B Sales Tax Revenue
Principal
Interest
370,000
284,550
385,000
272,525
395,000
259,050
410,000
244,238
430,000
228,350
1,330,000
895,615
835,000
616,100
1,040,000
303,691
235,000
16,307
‐
‐
$ 5,430,000 $ 3,120,426

2013 GO Refunding
Principal
Interest
210,000
24,198
220,000
19,620
220,000
14,824
225,000
10,028
235,000
5,123
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
$ 1,110,000 $
73,793

2016A GO Refunding
Principal
Interest
265,000
68,738
270,000
63,570
275,000
58,305
280,000
52,943
285,000
47,483
1,505,000
152,100
645,000
17,771
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
$ 3,525,000 $ 460,910

Years Ending
December 31
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025 ‐ 2029
2030 ‐ 2034
2035 ‐ 2039
2040 ‐ 2044
2045 ‐ 2046
Total

2016B GO Refunding
Principal
Interest
515,000
131,440
530,000
121,191
540,000
110,644
550,000
99,898
565,000
88,953
3,010,000
271,536
895,000
22,786
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
$ 6,605,000 $ 846,448

2016 Certificates of
Participation
Principal
Interest
470,000
775,281
480,000
765,882
500,000
746,681
520,000
726,681
540,000
705,881
3,040,000
3,187,606
3,705,000
2,528,606
4,485,000
1,747,081
5,290,000
943,394
2,370,000
120,656
$ 21,400,000 $ 12,247,749

2018 Certificates of
Participation
Principal
Interest
243,574
199,423
251,685
191,311
260,066
182,930
268,727
174,270
277,675
165,322
1,533,388
681,594
1,806,277
408,707
1,653,379
118,609
‐
‐
‐
‐
$ 6,294,771 $ 2,122,166

Years Ending
December 31
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025 ‐ 2029
2030 ‐ 2034
2035 ‐ 2039
2040 ‐ 2044
2045 ‐ 2046
Total

Total
Principal
Interest
$ 2,073,574 $ 1,483,630
$ 2,136,685 $ 1,434,099
$ 2,190,066 $ 1,372,434
$ 2,253,727 $ 1,308,058
$ 2,332,675 $ 1,241,112
$ 10,418,388 $ 5,188,451
$ 7,886,277 $ 3,593,970
$ 7,178,379 $ 2,169,381
$ 5,525,000 $ 959,701
$ 2,370,000 $ 120,656
$ 44,364,771 $ 18,871,492
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G. Long‐term Obligations (continued)
7.

Changes in Long‐term Obligations
Beginning
Balance

Governmental Activities:
General obligation:
Series 2013 refunding
$ 1,320,000
Series 2016A refunding
3,785,000
Series 2016B refunding
7,115,000
5,790,000
Sales tax revenue Series 2010 A&B
21,860,000
2016 Certificates of Participation
6,500,000
2018 Certificates of Participation
Deferred amounts:
Issuance premiums
662,531
Claims payable
940,351
Compensated absences
1,871,540

Additions

$

Ending
Balance

Reductions

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$

210,000
260,000
510,000
360,000
460,000
205,229

$ 1,110,000
3,525,000
6,605,000
5,430,000
21,400,000
6,294,771

‐
‐
485,596

39,361
120,730
133,817

623,170
819,621
2,223,319

Amounts Due
in One Year

$

210,000
265,000
515,000
370,000
470,000
243,574
‐
327,848
889,328

Total ‐ Governmental Activities

$ 49,844,422

$

485,596

$ 2,299,137

$ 48,030,881

$

3,290,750

Business‐type Activities:
Landfill closure and post‐closure
Compensated absences

$ 3,041,238
278,860

$

139,880
187,468

$

‐
97,914

$ 3,181,118
368,414

$

‐
147,365

Total ‐ Business‐type Activities

$ 3,320,098

$

327,348

$

97,914

$ 3,549,532

$

147,365

Component Units:
Pitkin County Library District:
Compensated absences

$

147,773

$

66,624

$

57,377

$

157,020

$

62,808

Total ‐ Component Units

$

147,773

$

66,624

$

57,377

$

157,020

$

62,808

In 2019, all debt was moved to the debt service fund. Transfers are made from the responsible fund to
the debt service fund to cover principal and interest payments. The 2016 Series A and B refunding
bonds and the 2013 GO bonds are being repaid by the Open Space and Trails Fund. The 2016 Certificates
of Participation are being repaid by the Capital Fund and the 2018 Certificates of Participation are being
repaid by the Ambulance District Fund.
The landfill closure and postclosure care liability is being retired by the Solid Waste Fund. The
compensated absences liability will be paid from the following funds from which the employees' salaries
are paid: General Fund, Open Space and Trails Fund, Public Health Fund, Human Services Fund, Healthy
Rivers and Streams Fund, Healthy Community Fund, Road & Bridge Fund, Transit Sales and Use Tax Fund,
Airport Fund, Solid Waste Center Fund, and the Pitkin County Library component unit.
8.

Authorized but Unissued Debt
Authority to issue $20 million of general obligation indebtedness for the purpose of maintaining and
acquiring open space and trails was approved in 2006. In addition, authority to issue $12 million of
general obligation indebtedness for the purpose of maintaining healthy rivers and streams was approved
in 2008.
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G. Long‐term Obligations (continued)
9.

Conduit Debt Obligations
From time to time, the County has issued Industrial Revenue Bonds to provide financial
assistance to private‐sector entities for the acquisition and construction of affordable housing
projects or industrial and commercial facilities deemed to be in the public interest.
The bonds are secured by the property financed and are payable solely from payments received
on the underlying mortgage loans. Upon repayment of the bonds, ownership of the acquired
facilities transfers to the private sector entity served by the bond issuance. Neither the County,
the State, nor any political subdivision thereof is obligated in any manner for repayment of the
bonds. Accordingly, the bonds are not reported as liabilities in the accompanying financial
statements. As of December 31, 2019, there was one series of Industrial Revenue bonds
outstanding with an aggregate principal amount payable of $9,750,000.

H.

Landfill Closure and Postclosure Care Costs
State and Federal laws and regulations require the County to place a final cover on its landfill site
when it stops accepting waste and to perform certain maintenance and monitoring functions at the
site for thirty years after closure. Although closure and postclosure care costs will be paid only near or
after the date that the landfill stops accepting waste, the County reports a portion of these closure
and postclosure care costs as an operating expense in each period based on landfill capacity used as
of each Balance Sheet date. Total closure and postclosure care costs are currently estimated to be
$4,204,571, with closure costs estimated to be $2,239,289 and postclosure care cost estimated to be
$1,965,282. The $3,181,118 reported as landfill closure and postclosure care liability at December 31,
2019, represents the cumulative amount reported to date based on the use of 75.66% of the capacity
of the landfill. The County will recognize the remaining estimated cost of closure and postclosure care
of $1,023,453 as the remaining estimated capacity is filled. These amounts are based on estimates of
what it would cost to perform all closure and postclosure care in 2019. The County expects to close
the landfill in 2030 (if future expansions are not approved). Actual costs may be higher due to
inflation, changes in technology, or changes in applicable laws or regulations.
The County is required by State and Federal laws and regulations to provide assurance that the
County has the ability to meet its financial obligations relating to closure and postclosure monitoring
of the landfill. The County is in compliance with these requirements. However, if the County’s
financial position significantly changes in the future and resources are not available, or costs
significantly change (due to changes in technology or applicable laws or regulations, for example)
these costs may need to be covered by charges to future landfill users or from future tax revenue.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
I.

Retirement Plans
Defined Contribution Plan 401(a): Effective January 1, 1983, the County withdrew from Social
Security and the Colorado County Officials and Employees Retirement Association (CCOERA) 401(a)
Plan and formed a replacement retirement plan, the Pitkin County Public Employees Retirement Plan
(PCPERP). PCPERP is a qualified plan as defined by Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Code Section 401(a)
and Colorado Revised Statutes Title 24, Article 54. The plan provides retirement benefits through a
defined contribution plan. Plan investment purchases are determined by each plan participant, and
therefore the plan’s investment concentration varies between participants.
All full‐time and part‐time employees (employement status of working at least 20 hours per week and
for 8 months or more in a calendar year) of the County and the Library District participate in the
PCPERP plan upon starting with the County. The County contributed 13% of participants’
compensation to the plan during 2019 and purchased replacement insurance coverage for Social
Security’s life, disability, and survivor benefits. The County can only change the contribution rate
through recommendation by the County Retirement Board and approval by the BOCC. Employee
contributions are not allowed under the plan. Participants are vested at 50% of the County’s
contribution upon their date of hire and thereafter at the rate of 60%, 75%, and 100% for years 1‐3,
respectively. Upon termination of employment a participant’s unvested share is forfeited back to the
County to fund plan administrative expenses. Total forfeitures for 2019 were $71,200. The PCPERP is
included in the accompanying financial statements as the Pension Trust Fund using the accrual basis of
accounting. The County allows 401a loans, but distributions are not available to employees until
termination, retirement, or death.
During 2019, there were 345 total participants. The County made the required contribution amounting
to $3,243,739.
Defined Contribution Plan 457: The County offers its employees a voluntary deferred compensation
plan created in accordance with IRS Code Section 457(b) that is administered by CCOERA. The plan is
available to all employees and permits them to defer a portion of their salary until future years.
Contributions to the plan can be made before‐tax or after‐tax (i.e. Roth). However, the total
contributions are limited to the annual IRS retirement plan limits or 100% of net pay, whichever is less.
The County allows 457(b) loans, but distributions are only available for qualified unforeseeable
emergencies, separation of service, retirement, or death. There are no provisions for in service
withdrawals and Roth assets are not eligible for emergency withdrawals. Roth assets are not eligible
for loans or emergency withdrawals. All amounts of compensation deferred under the plan, all
property and rights purchased with those amounts, and all income attributable to those amounts,
property, or rights are to be held in trust for the exclusive benefit of the plan participants and their
beneficiaries. Plan investment purchases are determined by each plan participant and therefore, the
plan’s investment concentration varies between participants. In 2019, there were 188 total
participants.
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J.

Fund Balance Disclosure
The County classifies governmental fund balances as follows:
Non‐spendable ‐ includes fund balance amounts that cannot be spent either because they are
not in spendable form or because of legal or contractual requirements.
Spendable Fund Balance:
Restricted – includes fund balance amounts that are constrained for specific purposes which
are externally imposed by providers, such as creditors or amounts constrained due to
constitutional provisions or enabling legislation.
Committed – includes fund balance amounts that are constrained for specific purposes that
are internally imposed by the government through adoption of a formal Resolution by the
highest level of decision making authority, which is the BOCC. Once adopted, the limitation
imposed by the resolution remains in place until a similar action is taken (i.e. the adoption of
another resolution to remove or revise the limitation).
Assigned – includes spendable fund balance amounts that are intended to be used for
specific purposes that are neither considered restricted or committed. Assigned fund
balance represents amounts constrained by the County’s intent to use them for a specific
purpose. The authority to assign has been delegated to the BOCC or its management
designee (i.e. County Manager). An intended use of any amount may also be expressed by
the BOCC and recorded in the minutes of a BOCC meeting.
Unassigned ‐ includes residual positive fund balance within the General Fund and proprietary
funds which has not been classified within the other above mentioned categories.
Unassigned fund balance may also include negative balances for any governmental fund if
expenditures exceed amounts restricted, committed, or assigned for those specific
purposes.
The County uses restricted amounts to be spent first when both restricted and unrestricted fund
balance is available unless there are legal documents/contracts that prohibit doing this, such as in
grant agreements requiring dollar for dollar spending. Additionally, the County would first use
committed, then assigned, and lastly unassigned amounts of unrestricted fund balance when
expenditures are made.
The County does not have a formal minimum fund balance policy. However, the County’s budget
includes a calculation of a targeted reserve position and calculates targets and reports them annually
to the BOCC.
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III. Detailed Notes on All Funds (continued)
J.

Fund Balance Disclosure (continued)
As of December 31, 2019, fund balances are composed of the following:

General Fund
Non‐spendable:
Not in spendable form:
$
‐
Inventories
5,262
Prepaids
Restricted:
‐
Aviation fuel tax
‐
Capital projects
‐
Conservation trust
‐
Debt service
1,041,674
Emergency reserve
‐
Healthy rivers & streams
‐
Human services
‐
Public health
‐
Road and bridge
‐
State superfund tip fees
‐
Translator
Committed:
241,339
Animal shelter
184,365
Clerk's programs
‐
Employee housing
‐
Open space & trails
‐
Park dedication fees
‐
REMP
‐
Transportation
Assigned:
683,211
Budget carryforwards
5,460,906
Operating reserve & contingency
92,909
Tipsy taxi
5,508,760
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
$ 13,218,426

Other
Governmental
Funds

Total
Governmental
Funds

$

$

25,153
‐

Description

25,153
5,262

195,195
6,306,257
976
172,892
1,799,441
3,279,582
533,336
839,130
2,547,234
460,931
743,152

195,195
6,306,257
976
172,892
2,841,115
3,279,582
533,336
839,130
2,547,234
460,931
743,152

‐
‐
1,071,546
21,426,597
487,672
2,849,007
10,715,008

241,339
184,365
1,071,546
21,426,597
487,672
2,849,007
10,715,008

‐
‐
‐
‐
$ 53,453,109

683,211
5,460,906
92,909
5,508,760
$ 66,671,535

Federal Aviation
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
Legislative Restriction
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Resolution
BOCC Informal Action
BOCC Informal Action

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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IV. Other Notes
A.

Risk Management
The County participates in three risk management pools.
County Workers' Compensation ‐ The County is exposed to various risks of loss related to injuries of
employees while on the job. The County instituted a limited self‐insurance program for workers’
compensation losses. Premiums are paid into the General Fund by all other funds and are available to
pay claims, claim reserves, and administrative costs of the program. Risk retention of $400,000 per
claim is maintained and funded through the General Fund based on annual estimated claims costs and
an excess insurance policy covers individual claims that exceed $400,000.
There has been no significant reduction in insurance coverage from the prior year and no settlements
exceeding the self‐insured retention in any of the last three years. Claims administration and medical
services are provided through contract and the County’s Risk Manager is responsible for overall
program management.
The State of Colorado has a strict application and annual renewal process which includes funding
verification, excess insurance coverage verification, claims data review, and provision of
comprehensive loss prevention and control program as well as self‐insurer’s bond with a bond sum of
$1,090,282 to cover the County’s risk retention portion.
All operating funds of the County, including its blended component units, participate in the program
and make payments to the General Fund based on actuarial estimates of the amounts needed to pay
current year claims and to establish a reserve for catastrophic losses.
County's Casualty and Property ‐ The County is exposed to various risks of loss related to casualty
and property losses. The property and general liability program provides for the County to assume a
portion of self‐insured losses. The County self‐insures the first $50,000 of each property loss and has
an aggregate stop loss of $300,000 for general liability claims. Excess insurance coverage is purchased
to cover claims above these limits.
The County funds all claim settlements up to the self‐insured limit from General Fund resources.
There have been no settlements that exceed the County’s excess insurance coverage during the past
three years. The County currently accounts for all risk management activities in its General Fund.
Claims expenditures and liabilities are reported when it is probable that a loss has occurred and the
amount of the loss can be reasonably estimated. These losses included an estimate of claims that
have been incurred, but not reported.
County's Health Pool ‐ The County is exposed to various risks of loss related to covered health
expenses. The County maintains a self‐funded health and dental plan. The County has coverage that
limits the annual losses at $125,000 per individual. There were no significant reductions in insurance
coverage from prior year, and there have been no settlements that exceed the County’s aggregate
insurance coverage during the past three years.
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IV. Other Notes (continued)
B.

Contingent Liabilities
The County has received Federal and State grants for specific purposes that are subject to review and
audit by the grantor agencies or their designee. These audits could result in a request for
reimbursement to the grantor agency for costs disallowed under terms of the grant. Based on prior
experience, the County believes such disallowances, if any, will be immaterial.
The County was involved in various lawsuits at December 31, 2019. In the opinion of County
management, the outcome of these contingencies will not have a material effect on the financial
position of the County.

C.

TABOR Amendment
Colorado voters passed an amendment (the "TABOR Amendment") to the State Constitution, Article
X, Section 20, which imposes several limitations, including revenue raising, spending abilities, and
other specific requirements of state and local governments. The TABOR Amendment is complex and
subject to judicial interpretation. The County believes it is in compliance with the requirements of the
TABOR Amendment. However, the County has made certain interpretations of the TABOR
Amendment’s language in order to determine its compliance. County voters have approved ballot
questions to exempt the County and Library District from the revenue limitations of the TABOR
Amendment.
One of the requirements of the TABOR Amendment is to establish emergency reserves to be used for
declared emergencies only. Emergencies, as defined by the TABOR Amendment, exclude economic
conditions, revenue shortfalls, or salary or fringe benefit increases. These reserves are required to be
3% or more of fiscal year revenue (with certain exceptions). The County has restricted a portion of its
December 31, 2019 year end fund balances for emergencies as required under the TABOR
Amendment in the aggregate amount of $2,841,115.

D.

Subsequent Events
The spread of COVID‐19 may have operational, economic and financial impacts on the County. The
significance and duration of the potential impacts cannot be reasonably estimated at this time.
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GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
Special revenue funds are used to account for specific revenues that are legally restricted to expenditure for particular
purposes.
Nonmajor Special Revenue Funds
Road & Bridge Fund ‐ State law empowers the County to levy property tax for the purpose of construction and maintenance
of County roads and bridges. This tax and all state and federal payments to the County for road and bridge purposes are
accounted for in this fund.
Human Services Fund ‐ The County is required to levy property tax to defray its share of state welfare programs and
associated administrative costs. The full cost of these programs, state share, and County tax are accounted for in this fund.
TV and FM Translator Fund ‐ In 1982, the voters approved a dedicated property tax to fund TV and FM broadcasting
services to the public. Voters later approved expanding the fund's scope to include broadband.
Healthy Community Fund ‐ In 2006, voters approved an increase in property taxes to support contributions to Human
Service Agencies and Community Non‐profits. The property tax was authorized for six years, but was reauthorized at a
higher rate in 2011 for the 2013 budget year. Voters renewed the Healthy Community Fund property tax in 2018 for a nine
year period with a 33% increase.
Conservation Trust Fund ‐ The State of Colorado distributes a portion of lottery proceeds annually to the County, which is
dedicated to parks and open space. State statue requires a separate fund be established to account for these funds.
Healthy Rivers and Streams Fund ‐ On November 4, 2008, voters authorized a sales tax of .1% dedicated to establishing a
Healthy Rivers and Streams Fund. The voters also authorized that the County's debt may be increased to an amount not to
exceed $12 million in relation to this fund with a repayment out of this fund. No debt has been issued to date. The ballot
language outlined specific objectives for this fund: 1) Maintaining and improving water quality and quantity within the
Roaring Fork watershed; 2) Purchasing, adjudicating changes of, leasing, using, banking, selling, and protecting water rights
for the benefit of the Roaring Fork watershed; 3) Working to secure, create, and augment mimimum stream flows in
conjunction with non‐profits, grant opportunities, and wildlife and riparian habitat; 4) Promoting water conservation; 5)
Improving and constructing capital facilities that contribute to the objectives listed above.
Public Health Fund ‐ The Public Health Fund was established in 2017. Mandated public health functions had previously
been out‐sourced to a non‐profit organization, Community Health Services. In 2018, the Environmental Health department
and the Smuggler Superfund were also moved from the General Fund to the Public Health Fund. In 2019, the Smuggler
Superfund was moved out of the public health fund into a seperate fund.
Ambulance District Fund ‐ Formed in 1982, the ambulance service is provided by this District to the area in and around the
City of Aspen. The Ambulance District has contracted with Aspen Valley Hospital to provide these services. The Board of
County Commissioners acts as the board of directors and sets the supporting property tax levy.
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GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS (continued)
Nonmajor Special Revenue Funds (continued)
Redstone Ranch Acres and Twining Flats General Improvement District Funds ‐ These Districts were formed to improve
roads and provide maintenance to specific areas in the County. The Twining Flats Improvement District issued debt in 2006
and also collects property tax to improve roads in the District. The debt has since been paid off. There is insufficient
support in the Redstone Ranch Acres Improvement District for the issuance of bonds, so only minor improvements have
been completed. The Board of County Commissioners acts as the board of directors for both of these Districts and sets the
supporting property tax levy.
Renewable Energy Mitigation Plan Fund ‐ This fund was established in 2019 to track the revenues and expenditures related
to renewable energy mitigation collected by the community development department as part of the building permit
process. These funds can only be used for projects that meet the renewable energy mitigation plan's requirements.
Smuggler Superfund Fund ‐ This fund was established in 2019 to track the requirements related to the Smuggler Superfund
site. Previously, these funds were tracked in the public health fund. A site is designated as a superfund site when the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency determines there’s a release or threatened release of hazardous substances that may
endanger public health, welfare, or the environment.
Park Dedication Fees Fund ‐ This fund was estabilshed in 2019 for park dedication fees collected by community
development. The ordinance, that went into effect on December 31, 2006, required that with any subdivision of residential
land, a developer must dedicate to Pitkin County 10.5 acres for every 1,000 residents of the proposed subdivision, in order
to insure an ample supply of parks, recreation, and open space. A cash‐in‐lieu of land dedication is allowed. The fees
collected are maintained in the Park Dedication Fees Fund and may be used to purchase, maintain or improve parks,
recreational facilities and open space in order to enhance the rural character of the County.

DEBT SERVICE FUNDS
Debt Service Funds are used to account for the accumulation of resources for the payment of bond principal and interest,
which the County is obligated to repay.
Debt Service Fund ‐ This fund is used to account for the accumulation of resources and payment of principal and interest on
debt service. Prior to 2019 this fund was used to track only sales tax revenue bonds. Starting in 2019, this fund is used to
track all debt service and the payments related to debt service. Additional details on the County's outstanding debt can be
found in the Notes to the Financial Statements.

CAPITAL PROJECTS FUNDS
Capital Projects Funds account for financial resources collected and used for the acquistion or contruction of major capital
facilities.
Capital Fund ‐ This fund accounts for resources assessed to be used to acquire capital assets and for the construction of
major capital projects, excluding capital assets acquired by proprietary or special revenue funds.

241

Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Balance Sheet
Nonmajor Governmental Funds
December 31, 2019
Special Revenue
Road
and
Bridge
Fund
Assets:
Cash and investments
Property tax receivable
Other receivables, net of
allowance for uncollectibles
Due from other governments
Inventories
Total Assets

$ 1,826,553
585,931
12,304
994,450
25,153
$ 3,444,391

Human
Services
Fund
$

$

Translator
Fund
626,855
938,858

Healthy
Community
Fund

Conservation
Trust
Fund

$

$

420,234
222,722

$

369,384
3,217,477

58
128,928
‐
771,942

‐
181,125
‐
$ 1,746,838

‐
‐
‐
$ 3,586,861

$

Healthy
Rivers and
Streams
Fund

Public
Health
Fund

976
‐

$ 3,179,710
‐

‐
‐
‐
976

‐
288,173
‐
$ 3,467,883

$

$

Redstone
Ranch
Acres GID
Fund

Ambulance
District
Fund

420,002
‐

$

555,997
1,368,484

‐
55,428
‐
475,430

‐
‐
‐
$ 1,924,481

$

$

Twining
Flats
GID
Fund

11,441
9,306
‐
‐
‐
20,747

$

$

Renewable
Energy
Mitigation Plan
Fund

18,392
8,863

$ 2,977,110
‐

‐
‐
‐
27,255

‐
‐
‐
$ 2,977,110

Park
Dedication
Fees
Fund

Smuggler
Superfund
Fund
$

$

461,182
‐
‐
‐
‐
461,182

$

$

Debt Service
Fund

488,235
‐
‐
‐
‐
488,235

$

$

Total
Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

81,692
‐

$ 11,437,763
6,351,641

‐
109,092
‐
190,784

12,362
1,757,196
25,153
$ 19,584,115

Liabilities, Deferred Inflows
of Resources, and Fund Balances:
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Due to other governments
Deposits
Total Liabilities

60,020
‐
56,381
13,250
129,651

128,954
3,919
2,289
‐
135,162

29,706
‐
‐
‐
29,706

72,320
‐
‐
‐
72,320

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

52,022
‐
‐
‐
52,022

36,370
506
2,502
‐
39,378

87,538
‐
‐
‐
87,538

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

466,930
4,425
61,172
13,250
545,777

Deferred Inflows of Resources:
Property taxes assessed but
not collectible until 2020
Total Deferred Inflows of Resources

585,931
585,931

222,722
222,722

938,858
938,858

3,217,477
3,217,477

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

1,368,484
1,368,484

9,306
9,306

8,863
8,863

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

6,351,641
6,351,641

25,153
2,703,656
‐
2,728,809

‐
414,058
‐
414,058

‐
778,274
‐
778,274

‐
297,064
‐
297,064

‐
976
‐
976

‐
3,415,861
‐
3,415,861

‐
436,052
‐
436,052

‐
468,459
‐
468,459

‐
11,441
‐
11,441

‐
18,392
‐
18,392

‐
128,103
2,849,007
2,977,110

‐
461,182
‐
461,182

‐
563
487,672
488,235

‐
190,784
‐
190,784

25,153
9,324,865
3,336,679
12,686,697

771,942

$ 1,746,838

$ 3,586,861

976

$ 3,467,883

475,430

$ 1,924,481

27,255

$ 2,977,110

190,784

$ 19,584,115

Fund Balances:
Nonspendable
Restricted
Committed
Total Fund Balances
Total Liabilities, Deferred Inflows
of Resources, and Fund Balances

$ 3,444,391

$

$

$

$

20,747

$

$

461,182

$

488,235

$

E1
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances
Nonmajor Governmental Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Special Revenue
Road
and
Bridge
Fund
Revenues:
Taxes
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues
Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Debt service:
Principal
Interest
Other
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Net Change in Fund Balances
Fund Balances ‐ Beginning (as restated)
Fund Balances ‐ Ending

$ 4,360,911
1,731,426
28,265
42,961
59,841
160,220
6,383,624

Human
Services
Fund
$

209,364
2,044,959
‐
23,389
686
46,650
2,325,048

Healthy
Community
Fund

Conservation
Trust
Fund

934,103
211,226
‐
2,455
19,091
33,672
1,200,547

$ 3,214,785
302,714
‐
158,045
31,770
73,305
3,780,619

$

Translator
Fund
$

Healthy
Rivers and
Streams
Fund

‐
68,668
‐
‐
789
‐
69,457

$ 1,372,785
‐
‐
‐
72,727
116
1,445,628

Public
Health
Fund
$

Redstone
Ranch
Acres GID
Fund

Ambulance
District
Fund

‐
768,235
10,120
41,469
10,299
6,154
836,277

$ 1,268,154
‐
‐
‐
91,891
36,121
1,396,166

$

Twining
Flats
GID
Fund

9,211
‐
‐
‐
266
‐
9,477

$

Renewable
Energy
Mitigation Plan
Fund

8,981
‐
‐
‐
550
‐
9,531

$

‐
‐
‐
4,205,831
64,258
‐
4,270,089

Smuggler
Superfund
Fund
$

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
8,373
8,373

Park
Dedication
Fees
Fund

Debt Service
Fund

$

$

‐
‐
‐
6,886
11,877
‐
18,763

Total
Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

596,398
56,897
‐
‐
‐
‐
653,295

$ 11,974,692
5,184,125
38,385
4,481,036
364,045
364,611
22,406,894

‐
‐
6,008,271
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
3,389,269
‐

‐
‐
2,604,761
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
2,517,666
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
761,121

‐
‐
‐
1,745,221
‐

‐
6,240,725
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
8,900
‐
‐

‐
‐
18,993
‐
‐

1,292,979
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
25,878
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

1,292,979
6,240,725
8,640,925
7,678,034
761,121

‐
‐
‐
6,008,271

‐
‐
‐
3,389,269

‐
‐
‐
2,604,761

‐
‐
‐
2,517,666

‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
761,121

‐
‐
‐
1,745,221

‐
‐
‐
6,240,725

‐
‐
‐
8,900

‐
‐
‐
18,993

‐
‐
‐
1,292,979

‐
‐
‐
25,878

‐
‐
‐
‐

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
3,573,160

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
28,186,944

375,353

(1,064,221)

(1,404,214)

1,262,953

69,457

684,507

(908,944)

(4,844,559)

577

(9,462)

2,977,110

(17,505)

18,763

(2,919,865)

(5,780,050)

73,000
‐
‐
73,000

‐
1,045,316
‐
1,045,316

25,892
1,500,000
(275,000)
1,250,892

‐
‐
(1,158,320)
(1,158,320)

‐
‐
(71,000)
(71,000)

‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
1,021,181
(478,687)
542,494

15,000
‐
(442,997)
(427,997)

‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
478,687
‐
478,687

‐
337,627
(220,980)
116,647

‐
2,942,750
‐
2,942,750

113,892
7,325,561
(2,646,984)
4,792,469

448,353

(18,905)

(153,322)

104,633

(1,543)

684,507

(366,450)

(5,272,556)

577

(9,462)

2,977,110

461,182

135,410

22,885

(987,581)

2,280,456

432,963

931,596

192,431

2,519

2,731,354

802,502

5,741,015

10,864

27,854

‐

‐

352,825

167,899

13,674,278

976

$ 3,415,861

18,392

$ 2,977,110

190,784

$ 12,686,697

$ 2,728,809

$

414,058

$

778,274

$

297,064

$

$

436,052

$

468,459

$

11,441

‐
‐
‐
‐

$

$

461,182

$

488,235

$

E2
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Road and Bridge Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public works
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures

3,159,355
563,400
20,428
2,188,348
14,000
40,000
‐
100,000
6,085,531

Final
Budget

$

6,076,676
6,076,676

130,500
(213,500)

Excess of Revenues and Other Financing
$
Sources (Uses) Over Expenditures

(204,645)

Actual

$

8,384,684
8,384,684

8,855

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

3,159,355
563,400
20,428
2,528,348
14,000
40,000
‐
100,000
6,425,531

(1,959,153)
130,500
130,500

$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

3,777,905
563,233
19,773
1,731,426
28,265
42,961
59,841
160,220
6,383,624

$

3,700,152
3,700,152

375,353

2,334,506

2,157,813

(57,500)
(57,500)

$

102,489
102,489

2,277,006

2,260,302

2,280,456

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

3,698,877
536,531
19,581
1,459,526
23,415
‐
17,743
102,292
5,857,965

2,376,413
2,376,413

448,353

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

6,008,271
6,008,271

73,000
73,000

(1,828,653)

618,550
(167)
(655)
(796,922)
14,265
2,961
59,841
60,220
(41,907)

Actual

2,728,809

20,154
$

2,280,456

E3
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Human Services Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures $

202,273
7,337
2,198,118
27,000
‐
57,100
2,491,828

2018

Final
Budget

$

202,273
7,337
2,247,061
27,000
‐
57,100
2,540,771

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

202,263
7,101
2,044,959
23,389
686
46,650
2,325,048

$

(10)
(236)
(202,102)
(3,611)
686
(10,450)
(215,723)

Actual

$

201,587
7,357
2,025,191
‐
8,587
5,876
2,248,598

3,920,561
3,920,561

3,936,240
3,936,240

3,389,269
3,389,269

546,971
546,971

(1,428,733)

(1,395,469)

(1,064,221)

331,248

(178,943)

1,582,024
1,582,024

1,582,024
1,582,024

1,045,316
1,045,316

(536,708)
(536,708)

235,000
235,000

(205,460)

56,057

153,291

$

186,555

(18,905)

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

2,427,541
2,427,541

432,963

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

414,058

376,906
$

432,963
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Translator Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

902,449
32,734
411,000
74,380
15,560
30,000
1,466,123

2018

Final
Budget

$

902,449
32,734
611,000
74,380
15,560
30,000
1,666,123

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

902,422
31,681
211,226
2,455
19,091
33,672
1,200,547

$

Actual

(27)
(1,053)
(399,774)
(71,925)
3,531
3,672
(465,576)

Expenditures:
Public works
Total Expenditures

3,159,233
3,159,233

3,774,078
3,774,078

2,604,761
2,604,761

Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures

(1,693,110)

(2,107,955)

(1,404,214)

703,741

25,892
1,500,000
(275,000)
1,250,892

25,892
1,500,000
(275,000)
1,250,892

25,892
1,500,000
(275,000)
1,250,892

‐
‐
‐
‐

(857,063)

(153,322)

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources
Deficiency of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures

$

(442,218)

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

1,169,317
1,169,317

$

2,166,124
2,166,124
(883,024)
5,701
‐
‐
5,701

703,741

(877,323)

931,596

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

778,274

840,466
30,674
354,997
‐
27,901
29,062
1,283,100

1,808,919
$

931,596
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Healthy Community Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

3,105,676
110,825
574,034
158,045
3,000
113,275
4,064,855

2018

Final
Budget

$

3,105,676
110,825
302,714
158,045
3,000
113,275
3,793,535

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

3,105,759
109,026
302,714
158,045
31,770
73,305
3,780,619

$

Actual

83
(1,799)
‐
‐
28,770
(39,970)
(12,916)

$

2,329,112
85,004
‐
‐
11,957
184,299
2,610,372

Expenditures:
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures

2,615,712
2,615,712

2,724,007
2,724,007

2,517,666
2,517,666

206,341
206,341

2,034,866
2,034,866

Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures

1,449,143

1,069,528

1,262,953

193,425

575,506

(1,158,320)
(1,158,320)

(1,158,320)
(1,158,320)

(1,158,320)
(1,158,320)

Other Financing Uses:
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Uses
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
$
Financing Uses Over Expenditures

290,823

$

(88,792)

104,633

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

‐
‐

(649,441)
(649,441)

193,425

(73,935)

192,431

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

297,064

266,366
$

192,431

E6
247

Pitkin County, Colorado
Conservation Trust Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Intergovernmental
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Uses:
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Uses
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
$
Financing Uses Over Expenditures

51,750
470
52,220

2018

Final
Budget
$

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

74,000
470
74,470

$

68,668
789
69,457

$

(5,332)
319
(5,013)

Actual
$

59,056
1,127
60,183

52,220

74,470

69,457

(5,013)

60,183

(51,750)
(51,750)

(74,000)
(74,000)

(71,000)
(71,000)

3,000
3,000

(58,000)
(58,000)

(2,013)

2,183

470

$

470

(1,543)

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

2,519

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

976

336
$

2,519

E7
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Healthy Rivers and Streams Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
Intergovernmental
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Culture and recreation
Total Expenditures
Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures

1,159,469
551,743
17,480
‐
1,728,692

Final
Budget

$

2,159,935
2,159,935
$

(431,243)

$

1,159,469
551,743
17,480
‐
1,728,692

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

1,372,785
‐
72,727
116
1,445,628

3,646,975
3,646,975

761,121
761,121

(1,918,283)

684,507

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

$

213,316
(551,743)
55,247
116
(283,064)

Actual

$

2,885,854
2,885,854

866,050
866,050

2,602,790

294,989

2,731,354

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

3,415,861

1,121,476
‐
39,287
276
1,161,039

2,436,365
$

2,731,354
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Public Health Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Intergovernmental
Licenses and permits
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures $

729,808
42,950
49,185
‐
500
822,443

2018

Final
Budget
$

724,918
42,950
49,185
‐
500
817,553

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

768,235
10,120
41,469
10,299
6,154
836,277

$

$

1,886,028
1,886,028

(1,072,711)

(1,068,475)

(908,944)

159,531

(650,401)

1,050,952
‐
1,050,952

1,050,952
(478,687)
572,265

1,021,181
(478,687)
542,494

(29,771)
‐
(29,771)

659,738
‐
659,738

(496,210)

(366,450)

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

140,807
140,807

460,299
105,026
‐
16,978
8,412
590,715

1,895,154
1,895,154

(21,759)

1,745,221
1,745,221

43,317
(32,830)
(7,716)
10,299
5,654
18,724

Actual

$

1,241,116
1,241,116

129,760

9,337

802,502

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

436,052

793,165
$

802,502

E9
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Ambulance District Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

1,225,348
44,562
21,180
‐
1,291,090

2018

Final
Budget

$

1,225,348
44,562
21,180
‐
1,291,090

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

1,225,138
43,016
91,891
36,121
1,396,166

$

(210)
(1,546)
70,711
36,121
105,076

Actual

$

1,222,977
44,648
72,624
13
1,340,262

Expenditures:
Public safety
Total Expenditures

5,324,460
5,324,460

6,403,160
6,403,160

6,240,725
6,240,725

162,435
162,435

3,845,726
3,845,726

Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures

(4,033,370)

(5,112,070)

(4,844,559)

267,511

(2,505,464)

‐
9,750
‐
9,750

‐
9,750
(442,997)
(433,247)

‐
15,000
(442,997)
(427,997)

‐
5,250
‐
5,250

6,500,000
21,470
‐
6,521,470

(5,545,317)

(5,272,556)

272,761

4,016,006

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Issuance of debt
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other Financing
$ (4,023,620)
Sources (Uses) Over Expenditures

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

5,741,015

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

468,459

1,725,009
$

5,741,015

E10
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Redstone Ranch Acres GID Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public works
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures

8,942
322
280
9,544

Final
Budget

$

6,947
6,947
$

2,597

8,942
322
280
9,544

Actual

$

12,447
12,447
$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

8,897
314
266
9,477

$

8,900
8,900

(2,903)

577

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

(45)
(8)
(14)
(67)

Actual

$

3,547
3,547
$

10,037
10,037

3,480

(884)

10,864

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

11,441

8,565
317
271
9,153

11,748
$

10,864

E11
252

Pitkin County, Colorado
Twining Flats GID Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public works
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures

8,657
312
540
9,509

Final
Budget

$

18,933
18,933
$

(9,424)

$

8,657
312
540
9,509

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

8,677
304
550
9,531

21,933
21,933

18,993
18,993

(12,424)

(9,462)

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

$

20
(8)
10
22

Actual

$

2,940
2,940

10,824
10,824

2,962

(1,584)

27,854

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

18,392

8,381
305
554
9,240

29,438
$

27,854

E12
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Renewable Energy Mitigation Plan Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
General government
Total Expenditures
Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures

750,000
‐
750,000

Final
Budget

$

1,250,000
1,250,000
$

(500,000)

750,000
‐
750,000

Actual

$

1,250,000
1,250,000
$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

4,205,831
64,258
4,270,089

$

1,292,979
1,292,979

(500,000)

2,977,110

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

3,455,831
64,258
3,520,089

Actual

$

(42,979)
(42,979)
$

‐
‐

3,477,110

‐

‐

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

2,977,110

‐
‐
‐

‐
$

‐

E13
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Smuggler Superfund Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Public health and welfare
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures

Final
Budget

10,000
10,000

$

10,000
10,000

Actual
$

8,373
8,373

$

Actual

(1,627)
(1,627)

$

‐
‐

50,833
50,833

50,833
50,833

25,878
25,878

24,955
24,955

‐
‐

(40,833)

(40,833)

(17,505)

23,328

‐

478,687
478,687

478,687
478,687

‐
‐

‐
‐

437,854

461,182

23,328

‐

‐
‐

$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

(40,833)

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

‐

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

461,182

‐
$

‐

E14
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Park Dedication Fees Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources

Final
Budget

‐
‐
‐

$

‐
‐
‐

$

2018

‐

$

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

‐
‐
‐

$

6,886
11,877
18,763

337,627
‐
337,627

337,627
(220,980)
116,647

337,627

135,410

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning (as restated)

$

$

6,886
11,877
18,763

Actual
(as restated)

$

‐
(220,980)
(220,980)

352,825
‐
352,825

(202,217)

352,825

352,825

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

488,235

‐
‐
‐

‐
$

352,825

E15
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Debt Service Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
Intergovernmental
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

2018

Final
Budget

595,980
56,564
4,800
657,344

$

595,980
56,564
4,800
657,344

Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

596,398
56,897
‐
653,295

$

Actual

418
333
(4,800)
(4,049)

Expenditures:
Debt service:
Principal
Interest
Other
Total Expenditures

2,035,229
657,344
2,644
2,695,217

2,035,229
1,562,221
2,856
3,600,306

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
3,573,160

30,079
67
(3,000)
27,146

Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures

(2,037,873)

(2,942,962)

(2,919,865)

23,097

2,942,750
2,942,750

2,942,750
2,942,750

Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures $

‐
‐

(2,037,873)

$

(212)

22,885

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

350,000
307,796
‐
657,796
(8,464)

‐
‐

$

‐
‐

23,097

(8,464)

167,899

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

190,784

588,699
56,685
3,948
649,332

176,363
$

167,899

E16
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Capital Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
Sales tax
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Debt service:
Principal
Interest
Total Expenditures
Deficiency of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of assets
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other
Financing Sources Over Expenditures $

1,184,758
210,424
9,000
57,000
‐
1,461,182

Final
Budget

$

1,184,758
423,424
9,000
57,000
‐
1,674,182

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

$

1,416,714
5,159
‐
57,613
106,176
1,585,662

$

231,956
(418,265)
(9,000)
613
106,176
(88,520)

Actual

$

1,641,543
172,743
‐
177,892
11,904
2,004,082

5,921,086
877,199
‐
‐

8,387,582
877,199
‐
‐

3,213,543
396,278
‐
‐

5,174,039
480,921
‐
‐

11,843,643
182,211
2,207,012
55,406

‐
‐
6,798,285

‐
‐
9,264,781

‐
‐
3,609,821

‐
‐
5,654,960

455,000
793,302
15,536,574

(5,337,103)

(7,590,599)

(2,024,159)

5,566,440

(13,532,492)

55,170
4,400,000
‐
4,455,170

55,170
6,366,488
(1,244,481)
5,177,177

18,423
6,366,488
(1,244,481)
5,140,430

(2,413,422)

3,116,271

(881,933)

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

(36,747)
‐
‐
(36,747)

$

70,726
650,000
‐
720,726

5,529,693

(12,811,766)

3,237,556

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

6,353,827

16,049,322
$

3,237,556

E17
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PROPRIETARY FUNDS
ENTERPRISE FUNDS
Enterprise funds are used to account for any activity for which a fee is charged to, primarily, external users for goods or
services.
Major Enterprise Funds:
Airport Fund ‐ accounts for all of the revenues and expenses of the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport. Sources of revenue include
fees, grants, rents, and miscellaneous revenues.
Solid Waste Center Fund ‐ accounts for all the expenses of Pitkin County’s solid waste management operations. Sources of
revenue include fees, grants, and miscellaneous revenues from recycled goods.
Radio Fund ‐ accounts for all the revenues and expenses of Pitkin County’s public safety radio operations. Sources of
revenue include fees and miscellaneous revenues from, primarily, local governments and other County departments.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Airport Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Miscellaneous
Rent
Other resources:
Investment earnings
Gain (loss) on disposition of assets
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Contingency
Capital expenses:
Property, plant, and equipment
Total Expenses
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

$

7,199,931
9,761,000
71,250
2,485,437

Final
Budget
$

7,199,931
9,761,000
71,250
2,516,687

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

602,476
10,163,212
37,571
2,447,507

$

(6,597,455)
402,212
(33,679)
(69,180)

Actual
$

2,436,710
7,581,992
31,778
3,071,701

189,060
‐
19,706,678

189,060
‐
19,737,928

376,373
(1,181)
13,625,958

187,313
(1,181)
(6,111,970)

283,716
702
13,406,599

5,006,212
9,722,119
7,761,545
327,769
55,000

5,006,212
10,570,514
9,229,645
327,769
55,000

4,451,409
8,420,943
3,650,094
392,222
4,398

554,803
2,149,571
5,579,551
(64,453)
50,602

3,954,292
7,310,037
‐
274,580
‐

702,450
23,575,095

8,392,750
33,581,890

3,373,459
20,292,525

(3,868,417)

$ (13,843,962)

(6,666,567)

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Capitalized expenses
Change in compensated absences
Depreciation

5,019,291
13,289,365
$

2,362,486
13,901,395

7,177,395

(494,796)

2,537,532
(69,531)
(5,417,312)

2,362,486
(15,677)
(5,036,860)

Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis

(9,615,878)

(3,184,847)

Net Position ‐ Beginning

87,197,552

90,382,399

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

77,581,674

$

87,197,552
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Solid Waste Center Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Licenses and permits
Miscellaneous
Other resources:
Investment earnings
Gain (loss) on disposition of assets
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Capital expenses:
Property, plant, and equipment
Total Expenses
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

$

‐
6,407,500
5,000
40,000

Final
Budget
$

‐
6,407,500
5,000
240,000

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

27,603
5,894,657
2,750
5,133

$

27,603
(512,843)
(2,250)
(234,867)

Actual
$

24,495
6,532,509
‐
48,151

108,550
11,250
6,572,300

108,550
11,250
6,772,300

277,699
(22,258)
6,185,584

169,149
(33,508)
(586,716)

158,022
(163,702)
6,599,475

1,447,971
1,283,935
1,489,255
149,500

1,447,971
1,283,935
1,489,255
156,900

1,431,642
1,140,242
1,481,651
101,143

16,329
143,693
7,604
55,757

1,346,012
2,677,024
‐
127,370

6,706,000
11,076,661

8,702,850
13,080,911

869,379
5,024,057

7,833,471
8,056,854

1,891,944
6,042,350

(6,308,611)

1,161,527

7,470,138

557,125

(4,504,361)

$

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Change in closure/post‐closure costs
Capitalized expenses
Change in compensated absences
Depreciation
Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis
Net Position ‐ Beginning
Net Position ‐ Ending

$

$

(139,880)
498,181
(7,997)
(799,828)

448,475
1,891,944
(23,801)
(493,568)

712,003

2,380,175

14,653,939

12,273,764

15,365,942

$

14,653,939
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Radio Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Miscellaneous
Other resources:
Investment earnings
Gain (loss) on disposition of assets
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Capital expenses:
Property, plant, and equipment
Total Expenses
Income (Loss) Before Contributions
and Transfers
Transfers in
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

Final
Budget

355,412
255,389
‐

$

Actual
$

271,531
247,963
1,326

$

Actual
(as restated)

(83,881)
(97,426)
1,326

$

220,941
263,369
1,445

‐
‐
610,801

‐
‐
700,801

2,137
(15,958)
506,999

2,137
(15,958)
(193,802)

‐
‐
485,755

151,772
78,089
67,687
50,000

151,772
153,255
67,687
50,000

135,084
186,147
62,142
51,502

16,688
(32,892)
5,545
(1,502)

108,721
69,083
56,051
35,159

226,000
573,548

477,129
899,843

164,999
599,874

312,130
299,969

313,126
582,140

37,253

(199,042)

(92,875)

106,167

(96,385)

190,244

190,244

‐
$

355,412
345,389
‐

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

37,253

$

(8,798)

97,369

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Change in compensated absences
Depreciation
Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis
Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)

$

‐

240,500

106,167

144,115

(12,027)
(203,255)

‐
‐

(117,913)

144,115

2,092,915

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

1,975,002

1,948,800
$

2,092,915

F3
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INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS
Internal service funds are used to account for services provided to othe departments or agencies of the government, or to
other governments on a cost‐reimbursement basis.
Risk Fund accounts for the central management and billing of workers’ compensation, general liability, and property
damage.
Health Insurance Fund accounts for health insurance contributions and claims paid to beneficiaries provided to other
departments or agencies of the County.
Fleet Fund accounts for the County’s transportation fleet including fleet acquisition and disposal, preventative
maintenance, repairs, and the rental of motor vehicles to other departments and related costs. It also accounts for the
maintenance and repair of other local government's fleet vehicles on a cost reimbursement basis.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Statement of Net Position
Internal Service Funds
December 31, 2019
Health
Insurance
Fund

Risk
Fund
Assets:
Current assets:
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable, net of
allowance for uncollectibles
Deposits held
Inventories
Total Current Assets

$

321,901

$

Fleet
Fund

3,460,103

$

Total

‐

$

3,782,004

‐
‐
‐
321,901

290
22,000
‐
3,482,393

675
‐
736,829
737,504

965
22,000
736,829
4,541,798

‐
‐

‐
‐

2,000
1,945,146

2,000
1,945,146

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
321,901

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
3,482,393

508,655
899,668
(2,075,031)
1,280,438
1,280,438
2,017,942

508,655
899,668
(2,075,031)
1,280,438
1,280,438
5,822,236

Liabilities:
Current liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Due to other governments
Due to other funds
Compensated absences ‐ current
Total Current Liabilities

12,374
1,003
‐
‐
2,483
15,860

48,590
‐
‐
‐
1,255
49,845

52,453
3,524
2,130
73,170
18,793
150,070

113,417
4,527
2,130
73,170
22,531
215,775

Noncurrent Liabilities:
Compensated absences
Total Noncurrent Liabilities
Total Liabilities

3,725
3,725
19,585

1,882
1,882
51,727

28,190
28,190
178,260

33,797
33,797
249,572

Net Position:
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted

‐
302,316

‐
3,430,666

1,280,438
559,244

1,280,438
4,292,226

Noncurrent assets:
Capital assets:
Land
Buildings
Infrastructure and improvements
other than buildings
Machinery and equipment
Less: accumulated depreciation
Capital assets, net
Total Noncurrent Assets
Total Assets

Total Net Position

$

302,316

$

3,430,666

$

1,839,682

$

5,572,664
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Internal Service Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Health
Insurance
Fund

Risk
Fund
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services:
Risk
Health insurance
Fleet
Miscellaneous
Total Operating Revenues

$

Operating Expenses:
Personnel services
General operations
Depreciation
Total Operating Expenses
Operating Income (Loss)

795,218
‐
‐
123,533
918,751

$

Fleet
Fund

‐
6,332,062
‐
180,444
6,512,506

$

Total

‐
‐
3,062,645
22,124
3,084,769

$

795,218
6,332,062
3,062,645
326,101
10,516,026

207,029
803,957
‐

977,886
5,345,845
‐

1,035,850
1,945,428
142,537

2,220,765
8,095,230
142,537

1,010,986

6,323,731

3,123,815

10,458,532

(92,235)

188,775

(39,046)

57,494

Non‐Operating Revenues:
Investment earnings (losses)
Stop loss reimbursement
Total Non‐Operating
Revenues

(6,273)
‐

101,932
50,229

209
‐

95,868
50,229

(6,273)

152,161

209

146,097

Income (Loss) Before
Contributions and Transfers

(98,508)

340,936

‐

Change in Net Position

(98,508)

Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)

400,824

Transfers in

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

302,316

$

(38,837)

203,591

‐

234,999

234,999

340,936

196,162

438,590

3,089,730

1,643,520

5,134,074

3,430,666

$

1,839,682

$

5,572,664
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Statement of Cash Flows
Internal Service Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Health
Insurance
Fund

Risk
Fund
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash received from customers and others
Cash received from interfund services
Cash payments to vendors for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities

$

‐
927,646
(822,120)
(198,758)
(93,232)

Cash Flows from Non‐Capital Financing Activities:
Grant proceeds received
Stop loss proceeds received
Transfers from other funds
Net Cash Provided by Non‐Capital
and Related Financing Activities

Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities

$

90,218
3,031,447
(2,076,278)
(973,453)
71,934

$

90,218
10,505,021
(8,372,678)
(2,146,960)
75,601

‐
50,229
‐

8,625
‐
234,999

8,625
50,229
234,999

‐

50,229

243,624

293,853

‐

‐

(14,455)

(14,455)

‐

‐

(14,455)

(14,455)

(6,273)
(6,273)

101,932
101,932

$

(99,505)
421,406
321,901

$

249,060
3,211,043
3,460,103

$

(92,235)

$

188,775

Cash Flows from Investing Activities:
Interest received/(used) ‐ unrestricted
Net Cash Provided by Investing Activities

Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net
Cash Provided by Operating Activities:
Operating income (loss)
Adjustments to Reconcile Operating Income (Loss) to
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in Assets and Liabilities:
Decrease in accounts receivable
Decrease in deposits held
Increase in inventories
Decrease in accounts payable
Increase in accrued liabilities
Increase in due to other funds

‐
6,545,928
(5,474,280)
(974,749)
96,899

Total

‐
‐
‐

Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Acquisition of capital assets
Net Cash Used by Capital
and Related Financing Activities

Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash
Cash ‐ Beginning of Year
Cash ‐ End of Year

$

Fleet
Fund

‐

(93,232)

$

$

450,867
3,331,137
3,782,004

$

(39,046)

$

57,494

9,490
23,932
‐
(128,435)
3,137
‐
$

96,899

95,868
95,868

301,312
(301,312)
‐

‐

8,895
‐
‐
(19,166)
9,274
‐
$

209
209

$

142,537

142,537

36,896
‐
(127,904)
(80,966)
67,247
73,170

55,281
23,932
(127,904)
(228,567)
79,658
73,170

71,934

$

75,601
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Risk Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Charges for services
Miscellaneous
Other resources:
Investment earnings (losses)
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Total Expenses
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

$

1,327,263
‐

Final
Budget
$

1,327,263
‐

610
1,327,873

610
1,327,873

500,549
83,667
723,675
500
1,308,391

500,549
83,667
723,675
500
1,308,391

19,482

$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

795,218
123,533

$

(6,273)
912,478

200,821
75,544
726,611
1,802
1,004,778

19,482

(92,300)

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Change in compensated absences

$

(532,045)
123,533

Actual
(as restated)
$

984,943
3,945

(6,883)
(415,395)

(3,061)
985,827

299,728
8,123
(2,936)
(1,302)
303,613

290,606
66,059
663,083
‐
1,019,748

(111,782)

(33,921)

(6,208)

‐

Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis

(98,508)

(33,921)

Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)

400,824

434,745

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

302,316

$

400,824
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Health Insurance Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Charges for services
Fines and forfeitures
Miscellaneous
Other resources:
Stop loss reimbursement
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Capital expenses:
Property, plant, and equipment
Total Expenses
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

$

7,159,628
‐
‐

Final
Budget
$

7,159,628
‐
‐

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

6,332,062
37,271
143,173

$

(827,566)
37,271
143,173

Actual
(as restated)
$

5,703,094
‐
524,472

1,000,000
53,890
8,213,518

1,000,000
53,890
8,213,518

50,229
101,932
6,664,667

(949,771)
48,042
(1,548,851)

‐
49,411
6,276,977

2,268,868
140,012
5,949,815
‐

1,090,137
140,012
7,128,546
‐

974,749
174,895
5,167,125
1,825

115,388
(34,883)
1,961,421
(1,825)

1,929,360
123,512
4,381,317
‐

‐
8,358,695

‐
8,358,695

2,000
6,320,594

(2,000)
2,038,101

‐
6,434,189

(145,177)

$

(145,177)

344,073

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Change in compensated absences

$

489,250

(157,212)

(3,137)

Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis

‐

340,936

Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)

(157,212)

3,089,730

Net Position ‐ Ending

$

3,430,666

3,246,942
$

3,089,730
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Fleet Fund
Schedule of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Net Position
Budget (Non‐GAAP Basis) and Actual with Reconciliation to GAAP Basis
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)

2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Charges for services
Miscellaneous
Other resources:
Investment earnings
Total Revenues

$

Expenses:
Operating:
Personnel services
Purchased services
Other services
Materials and supplies
Capital expenses:
Property, plant, and equipment
Total Expenses
Income (Loss) Before Contributions
and Transfers
Transfers in
Change in Net Position ‐ Budget Basis

$

Final
Budget

2,956,949
18,000

$

3,196,949
18,000

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual
$

3,062,645
22,124

$

Actual
(as restated)

(134,304)
4,124

$

2,749,744
14,556

‐
2,974,949

‐
3,214,949

209
3,084,978

209
(129,971)

‐
2,764,300

1,004,049
486,085
112,831
1,239,900

1,004,049
564,287
187,831
1,404,900

988,867
524,606
96,628
1,297,301

15,182
39,681
91,203
107,599

857,475
409,561
146,927
1,277,547

29,500
2,872,365

29,500
3,190,567

41,348
2,948,750

(11,848)
241,817

10,886
2,702,396

102,584

24,382

136,228

111,846

61,904

‐

234,999

234,999

‐

1,581,616

259,381

371,227

111,846

1,643,520

102,584

$

Reconciliation to GAAP Basis:
Capitalized expenses
Change in compensated absences
Depreciation

$

14,455
(46,983)
(142,537)

Change in Net Position ‐ GAAP Basis
Net Position ‐ Beginning (as restated)
Net Position ‐ Ending

$

‐
‐
‐

196,162

1,643,520

1,643,520

‐

1,839,682

$

1,643,520
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FIDUCIARY FUNDS

AGENCY FUNDS
Agency funds are used to account for assets held by the County as an agent for individuals, private
organizations, and other governments.
Grant Passthrough Agency ‐ These funds are used to temporarily hold grant and other collections
until the proper allocation to other governmental units, funds, or individuals can be carried out.
Treasurer Agency ‐ The County Treasurer collects property taxes for all of the taxing entities in the
County and then passes the taxes along to the other governmental units. This also includes accounts
used to account for transactions of the County Treasurer as paying agent for activities of the Roaring
Fork Transportation Authority.
Clerk & Recorder Agency ‐ This category includes accounts used to account for transactions of the
County Clerk & Recorder used to collect taxes and fees on behalf of other governmental units.
Jail Inmate Agency ‐ This fund is used to record the collections and uses of jail inmates who use the
jail commissary.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities
Agency Funds
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Restated
Balance,
January 1,
2019
Grant Passthrough Agency
Assets
Cash and investments
Due from other governments
Total Assets
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Funds held for others
Total Liabilities
Treasurer Agency
Assets
Cash and investments
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Due to other governments
Deposits
Funds held for others
Total Liabilities
Clerk & Recorder Agency
Assets
Cash and investments
Miscellaneous receivable
Total Assets
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Funds held for others
Total Liabilities

$
$

$

Additions

20,785
‐
20,785

$
$

$

$

‐
‐
5,152
15,633
20,785

$
$

$

$
$

$

$

203,445
26,266
229,711

Deductions

$
$

$

$

52,005
14,717
3,152
122,555
192,429

1,218,072

$

652,737
183,220
(228,573)
610,685
1,218,069

$

390,480
‐
390,480

$

$
$

147,307
14,709
162,016

$

$

46,046
‐
5,152
‐
51,198

$

5,959
14,717
3,152
138,188
162,016

309,551,383

$

309,905,991

$

863,464

106,977,425
993,393
392,290
118,294,929
226,658,037

$

107,335,562
1,176,613
162,891
118,337,576
227,012,642

$

294,600
‐
826
568,038
863,464

11,085,231
10,104
11,095,335

$

11,237,778
‐
11,237,778

$

$

$

3,597,378
4,772,016
‐
‐
8,369,394

$

$

3,378,209
4,724,503
90,502
33,737
8,226,951

$

111
247,926
‐
‐
248,037

$

$

219,280
295,439
(90,502)
(33,737)
390,480

76,923
11,557
88,480

Balance,
December 31,
2019

$

$

$

$

$

237,933
10,104
248,037

Jail Inmate Agency
Assets
Cash and investments

$

‐

$

38,027

$

41,714

$

(3,687)

Liabilities
Funds held for others

$

‐

$

2,896

$

6,583

$

(3,687)

Other Agency
Assets
Cash and investments

$

1,121,985

$

604,164

$

660,042

$

1,066,107

Liabilities
Funds held for others

$

1,121,985

$

604,164

$

660,042

$

1,066,107

$

2,751,322
‐
‐
2,751,322

$

321,482,250
26,266
10,104
321,518,620

$

321,922,448
11,557
‐
321,934,005

$

2,311,124
14,709
10,104
2,335,937

872,017
478,659
(85,350)
(228,573)
1,714,566
2,751,319

$

110,407,639
5,732,613
93,654
392,290
119,058,281
235,684,477

$

110,978,986
5,948,629
5,152
162,891
119,004,201
236,099,859

$

Totals
Assets
Cash and investments
Due from other governments
Miscellaneous receivable
Total Assets
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Due to other governments
Unearned revenue
Deposits
Funds held for others
Total Liabilities

$
$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

300,670
262,643
3,152
826
1,768,646
2,335,937
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Discretely Presented Component Units
The Pitkin County Library District (the “Library District”) accounts for the operation and maintenance of the Pitkin County
Library and the application of any gifts and donations received for the benefit of the library. A portion of the property tax
levy is dedicated to the Library District.
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Balance Sheet
Discretely Presented Component Unit
December 31, 2019
Pitkin County
Library
District
Assets:
Cash and investments
Property tax receivable
Total Assets

$

Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities
Total Liabilities

3,709,009
4,458,648
8,167,657
102,961
21,351
124,312

Deferred Inflows of Resources:
Property taxes assessed but
not collectible until 2020
Total Deferred Inflows of Resources

4,458,648
4,458,648

Fund Balance
Restricted

3,584,697

Total Fund Balance

$

3,584,697

Reconciliation to Statement of Net Position:
Capital assets, net of depreciation, are used in governmental activities and are not
financial resources and, therefore, are not reported in the governmental funds. This is
the amount by which capital assets exceeded accumulated depreciation for the year:
Capital assets
Accumulated depreciation

$

18,791,819
(5,323,782)
13,468,037

Long‐term liabilities, including compensated absences, are not due and payable in the
current period and, therefore, are not reported in the funds. This is the amount of
compensated absences not currently payable.
Total Net Position

(157,020)
$

16,895,714
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
with Reconciliation to the Statement of Net Position
Discretely Presented Component Unit
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
Pitkin County
Library
District
Revenues
Taxes
Intergovernmental
Fines
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

4,436,956
5,264
19,510
181,257
154,760
4,797,747

Expenditures:
Culture and recreation
Total Expenditures

3,686,901
3,686,901

Excess of Revenues Over Expenditures

1,110,846

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

2,473,851

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

3,584,697

$

1,110,846

Reconciliation to Statement of Activities:
Change in Fund Balance
Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the Statement
of Activities, the cost of those assets is allocated over their estimated useful lives and
reported as depreciation expense. This is the amount by which depreciation exceeds
capital outlays in the current period.
Capital Outlays
Depreciation

$

130,770
(1,022,170)
(891,400)

Long‐term liabilities, including compensated absences, are not due and payable in the
current period and therefore are not reported in the funds. This is the change in the
amount of compensated absences, not currently payable.

(9,248)

Long‐term capital assets, which are not fully depreciated, are routinely retired. Because
no sale transaction has occurred, no current resources are recorded which offset the
book value of the assets retired. This is the total book value of capital assets retired
during the year that were not fully depreciated.

(14,563)

Change in Net Position

$

195,635
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Pitkin County Library District
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Budget (GAAP Basis) and Actual
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(With Comparative Actual Amounts for 2018)
2019

Original
Budget
Revenues:
Taxes:
General property tax
Specific ownership tax
Intergovernmental
Fines and forfeitures
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

$

Expenditures:
Culture and recreation
Total Expenditures
Excess of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources:
Proceeds from sale of assets
Total Other Financing Sources
Excess of Revenues and Other
Sources (Uses) Over Expenditures

$

4,286,443
152,688
5,300
23,000
3,320
21,995
4,492,746

Final
Budget

$

2018
Final Budget
Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

4,286,443
152,688
5,300
23,000
9,800
124,595
4,601,826

$

4,286,478
150,478
5,264
19,510
181,257
154,760
4,797,747

$

Actual

35
(2,210)
(36)
(3,490)
171,457
30,165
195,921

$

4,079,256
148,878
‐
22,157
19,083
97,964
4,367,338

4,163,491
4,163,491

4,195,831
4,195,831

3,686,901
3,686,901

508,930
508,930

3,918,567
3,918,567

329,255

405,995

1,110,846

704,851

448,771

2,600
2,600

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

405,995

1,110,846

704,851

448,771

331,855

$

Fund Balance ‐ Beginning

$

2,473,851

Fund Balance ‐ Ending

$

3,584,697

2,025,080
$

2,473,851
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SCHEDULE OF PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGES (PFC) COLLECTED AND
EXPENDED
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Pitkin County, Colorado
Schedule of Passenger Facility Charges (PFC) Collected and Expended
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Amount for
Current Year
Unliquidated PFC revenues ‐ beginning

Unliquidated
Balance
$

1,006,984

Revenues:
Revenues collected from air carriers
Total PFC revenues

$
$

1,122,081
1,122,081

1,122,081

Expenditures:
Approved projects
Total PFC expenditures

$

2,129,065
2,129,065

2,129,065

Unliquidated PFC revenues ‐ ending

$

‐

J1
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LOCAL HIGHWAY FINANCE REPORT
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Financial Planning 02/01
Form # 350‐050‐36

The public report burden for this information collection is estimated to average 380 hours annually.

LOCAL HIGHWAY FINANCE REPORT
This Information From The Records Of Pitkin County:

Prepared By:
Phone:

City or County:

Pitkin County

YEAR ENDING :

December 31, 2019

Connie Baker
(970) 920-5231

I. DISPOSITION OF HIGHWAY‐USER REVENUES AVAILABLE FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
A. Local
Motor‐Fuel
Taxes

ITEM
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

B.
Local
Motor‐Vehicle
Taxes

C. Receipts from
State Highway‐
User Taxes

D. Receipts from
Federal Highway
Administration

Total receipts available
Minus amount used for collection expenses
Minus amount used for nonhighway purposes
Minus amount used for mass transit
Remainder used for highway purposes
II. RECEIPTS FOR ROAD AND STREET PURPOSES

ITEM
A. Receipts from local sources:
1. Local highway‐user taxes
a. Motor Fuel (from Item I.A.5.)
b. Motor Vehicle (from Item I.B.5.)
c. Total (a.+b.)
2. General fund appropriations
3. Other local imposts (from page 2)
4. Miscellaneous local receipts (from page 2)
5. Transfers from toll facilities
6. Proceeds of sale of bonds and notes:
a. Bonds ‐ Original Issues
b. Bonds ‐ Refunding Issues
c. Notes
d. Total (a. + b. + c.)
7. Total (1 through 6)
B. Private Contributions
C. Receipts from State government
(from page 2)
D. Receipts from Federal Government
(from page 2)
E. Total receipts (A.7 + B + C + D)

AMOUNT

719,386
4,524,802
231,221

‐
5,475,409
1,524,591
194,139
7,194,139

III. DISBURSEMENTS FOR ROAD
AND STREET PURPOSES
ITEM
A. Local highway disbursements:
1. Capital outlay (from page 2)
2. Maintenance:
3. Road and street services:
a. Traffic control operations
b. Snow and ice removal
c. Other
d. Total (a. through c.)
4. General administration & miscellaneous
5. Highway law enforcement and safety
6. Total (1 through 5)
B. Debt service on local obligations:
1. Bonds:
a. Interest
b. Redemption
c. Total (a. + b.)
2. Notes:
a. Interest
b. Redemption
c. Total (a. + b.)
3. Total (1.c + 2.c)
C. Payments to State for highways
D. Payments to toll facilities
E. Total disbursements (A.6 + B.3 + C + D)

IV. LOCAL HIGHWAY DEBT STATUS
(Show all entries at par)
Opening Debt
Amount Issued
‐

A. Bonds (Total)
1. Bonds (Refunding Portion)
B. Notes (Total)

Redemptions

AMOUNT
1,965,872
2,030,953
13,269
1,540,974
‐
1,554,243
484,218
719,386
6,754,672
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
6,754,672

Closing Debt
‐

‐

‐

‐

V. LOCAL ROAD AND STREET FUND BALANCE
A. Beginning Balance
2,319,175

B. Total Receipts
7,194,139

C. Total Disbursements
6,754,672

D. Ending Balance
2,758,642

E. Reconciliation
‐

Notes and Comments:
Note 1 General Fund Appropriations:
Sheriff expenditures for traffic
Amount available from Non‐Highway
Total
FORM FHWA‐536 (Rev. 1‐05)

719,386
‐
719,386
PREVIOUS EDITIONS OBSOLETE

(Next Page)
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STATE:
LOCAL HIGHWAY FINANCE REPORT

Colorado

YEAR ENDING (mm/yy): 12/19

II. RECEIPTS FOR ROAD AND STREET PURPOSES ‐ DETAIL
ITEM
A.3. Other local imposts:
a. Property Taxes and Assessments
b. Other local imposts:
1. Sales Taxes
2. Infrastructure & Impact Fees
3. Liens
4. Licenses
5. Specific Ownership &/or Other
6. Total (1. through 5.)
c. Total (a. + b.)

AMOUNT
579,928
3,777,905
146,578
20,391
3,944,874
4,524,802

ITEM
A.4. Miscellaneous local receipts:
a. Interest on investments
b. Traffic Fines & Penalities
c. Parking Garage Fees
d. Parking Meter Fees
e. Sale of Surplus Property
f. Charges for Services
g. Other Misc. Receipts
Road & Bridge Tax
h. Other
i. Total (a. through h.)

(Carry forward to page 1)

ITEM
C. Receipts from State Government
1. Highway‐user taxes
2. State general funds
3. Other State funds:
a. State bond proceeds
b. Project Match
c. Motor Vehicle Registrations
d. Other (Specify) ‐ DOLA Grant
e. Other (Specify)State Highway Contract
f. Total (a. through e.)
4. Total (1. + 2. + 3.f)

AMOUNT
1,481,630

42,961
42,961
1,524,591

AMOUNT
60,657

73,000
97,564
231,221
(Carry forward to page 1)

ITEM
D. Receipts from Federal Government
1. FHWA (from Item I.D.5.)
2. Other Federal agencies:
a. Forest Service
b. FEMA
c. HUD
d. Federal Transit Admin
e. U.S. Corps of Engineers
f. Other Federal
g. Total (a. through f.)
3. Total (1. + 2.g)

AMOUNT

194,139
194,139
(Carry forward to page 1)

III. DISBURSEMENTS FOR ROAD AND STREET PURPOSES ‐ DETAIL
ON NATIONAL
HIGHWAY
SYSTEM
(a)
A.1. Capital outlay:
a. Right‐Of‐Way Costs
b. Engineering Costs
c. Construction:
(1). New Facilities
(2). Capacity Improvements
(3). System Preservation
(4). System Enhancement & Operation
(5). Total Construction (1) + (2) + (3) + (4)
d. Total Capital Outlay (Lines 1.a. + 1.b. + 1.c.5)

OFF NATIONAL
HIGHWAY
SYSTEM
(b)

‐
‐

TOTAL
(c)

‐
230,910

‐
230,910

‐
‐
1,734,962
‐
1,734,962
1,965,872

‐
‐
1,734,962
‐
1,734,962
1,965,872
(Carry forward to page 1)

Notes and Comments:
Note 2 Other Receipts
Access Permits
Reimbursement for Snow Plowing
Misc Reimbursement
Total
FORM FHWA‐536 (Rev.1‐05)

28,265
55,657
13,642
97,564
PREVIOUS EDITIONS OBSOLETE
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STATISTICAL SECTION
This part of the Pitkin County comprehensive annual financial report presents detailed information as a context
for understanding what the information in the financial statements, note disclosures, and required
supplementary information says about the government’s overall financial health.
The information in this Statistical Section of the comprehensive annual financial report is intended, when
possible, to provide information about Pitkin County's economic condition in the following areas.
Financial Trends ‐ information used to understand and assess how a government's financial position has changed
over time.
Revenue Capacity ‐ information used to understand and assess the government's ability to generate own‐source
revenue.
Debt Capacity ‐ information used to understand and assess the government's debt burden and its ability to issue
additional debt.
Demographic and Economic Data ‐ information used to understand the government's socioeconomic
environment and facilitate comparisons of financial statement information over time or among governments.
Operating Information ‐ information used to understand the government's operations and resources, therefore
providing a context for understanding and assessing its economic condition.
Most of the data comes directly from current and prior Pitkin County financial reports. Data which comes from
other sources is noted on the individual tables.
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Net Position by Component
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Governmental activities
Net investment in capital assets
Restricted
Unrestricted
Total governmental activities net position

$ 155,994,598
14,949,239
9,312,588
180,256,425

$ 155,315,076
27,816,355
14,930,468
198,061,899

$ 156,145,670
33,850,326
14,657,523
204,653,519

$ 163,064,743
37,792,771
16,284,068
217,141,582

$ 163,996,394
40,397,117
24,186,409
228,579,920

$ 169,476,255
36,896,408
26,404,400
232,777,063

$ 183,411,917
39,729,852
20,139,166
243,280,935

$ 190,070,757
25,449,396
41,202,122
256,722,275

$ 203,921,821
18,398,082
44,682,610
267,002,513

$ 213,507,371
17,919,800
50,118,993
281,546,164

Business‐type activities
Net investment in capital assets
Restricted
Unrestricted
Total business‐type activities net position

71,535,132
11,599,856
1,457,411
84,592,399

81,664,910
9,928,066
1,033,193
92,626,169

86,982,831
9,683,901
1,118,178
97,784,910

83,918,960
12,747,869
2,200,305
98,867,134

89,953,231
13,397,894
3,117,455
106,468,580

82,401,454
16,766,926
885,005
100,053,385

77,964,189
19,834,774
2,913,175
100,712,138

77,484,457
‐
25,171,706
102,656,163

75,807,783
1,006,984
25,036,724
101,851,491

74,178,756
‐
20,743,862
94,922,618

227,529,730
26,549,095
10,769,999
$ 264,848,824

236,979,986
37,744,421
15,963,661
$ 290,688,068

243,128,501
43,534,227
15,775,701
$ 302,438,429

246,983,703
50,540,640
18,484,373
$ 316,008,716

253,949,625
53,795,011
27,303,864
$ 335,048,500

251,877,709
53,663,334
27,289,405
$ 332,830,448

261,376,106
59,564,626
23,052,341
$ 343,993,073

267,555,214
25,449,396
66,373,828
$ 359,378,438

279,729,604
19,405,066
69,719,334
$ 368,854,004

287,686,127
17,919,800
70,862,855
$ 376,468,782

Primary government
Net investment in capital assets
Restricted
Unrestricted
Total primary government net position

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
Statement of Net Position includes GASB 34 Adjustments
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Changes in Net Position
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010
Expenses:
Governmental Activities:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Interest on long‐term debt
Total Governmental Activities
Business‐type Activities:
Airport
Solid waste center
Radio
Total Business‐type Activities

$

9,023,399
7,677,119
18,229,409
4,209,970
6,367,076
1,229,392
46,736,365

2011

$

8,051,591
8,315,629
15,885,730
4,437,922
4,418,252
1,257,597
42,366,721

2012

$

8,236,495
8,836,841
19,954,183
4,892,567
4,092,374
1,201,640
47,214,100

2013

$

8,939,590
8,239,758
17,092,418
5,043,179
4,590,325
1,170,202
45,075,472

2014

$

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

9,364,000
8,956,235
20,124,034
5,445,584
4,774,106
1,090,061
49,754,020

$ 10,220,265
9,522,194
28,232,945
5,697,328
4,931,196
1,049,588
59,653,516

$ 12,080,968
13,220,804
23,074,777
6,362,483
5,731,005
1,050,852
61,520,889

$ 10,976,662
13,004,918
22,600,176
8,103,257
5,619,853
1,441,364
61,746,230

$ 10,378,931
14,071,463
25,893,042
11,155,376
6,213,567
1,453,594
69,165,973

$ 23,732,088
10,003,016
29,075,899
8,576,424
8,255,122
1,551,574
81,194,123

11,654,845
4,231,364
‐
15,886,209

11,445,626
4,340,284
‐
15,785,910

11,377,027
3,777,305
‐
15,154,332

12,234,242
3,813,001
‐
16,047,243

11,995,659
4,312,474
‐
16,308,133

12,023,971
5,522,585
‐
17,546,556

13,576,191
4,391,808
‐
17,967,999

13,883,776
4,661,438
‐
18,545,214

16,591,446
4,383,480
‐
20,974,926

23,243,017
5,495,839
831,114
29,569,970

Total Primary Government Expenses

62,622,574

58,152,631

62,368,432

61,122,715

66,062,153

77,200,072

79,488,888

80,291,444

90,140,899

110,764,093

Program Revenues:
Governmental Activities:
Charges for services:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions
Total Governmental Activities Program Revenues

4,782,871
1,908,214
1,317,654
462,440
381,654
3,294,485
4,306,982
16,454,300

4,672,729
1,734,398
1,197,773
382,618
120,316
4,230,137
4,098,393
16,436,364

4,279,086
1,870,734
1,433,260
422,007
68,598
4,581,634
465,500
13,120,819

4,563,948
2,238,329
1,477,035
347,254
431,081
4,673,224
1,599,777
15,330,648

4,744,961
2,957,068
1,272,629
417,826
128,740
5,392,595
1,979,674
16,893,493

4,985,341
3,087,144
1,239,884
406,446
405,553
6,343,383
559,539
17,027,290

5,267,907
2,323,947
762,806
420,104
141,377
7,160,619
2,482,572
18,559,332

4,885,243
6,483,710
321,917
1,278,585
925,075
6,492,789
1,637,847
22,025,166

4,962,337
6,242,889
3,032,185
1,390,794
162,779
7,341,015
662,603
23,794,602

18,392,142
7,004,110
1,836,713
2,985,679
726,153
2,272,725
893,143
34,110,665

Business‐type Activities:
Charges for services:
Airport
Solid waste center
Radio
Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions
Total Business‐Type Activities Program Revenues

7,176,769
3,972,556
‐
388,868
3,468,958
15,007,151

7,160,723
4,212,913
‐
719,858
11,800,224
23,893,718

7,173,275
4,743,062
‐
645,834
7,840,385
20,402,556

7,312,800
4,738,919
‐
936,702
4,073,220
17,061,641

7,809,778
5,298,781
‐
523,503
3,003,781
16,635,843

8,747,826
6,236,440
‐
653,249
2,376,071
18,013,586

8,681,430
6,141,320
‐
99,213
3,593,719
18,515,682

9,263,381
8,103,147
‐
1,210,106
1,616,335
20,192,969

10,685,471
6,581,138
‐
700,859
1,760,346
19,727,814

10,726,613
5,902,540
249,289
901,610
1,921,677
19,701,729

Total Primary Government Program Revenues

31,461,451

40,330,082

33,523,375

32,392,289

33,529,336

35,040,876

37,075,014

42,218,135

43,522,416

53,812,394

Net (Expense)/Revenue
Governmental activities
Business‐type activities
Total Primary Government Net Expense

(30,282,065)
(879,058)
$ (31,161,123)

(25,930,357)
8,107,808
$ (17,822,549)

(34,093,281)
5,248,224
$ (28,845,057)

(29,744,824)
1,014,398
$ (28,730,426)

(32,860,527)
327,710
$ (32,532,817)

(42,626,226)
467,030
$ (42,159,196)

(42,961,557)
547,683
$ (42,413,874)

(39,721,064)
1,647,755
$ (38,073,309)

(45,371,371)
(1,247,112)
$ (46,618,483)

(47,083,458)
(9,868,241)
$ (56,951,699)
(continued)
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Changes in Net Position (continued)
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010
General Revenues and Other Changes in
Net Position:
Governmental Activities:
Taxes:
Property taxes
$ 20,546,313
Specific ownership taxes
457,332
Sales and use taxes
18,013,414
Other taxes and miscellaneous
602,280
Unrestricted investment earnings
607,991
Sale of capital assets
‐
Transfers
270,000
40,497,330
Total General Revenues and Transfers
Business‐type Activities:
Unrestricted investment earnings
Sale of capital assets
Transfers
Total Business‐type Activities
Total Primary Government Revenues
Change in Net Position
Governmental activities
Business‐type activities
Total Change in Net Position

176,697
‐
(270,000)
(93,303)
40,404,027

10,215,265
(972,361)
$ 9,242,904

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

$ 20,794,134
461,524
19,245,716
570,500
444,870
790,367
270,000
42,577,111

$ 19,559,084
149,675
19,834,448
554,564
314,576
52,553
220,000
40,684,900

$ 20,185,952
‐
21,194,528
658,731
287,808
‐
‐
42,327,019

$ 19,872,991
‐
23,317,658
678,158
378,102
51,957
‐
44,298,866

$ 20,324,359
‐
25,384,692
734,805
435,517
(56,005)
‐
46,823,368

$ 22,339,071
‐
26,390,752
757,824
620,076
147,722
‐
50,255,445

$ 22,758,464
835,075
27,791,836
12,981
1,129,303
164,804
‐
52,692,463

$ 23,987,614
875,500
29,134,807
13,742
1,477,107
162,839
‐
55,651,609

$ 25,312,257
902,153
35,490,936
13,885
1,867,518
450,679
(301,770)
63,735,658

59,093
8,733
‐
67,826
42,394,845

86,630
187,105
‐
273,735
44,572,601

102,682
15,094
‐
117,776
46,941,144

189,360
11,577
‐
200,937
50,456,382

263,596
32,674
‐
296,270
52,988,733

441,738
702
‐
442,440
56,094,049

12,582,195
1,082,224
$ 13,664,419

11,438,339
601,445
$ 12,039,784

4,197,142
584,806
4,781,948

7,293,888
748,620
8,042,508

12,971,399
1,944,025
$ 14,915,424

129,692
66,270
(270,000)
(74,038)
42,503,073

16,646,754
8,033,770
$ 24,680,524

61,713
68,804
(220,000)
(89,483)
40,595,417

6,591,619
5,158,741
$ 11,750,360

$

$

10,280,238
(804,672)
$ 9,475,566

656,209
‐
190,244
846,453
64,582,111

16,652,200
(9,021,788)
$ 7,630,412

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
Statement of Activities includes GASB 34 Adjustments
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Fund Balances, Governmental Funds1
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010
General Fund
Nonspendable
Spendable:
Restricted
Committed
Assigned
Unassigned
Total General Fund

$

‐

1,098,324
5,213,757
19,390,023
‐
$ 25,702,104

All Other Governmental Funds
Nonspendable
$
Spendable:
Restricted
Committed
Assigned
Total All Other Governmental Funds $
Total Governmental Funds

2011

‐

$

2012
‐

$

2013
‐

$

2014
‐

$

2015
‐

$

1

2016
‐

$

2

‐

$

958,555

3

2018

2017

$

1,174,309

2019
$

5,262

1,102,767
5,142,747
16,029,691
8,926,723
$ 31,201,928

1,125,445
718,621
16,147,716
8,572,744
$ 26,564,526

1,386,756
723,373
16,167,000
8,993,230
$ 27,270,359

1,446,847
729,478
21,005,765
4,908,872
$ 28,090,962

1,466,886
985,975
22,600,050
6,153,627
$ 31,206,538

1,514,250
312,769
39,795,794
4,308,003
$ 45,930,816

1,310,613
721,540
8,175,723
8,124,120
$ 19,290,552

840,544
757,532
7,310,712
9,422,838
$ 19,505,935

1,041,674
374,513
6,228,890
5,568,087
$ 13,218,426

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

40,400

27,995

25,153

7,780,017
533,934
429,118
8,743,069

14,236,637
5,851,919
1,540,821
$ 21,629,377

21,473,961
10,664,743
‐
$ 32,138,704

24,847,113
10,953,370
‐
$ 35,800,483

27,162,730
11,316,762
676,088
$ 39,155,580

22,506,748
11,143,662
968,255
$ 34,618,665

26,149,531
11,356,827
396,476
$ 37,902,834

24,138,783
35,862,159
‐
$ 60,041,342

17,557,538
33,040,311
‐
$ 50,625,844

16,878,126
36,549,830
‐
$ 53,453,109

$ 34,445,173

$ 52,831,305

$ 58,703,230

$ 63,070,842

$ 67,246,542

$ 65,825,203

$ 83,833,650

$ 79,331,894

$ 70,131,779

$ 66,671,535

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
Statement of Fund Balances does not include GASB 34 Adjustments
1

The County restated the beginning balances for the general fund and capital fund in 2017 in order to present the funds seperately. Prior to 2017, the general fund balance included the capital fund.
The County transferred state superfund tip fees restricted balance from the general fund to the public health fund in 2018 and restated the beginning balances accordingly.
3
The County created several new funds in 2019 moving amounts from the general fund to the new internal service funds (risk, health insurance, and fleet) and the public radio enterprise fund.
2
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Changes in Fund Balances, Governmental Funds
Last Ten Years

Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Fines and forfeitures
Impact fees
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

$ 39,619,339
708,836
6,190,993
5,471,709
18,843
639,381
607,991
1,224,537
54,481,629

$ 41,071,874
722,872
8,428,852
5,891,914
33,589
579,405
444,870
779,732
57,953,108

$ 40,097,771
767,160
5,200,014
5,493,750
39,319
1,110,411
314,576
510,165
53,533,166

$ 42,039,211
1,224,559
6,427,057
5,803,054
49,661
1,176,581
287,808
649,736
57,657,667

$ 43,868,807
1,631,982
7,400,042
6,070,954
30,921
881,277
378,102
878,316
61,140,401

$ 46,443,853
1,802,194
7,049,975
6,305,590
51,327
1,325,084
435,521
493,119
63,906,663

$ 49,487,629
1,102,871
8,974,041
6,634,232
43,416
599,474
620,076
741,679
68,203,418

$ 51,398,356
4,794,505
9,521,480
4,094,351
55,570
744,501
1,129,303
1,865,357
73,603,423

$ 54,011,662
4,846,702
8,735,461
7,172,084
73,399
776,285
1,477,107
2,175,657
79,268,357

$ 61,719,230
5,516,662
8,338,768
15,268,336
80,361
603,059
2,358,190
3,275,806
97,160,412

8,615,171
8,602,055
18,319,470
3,988,632
25,834,171

7,670,106
8,529,207
14,600,932
4,202,136
4,667,086

8,783,477
8,662,354
18,782,222
4,743,347
4,990,167

8,589,688
8,183,663
28,841,693
4,909,132
1,014,272

9,371,896
8,847,916
30,898,004
5,347,087
663,617

10,107,242
9,482,589
25,858,927
5,627,421
12,602,134

17,008,730
14,207,880
33,616,857
6,333,643
293,168

22,262,862
14,237,064
22,440,256
8,568,449
8,630,438

20,740,246
16,761,291
28,446,174
18,856,245
7,252,549

22,038,461
17,651,731
30,290,499
9,709,057
13,086,221

1,871,032
1,198,232
‐
68,428,763

1,166,394
1,187,916
‐
42,023,777

916,778
1,129,690
‐
48,008,035

942,184
1,089,581
‐
53,570,213

1,002,615
1,004,167
‐
57,135,302

1,028,072
980,746
‐
65,687,131

1,053,557
955,062
‐
73,468,897

1,735,000
1,379,933
‐
79,254,002

1,755,000
1,364,453
‐
95,175,958

2,005,150
1,562,154
5,856
96,349,129

(13,947,134)

15,929,331

5,525,131

4,087,454

4,005,099

(1,780,468)

(5,265,479)

(5,650,579)

(15,907,601)

2,229,985
2,616
8,360,000
(5,818,920)
102,030
1,432,719
(1,162,719)
5,145,711

1,028,081
‐
‐
‐
‐
774,066
(504,066)
1,298,081

126,794
‐
‐
‐
‐
6,622,849
(6,402,849)
346,794

162,881
(2,816,056)
2,845,000
‐
35,300
2,693,752
(2,693,752)
227,125

170,600
‐
‐
‐
‐
728,197
(728,197)
170,600

359,129
‐
‐
‐
‐
666,088
(666,088)
359,129

218,455
742,188
35,160,000
(12,305,000)
65,450
1,582,031
(1,582,031)
23,881,093

202,611
‐
‐
‐
‐
1,397,335
(1,397,335)
202,611

207,486
‐
6,500,000
‐
‐
2,361,179
(2,361,179)
6,707,486

$ (8,801,423)

$ 17,227,412

$

4,175,699

$ (1,421,339)

$ 18,615,614

$ (5,447,968)

$ (9,200,115)

$

3,069,264
68,428,763
25,710,118
$ 42,718,645

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest
Other
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Proceeds from sale of fixed assets
Premium on issuance
Debt issued
Payments to refunded debt escrow
Bond Issuance costs
Transfers in
Transfers (out)
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Net change in fund balances
Ratio Calculation:
Debt service expenditures
Total expenditures
1
Capital outlay
Adjusted non capital expenditures
Debt Service as a percentage of
expenditures

Pitkin County, Colorado

$

7.18%

2,354,310
42,023,777
1,921,754
$ 40,102,023
5.87%

5,871,925

$

2,046,468
48,008,035
3,933,640
$ 44,074,395

$

4.64%

4,314,579

$

2,031,765
53,570,213
10,947,022
$ 42,623,191

$

4.77%

2,006,782
57,135,302
10,348,053
$ 46,787,249
4.29%

2,008,818
65,687,131
11,282,362
$ 54,404,769
3.69%

2,008,619
73,468,897
14,555,569
$ 58,913,328
3.41%

3,114,933
79,254,002
20,560,111
$ 58,693,891
5.31%

3,119,453
95,175,958
27,572,637
$ 67,603,321
4.61%

811,283
150,544
‐
‐
‐
‐
14,055,029
(14,591,798)
(386,225)
425,058

3,573,160
96,349,129
19,766,849
$ 76,582,280
4.67%

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance does not include GASB 34 Adjustments
1

Capital Outlay comes from the Pitkin County CAFR Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Change in Fund Balance of Governmental Funds to Statement of Activities
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History of General Fund Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance
Last Ten Years

Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental
Charges for services
Fines
Impact fees
Investment earnings
Miscellaneous
Total Revenues
Expenditures:
General government
Public safety
Public works
Public health and welfare
Culture and recreation
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Premium on bonds issued
Proceeds from sale of assets
Issuance of debt
Transfers in
Transfers out
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Net Change in Fund Balances
Fund Balances ‐ Beginning
Fund Balances ‐ Ending

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

$ 10,618,282
677,946
2,016,001
5,455,824
15,829
203,923
299,919
2,191,635
21,479,359

$ 11,288,860
715,127
2,755,678
5,833,080
30,139
‐
250,846
391,206
21,264,936

$ 12,207,193
750,075
2,064,764
5,415,476
35,519
‐
162,372
422,541
21,057,940

$ 12,959,972
1,200,764
2,188,800
5,574,400
46,461
170,150
139,953
494,756
22,775,256

$ 13,446,029
1,608,444
3,032,095
5,990,106
27,860
164,859
176,954
687,420
25,133,767

$ 14,089,341
1,773,016
3,524,132
6,172,018
46,927
520,148
226,928
379,086
26,731,596

$ 14,573,084
1,075,280
4,671,503
6,591,683
40,516
91,559
246,704
389,698
27,680,027

$ 11,307,439
4,761,127
4,623,508
4,072,727
52,070
237
419,372
1,545,145
26,781,625

$ 11,791,229
4,690,831
4,119,246
7,172,084
68,035
‐
469,579
1,530,513
29,841,517

$ 14,539,826
5,460,035
3,135,599
10,771,700
75,766
‐
945,397
1,667,922
36,596,245

8,615,171
8,097,589
638,558
1,782,583
286,512
19,420,413

7,513,220
8,009,087
292,430
1,756,577
810,484
18,381,798

8,783,477
8,012,072
4,758,268
1,899,321
39,798
23,492,936

8,589,688
7,644,058
6,251,089
2,124,185
202,852
24,811,872

9,371,896
8,345,515
4,828,569
2,247,894
12,226
24,806,100

10,107,242
9,022,106
2,806,286
2,327,604
33,639
24,296,877

17,008,730
13,754,667
2,904,092
2,467,764
134,452
36,269,705

9,638,006
12,964,719
241,898
2,852,436
99,720
25,796,779

8,896,603
12,733,354
3,759,544
2,514,974
143,546
28,048,021

17,531,939
11,014,728
1,185,655
135,224
‐
29,867,546

2,058,946

2,883,138

(2,434,996)

(2,036,616)

327,667

2,434,719

(8,589,678)

984,846

1,793,496

6,728,699

‐
1,018,786
‐
665,066
(69,000)
1,614,852

‐
106,794
‐
2,120,198
(4,462,651)
(2,235,659)

‐
128,064
‐
2,559,752
(69,000)
2,618,816

‐
161,239
‐
500,697
(169,000)
492,936

742,188
199,005
22,790,000
803,031
(744,000)
23,790,224

‐
3,500
‐
535,971
(826,364)
(286,893)

‐
‐
‐
547,441
(1,653,738)
(1,106,297)

‐
‐
‐
291,980
(9,070,061)
(8,778,081)

2,052,363

4,497,990

(4,670,655)

582,200

820,603

3,115,576

15,200,546

697,953

687,199

(2,049,382)

24,808,461

26,860,824

31,358,814

26,688,159

27,270,359

28,090,962

31,206,538

18,592,599

18,818,736

15,267,808

$ 26,860,824

$ 31,358,814

$ 26,688,159

$ 27,270,359

$ 28,090,962

$ 31,206,538

$ 46,407,084

$ 19,290,552

$ 19,505,935

$ 13,218,426

‐
55,420
‐
665,358
(727,361)
(6,583)

‐
250,769
‐
528,088
(98,000)
680,857

1

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance does not include GASB 34 Adjustments
1

The County's beginning general fund balances for the years ended December 31, 2017, December 31, 2018, and December 31, 2019, were amended to reflect prior period adjustments. Details on the prior
period adjustments can be found in Note II.B. in the Notes to the Financial Statements.
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General Government Revenues by Source
Last Ten Years

Year

Taxes

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

$ 39,619,339
41,071,874
40,097,771
42,039,211
43,868,807
46,443,853
49,487,629
51,398,356
54,011,662
61,719,230

Licenses and
Permits
$

708,836
722,872
767,160
1,224,559
1,631,982
1,802,194
1,102,871
4,794,505
4,846,702
5,516,662

Pitkin County, Colorado

Intergovern‐
mental
$

6,190,993
8,428,852
5,200,014
6,427,057
7,400,042
7,049,975
8,974,041
9,521,480
8,735,461
8,338,768

Charges for
Services
$

Fines

5,471,709
5,891,914
5,493,750
5,803,054
6,070,954
6,305,590
6,634,232
4,094,351
7,172,084
15,268,336

$

18,843
33,589
39,319
49,661
30,921
51,327
43,416
55,570
73,399
80,361

Investment
Earnings

Impact Fees
$

639,381
579,405
1,110,411
1,176,581
881,277
1,325,084
599,474
744,501
776,285
603,059

$

607,991
444,870
314,576
287,808
378,102
435,521
620,076
1,129,303
1,477,107
2,358,190

Miscellaneous
$

1,224,537
779,732
510,165
649,736
878,316
493,119
741,679
1,865,357
2,175,657
3,275,806

Total
$ 54,481,629
57,953,108
53,533,166
57,657,667
61,140,401
63,906,663
68,203,418
73,603,423
79,268,357
97,160,412

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
General Government Revenues by Source does not include GASB 34 adjustments

General Government Revenue by Source ‐ 2019

Taxes
63%

Miscellaneous
3%
Charges
for
Services
16%

Investment
Earnings…
Impact Fees
1%

Fines
0%

Licenses and
Permits
6%
Intergovern‐
mental
9%
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General Governmental Tax Revenues by Source1
Last Ten Years

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

Property Tax2

General Sales &
Use Tax3

Specific
Ownership Tax

21,003,645
21,255,658
19,708,759
23,612,295
23,311,672
23,915,174
22,339,071
22,758,464
23,987,614
25,312,257

18,013,414
19,245,716
19,834,448
21,194,528
23,317,657
25,384,691
26,390,752
27,791,836
29,134,807
35,490,936

545,970
524,584
512,932
704,661
778,963
847,049
866,347
835,075
875,500
902,153

Other Taxes
56,310
45,916
41,632
62,942
65,634
38,956
59,961
12,981
13,742
13,885

Total
39,619,339
41,071,874
40,097,771
45,574,426
47,473,926
50,185,870
49,656,131
51,398,356
54,011,663
61,719,231

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
General Government Tax Revenues does not include GASB 34 adjustments
1

The TABOR (Article X Section 20) amendment to the Colorado State Constitution limits revenue increases and has
other specific requirements. Pitkin County voters have approved ballot questions to exempt the County from revenue
limitations of the TABOR amendment.
2
Full reappraisals of all Pitkin County properties are completed on a bi‐annual basis.
3
Sales tax is collected by the vendor and remitted to the State of Colorado. The State distributes Pitkin County's
percentage, which is set by statute, to the County on a monthly basis. Use tax is collected by the building
departments of Pitkin County, Town of Snowmass Village, Town of Basalt, and the City of Aspen. The Towns and City
remit payment to the County on a monthly basis.

2019 Tax Revenues by Source

General Sales &
Use Tax
58%

Specific
Ownership Tax
1%
Other Taxes
0%

Property Tax
41%
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Assessed Value and Actual Value of Taxable Property
Last Ten Years

Fiscal Year Ended
December 311

Valuation Base
Year2

Residential
Property
Assessment
Rate3

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2008
2010
2010
2012
2012
2014
2014
2016
2016
2018

7.96%
7.96%
7.96%
7.96%
7.96%
7.96%
7.96%
7.20%
7.20%
7.20%

Pitkin County, Colorado

Residential
Property4

Commercial
Property

2,560,936,370
1,887,749,260
1,917,492,650
1,747,138,620
1,765,139,610
2,017,334,290
2,046,646,780
2,121,423,360
2,155,116,870
2,361,795,860

Other Property

664,170,930
550,476,280
540,207,790
576,518,300
573,865,110
657,651,400
648,798,170
724,527,670
728,660,780
845,471,500

458,723,040
329,891,460
303,328,050
275,347,300
270,823,980
268,786,400
247,264,960
255,499,270
228,120,980
219,227,640

Tax‐Exempt
Property
104,990,300
95,167,200
95,539,100
86,166,700
147,450,000
154,228,100
206,619,000
218,644,500
220,296,000
223,264,000

Assessed Value

Estimated Actual
2
Value

3,683,830,340
2,768,117,000
2,761,028,490
2,599,004,220
2,609,828,700
2,943,772,090
2,942,709,910
3,101,450,300
3,111,898,630
3,426,495,000

36,028,432,570
26,680,593,580
26,825,808,240
24,699,886,140
24,936,862,630
28,428,866,000
28,745,909,770
32,755,421,140
33,154,472,660
36,634,482,260

Taxable
Assessed Value
as a Percentage
of Estimated
Actual
10.22%
10.38%
10.29%
10.52%
10.47%
10.35%
10.24%
9.47%
9.39%
9.35%

Total Direct
Tax Rate 5
5.737
7.044
7.194
7.500
7.564
7.274
7.365
7.335
7.735
7.511

Source:
Pitkin County Assessor's Office, Abstract of Assessments
1

Property taxes levied on the valuation for the year indicated are collected in the following year (i.e. 2018 valuation is the basis for 2019 budget collections).
Actual value is reappraised bi‐annually from sales that occurred in the 24 month period ending June 30 of the indicated valuation base year.
3
Residential property is assessed at the indicated assessment rate of actual value. All other property is assessed at 29% of actual value.
4
Residential property is valued at 100% of market value; all other property is valued considering the income, cost, and market approaches to appraisal.
5
Per $1,000 of assessed valuation.
2

Total Assessed Value by Year
4,000,000,000
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3,000,000,000
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1,000,000,000
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Direct and Overlapping Property Tax Rates
Last Ten Years

Tax Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

General Fund
1.501
2.150
2.205
2.416
2.476
2.289
2.347
2.325
2.451
2.310

Road and
Bridge
0.112
0.158
0.162
0.178
0.182
0.168
0.173
0.173
0.181
0.171

Pitkin County, Colorado
(rate per $1,000 of assessed value)

Social
Services
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065
0.065

Healthy
Community

Bond
Redemption

Open Space

Radio and TV
Translator

Total Direct
Tax Rate

0.402
0.567
0.707
0.778
0.802
0.735
0.757
0.751
0.998
0.941

0.127
0.055
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

3.351
3.797
3.796
3.783
3.750
3.750
3.750
3.750
3.750
3.750

0.179
0.252
0.259
0.280
0.289
0.267
0.273
0.271
0.290
0.274

5.737
7.044
7.194
7.500
7.564
7.274
7.365
7.335
7.735
7.511

Overlapping Rates

Tax Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

City of Aspen
3.854
5.236
5.346
5.654
5.817
4.978
5.227
5.096
5.298
4.962

Town of
Basalt
4.066
6.139
6.386
7.560
9.881
9.158
11.592
11.588
11.556
11.052

Town of
Snowmass
Village
7.356
8.940
9.019
9.261
9.200
9.236
9.016
8.809
8.494
7.364

Aspen School
District

Roaring Fork
School
District

8.254
9.105
9.201
9.333
9.297
9.111
9.092
8.855
8.880
8.880

30.992
39.589
38.240
42.445
42.149
42.300
45.245
44.038
44.041
42.903

Colorado
Mountain
College

Roaring Fork
Transit
Authority

Aspen Valley
Hospital

Pitkin County
Library

Aspen
Ambulance
District

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
2.249
2.650

1.931
2.664
2.920
2.539
2.818
2.819
2.791
2.587
2.623
2.606

0.932
1.296
1.336
1.439
1.490
1.359
1.411
1.391
1.457
1.377

0.142
0.198
0.204
0.220
0.400
0.451
0.501
0.501
0.501
0.501

3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
3.997
4.013

Fire
Protection
Districts
18.367
21.619
25.628
24.016
25.997
27.523
28.834
29.392
33.920
34.079

Water and
Sanitation
Districts
23.875
31.231
32.272
38.082
39.652
43.415
47.791
53.921
54.402
47.798

Other Special
Districts
410.153
467.487
474.416
519.316
520.215
522.815
585.305
614.036
624.388
611.294

Source:
Pitkin County Assessor's Office, Abstract of Assessments
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Property Tax Levies ‐ Direct and Overlapping Governments
Last Ten Years

Levy Year

Collection
Year

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

Pitkin County, Colorado
(rate per $1,000 of assessed value)

Cities and
Towns

Pitkin County
21,134,133
19,498,616
19,862,840
19,492,533
19,740,745
21,412,997
21,673,059
22,749,136
24,070,534
25,736,404

School Districts

11,939,110
11,626,123
11,791,508
11,780,966
12,092,259
12,380,020
12,705,774
13,019,692
13,268,938
13,313,158

52,156,239
42,806,294
42,738,085
40,966,215
40,972,920
46,317,967
46,026,965
46,786,309
47,031,750
51,584,338

All Other
Districts
32,057,657
29,217,657
31,078,410
29,422,230
31,776,826
34,180,010
36,980,529
37,823,119
49,143,035
54,242,840

Total
117,287,139
103,148,690
105,470,843
101,661,944
104,582,750
114,290,994
117,386,327
120,378,256
133,514,257
144,876,740

Source:
Pitkin County Assessor ‐ Abstract of Assessment

Property Tax Levied in 2019

Pitkin County
18%

All Other Districts
37%

Cities and Towns
9%

School Districts
36%
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Principal Property Tax Payers
Current Year and Nine Years Ago

Pitkin County, Colorado

2019

Taxpayer

Assessed Value

Aspen Skiing Company
Aspen Owner LLC
Silvertree Property Co
Iconic Properties Jerome LLC
Residences at the Little Nell Condo Assoc
Aspen Club Lodge Properties LLC
Hyatt Grand Aspen
Cox Anthony E Living Trust
Ajax Mountain Associates LLC
Brand Building LLC
Base Village Owner LLC
Sheridan Luxury Trust, Aspen Dean Street LLC
Hotel Jerome Inc/ Jerome Venture LLC
Carroll Drive Properties LLC
Holy Cross Electric Assn.
Westview Holdings LLC

$

Total

$

85,165,110
40,378,210
21,429,380
19,548,000
15,259,670
15,255,270
14,347,890
12,606,330
11,970,060
11,514,360

Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

247,474,280

2010
Percentage of
Total Assessed
Value
2.49%
1.18%
0.63%
0.57%
0.45%
0.45%
0.42%
0.37%
0.35%
0.34%

7.22%

Assessed Value
$

$

Rank

Percentage of
Total Assessed
Value

66,817,390

1

1.81%

15,064,460

4

0.41%

9,224,090

8

0.25%

9,236,240

7

0.25%

32,071,180
23,635,000
12,893,250
9,735,590
9,003,000
8,845,000

2
3
5
6
9
10

0.87%
0.64%
0.35%
0.26%
0.24%
0.24%

196,525,200

5.33%

Source:
Pitkin County Assessor
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Property Tax Levies and Collections1
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

Collected within the Fiscal Year Following the Levy
Assessment
and Levy Year

Collection Year

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

Taxes Levied for
the Fiscal Year2
24,293,412
24,725,448
23,282,728
23,750,999
23,448,294
24,192,179
26,221,787
26,731,035
28,068,988
29,599,924

Amount Collected
in Collection
3
Year
24,060,907
23,803,551
23,037,940
23,588,147
23,285,583
23,898,832
26,012,432
26,580,734
28,010,645
29,493,701

Percentage of
Levy
99.04%
96.27%
98.95%
99.31%
99.31%
98.79%
99.20%
99.44%
99.79%
99.64%

Total Collections for Tax Year
Adjusted Tax
4
Levied
24,115,851
24,603,378
23,130,181
23,720,122
23,347,020
24,099,720
26,089,474
26,689,341
27,996,684
29,560,333

Amount
24,091,526
24,589,689
23,113,377
23,694,299
23,332,975
24,090,282
26,081,863
26,666,330
27,992,444
29,554,132

Percentage of
Levy
99.90%
99.94%
99.93%
99.89%
99.94%
99.96%
99.97%
99.91%
99.98%
99.98%

Source:
Pitkin County Assessor
Pitkin County Treasurer

1

Schedule includes the discretely presented component unit (Library Distrist).
Taxes are levied and collected in the subsequent year.
3
Total current and delinquent years' taxes collected less refunds of abated taxes paid.
4
Adjusted tax levied is net of reductions from successful taxpayer protests of property valuations.
2
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Sales Tax Receipts
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2% County Sales Tax1

Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2% County
Sales Tax
Receipts
14,148,776
15,215,285
15,659,281
16,737,908
18,153,402
19,542,928
20,243,491
21,235,704
22,429,526
27,455,703

County Share
of 2% Sales Tax
Receipts (43%)
6,083,974
6,542,573
6,733,491
7,197,300
7,805,963
8,403,459
8,704,701
9,131,353
9,644,696
11,805,952

1% Transit
Sales Tax
Receipts
6,825,847
7,366,067
7,586,027
8,132,860
9,015,888
9,771,466
10,121,745
10,617,852
11,214,763
13,727,851

1% Transit Sales Tax2
Town of
Snowmass
City of Aspen
Village Share of
Share of 1%
1% Transit
Transit Sales
Sales Tax
Tax Receipts
Receipts
2,830,663
3,048,981
3,132,143
3,327,320
3,708,007
4,024,448
4,192,191
4,376,670
4,586,389
5,530,384

709,904
771,798
802,730
891,195
968,534
1,044,012
1,057,958
1,130,810
1,230,709
1,590,252

RFTA Share of
1% Transit
Sales Tax
Receipts
3,285,280
3,545,288
3,651,154
3,914,345
4,339,347
4,703,006
4,871,596
5,110,372
5,397,665
6,607,215

.5% Transit
Sales Tax
Receipts
3,580,664
3,798,447
3,913,565
4,998,934
4,567,135
4,929,637
5,106,873
5,357,764
5,669,869
6,929,287

.1% Healthy
Rivers and
Streams Sales
Tax Receipts
691,832
752,712
781,400
836,895
907,670
977,146
1,018,512
1,061,785
1,121,476
1,372,785

County Share of
Sales Tax
Receipts
10,356,470
11,093,732
11,428,456
13,033,129
13,280,768
14,310,242
14,830,086
15,550,902
16,436,041
20,108,024

Total Sales Tax
Receipts
25,247,119
27,132,511
27,940,273
30,706,597
32,644,095
35,221,177
36,490,621
38,273,105
40,435,634
49,485,626

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department ‐ Colorado State Sales Tax Distribution

1
2

43% of Pitkin County's 2% sales tax is distributed to Pitkin County and 57% is distributed to municipalities within Pitkin County based upon actual sales taxes collected during the previous years.
100% of the 1% Transit sales tax is passed through to the entities shown above. As such, it is not included in the total County share represented on this chart.
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Principal Sales Tax Remitters by Industry
Current Year and Nine Years Ago

Pitkin County, Colorado

2019
Industry1
Tourist Accomodations
Utility
Tourist Accomodations
Utility
Tourist Accomodations
Food and Drug
Tourist Accomodations
Tourist Accomodations
Tourist Accomodations
Private Aircraft Services

2010
Industry1
Food and Drug
Food and Drug
Tourist Accomodations
Utility
Tourist Accomodations
Utility
Tourist Accomodations
Tourist Accomodations
Private Aircraft Services
Utility

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department
Colorado Department of Revenue
1

Industries are listed in business name alphabetical order.
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Sales Tax Revenue Bond Coverage ‐ 2010 Sales Tax Revenue Bonds
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Maximum Annual Debt Service Coverage:
County 1% Sales Tax1
Interest Income
2
Total Pledged Revenues

$ 6,825,847
2,947
6,828,794

$ 7,366,067
1,930
7,367,997

$ 7,586,027
1,930
7,587,957

$ 8,132,860
893
8,133,753

$ 9,015,888
1,032
9,016,920

$ 9,771,466
1,142
9,772,608

$ 10,121,745
2,058
10,123,803

$ 10,617,852
10,582
10,628,434

$ 11,214,763
3,948
11,218,711

$ 13,727,851
‐
13,727,851

Maximum Annual Debt Service
3
Annual Coverage Factor (Times Coverage)

658,350
10.37

658,350
11.19

658,350
11.53

658,350
12.35

658,350
13.70

658,350
14.84

658,350
15.38

658,350
16.14

658,350
17.04

658,350
20.85

$ 6,170,444

$ 6,709,647

$ 6,929,607

$ 7,475,403

$ 8,358,570

$ 9,114,258

9,970,084

$ 10,560,361

$ 13,069,501

Annual Surplus

$

9,465,453

$

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department

1

The intergovernmental agreement directing the distribution of the 1% sales taxes provides that distributions to RFTA and municipalities are subordinate to debt service requirements.
The 1% sales tax and interest earned on the debt service fund are pledged as security for these bonds.
3
The bond covenants do not require a specific coverage factor. However, before additional parity bonds can be issued, historical coverage of existing and proposed debt service must be at least two times pledged
revenue.
2

L16

309

Outstanding Debt by Type
Last Ten Years

Pitkin County, Colorado

Business‐Type
Activities

Governmental Activities

Fiscal Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

General
Obligation
Bonds

Sales Tax
Revenue Bonds

18,175,000
17,300,000
16,695,000
16,110,000
15,435,000
14,740,000
14,090,000
13,170,000
12,220,000
11,240,000

8,362,616
8,077,425
7,772,241
7,457,063
7,136,893
6,811,730
6,481,574
6,141,426
5,791,426
5,431,154

Certificates of
Participation
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
23,532,188
23,016,291
29,021,245
28,316,787

Special
Assessment
Bonds

Airport Loans

Total Primary
Government

1,246,831
926,055
595,333
404,620
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

27,829,047
26,341,686
25,094,002
23,995,927
22,588,522
21,560,287
44,103,762
42,327,717
47,032,671
44,987,941

44,600
38,206
31,428
24,244
16,629
8,557
‐
‐
‐
‐

Percentage of
Estimated
Personal
Income1
1.84%
1.66%
1.31%
1.34%
1.02%
0.92%
1.89%
1.75%
1.95%
1.75%

Total Debt
Per Capita
1,622
1,538
1,457
1,382
1,284
1,212
2,484
2,366
2,620
2,506

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
1

Pitkin County Estimated Personal Income. See page L20 for additional details.

Pitkin County Debt by Type
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Ratios of Bonded Debt Outstanding
Last Ten Years

Fiscal Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

General
Obligation
Bonds
18,175,000
17,300,000
16,695,000
16,110,000
15,435,000
14,740,000
14,090,000
13,170,000
12,220,000
11,240,000

Pitkin County, Colorado

Sales Tax
Revenue Bonds

Certificates of
Participation

8,362,616
8,077,425
7,772,241
7,457,063
7,136,893
6,811,730
6,481,574
6,141,426
5,791,426
5,431,154

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
23,532,188
23,016,291
29,021,245
28,316,787

Special
Assessment
Bonds
44,600
38,206
31,428
24,244
16,629
8,557
‐
‐
‐
‐

Other Loans
1,246,831
926,055
595,333
404,620
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Total Bonded
General
Obligation
Debt
Outstanding

Percentage of
Actual Taxable
Value of
Property

General
Bonded Debt
Per Capita

18,175,000
17,300,000
16,695,000
16,110,000
15,435,000
14,740,000
14,090,000
13,170,000
12,220,000
11,240,000

0.05%
0.06%
0.06%
0.07%
0.06%
0.05%
0.05%
0.04%
0.04%
0.03%

1,059
1,010
969
928
877
829
794
736
681
626

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)
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Computation of Legal Debt Margin ‐ General Obligation Debt

Pitkin County, Colorado

Last Ten Years

Computation of legal debt limit:
Taxable assessed valuation
Plus exempt property
Total assessed value
1
Legal debt limit percentage
Legal debt limit

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

$ 3,683,830,340
104,990,300
3,788,820,640
3%
113,664,619

$ 2,768,117,000
95,167,200
2,863,284,200
3%
85,898,526

$ 2,761,028,490
95,539,100
2,856,567,590
3%
85,697,028

$ 2,599,004,220
86,166,700
2,685,170,920
3%
80,555,128

$ 2,609,828,700
147,450,000
2,757,278,700
3%
82,718,361

$ 2,943,772,090
154,228,100
3,098,000,190
3%
92,940,006

$ 2,942,709,910
206,619,000
3,149,328,910
3%
94,479,867

$ 3,101,450,300
218,644,500
3,320,094,800
3%
99,602,844

$ 3,111,898,630
220,296,000
3,332,194,630
3%
99,965,839

$ 3,426,495,000
223,264,000
3,649,759,000
3%
109,492,770

18,175,000

17,300,000

16,695,000

16,110,000

15,435,000

14,740,000

14,090,000

13,170,000

12,220,000

11,240,000

Amount of debt applicable to limit:
General obligation bonds
Legal debt margin
Total debt applicable to the limit as a percentage
of debt limit

$

95,489,619

15.99%

$

68,598,526

20.14%

$

69,002,028

19.48%

$

64,445,128

20.00%

$

67,283,361

18.66%

$

78,200,006

15.86%

$

80,389,867

14.91%

$

86,432,844

13.22%

$

87,745,839

12.22%

$

98,252,770

10.27%

Source:
Colorado Revised Statute 30‐26‐301
Pitkin County Finance Department (CAFR)

1

Per Colorado Revised Statute 30‐35‐201 (6b)
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Demographic and Economic Statistics
Last Ten Years

Fiscal
Year

Pitkin County, Colorado

Population1

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

17,158
17,129
17,223
17,361
17,595
17,782
17,752
17,890
17,950
17,767

Estimated
Total
Personal
Income (in
thousands)

Per Capita
Income1

1,509,321
1,590,154
1,910,375
1,789,659
2,208,137
2,339,435
2,414,716
2,572,797
2,678,266
‐

87,966
92,834
110,920
103,085
125,498
131,562
136,025
143,812
149,207
‐

4

3

Unemployment
Rate2

3

7.5%
6.7%
6.7%
6.0%
3.7%
3.0%
2.6%
3.0%
3.6%
2.8%

Source:
1

Pitkin County Per Capita Income figures per U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis (http://www.bea.gov).
2
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
3
Information was not available at the time of publishing.
4

Population data was not available through the U.S. Department of Commerece for
2019 at the time of publishing. Therefore, a population estimate was used from the
U.S. Census Bureau.

Population for Pitkin County
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Principal Employers
Current Year and Nine Years Ago

Pitkin County, Colorado

2019

Employers

Number of
Employees1

Aspen Skiing Company2
Aspen Valley Hospital
Roaring Fork Transit
Aspen School District
Pitkin County
City of Aspen
Hotel Jerome
Viceroy Snowmass Resort
St Regis Aspen
Silvertree Hotel
Ritz Carlton
Westin Hotel & Wildwood of Snowmass3

4,292
521
368
329
317
296
270
225
175

Total

6,793

Total Pitkin County Labor Force

2010

Rank3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Percentage of
Total County
Employment

Number of
Employees

Rank

Percentage of
Total County
Employment

38.34%
4.65%
3.29%
2.94%
2.83%
2.64%
2.41%
2.01%
1.56%

3,600
389
250
238
256
354

1
2
6
7
5
3

29.40%
3.18%
2.04%
1.94%
2.09%
2.89%

150
268
218
188

10
4
8
9

1.23%
2.19%
1.78%
1.54%

60.68%

5,911

11,195

48.28%

12,243

Source:
Colorado Department of Labor website
Individual employers
1

The number of employees can vary based on season in Pitkin County. As such, the largest number of employees at any point in the year has been
presented for each employer.

2

In 2010, the number of employees for the Aspen Skiing Company included employees for the Little Nell Hotel. In 2019, the number provided by Aspen
Skiing Company included all mountain operations and hotels.
3

Number of employees was not avaiable for the Westin Hotel & Wildwood of Snowmass at the time of publishing.
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Full‐Time Equivalent County Government Employees 1
Last Ten Years

Function/Program
General government
Assessor
Board of County Commissioners
Clerk and Recorder
County Attorney
County Manager
Facilities
Finance
Human Resources
Technology (BITS)
Transit Sales & Use Tax
Treasurer
Judicial and Public Safety
Building Inspections
Detention
Dispatch
Planning and Zoning
Radio/Phones
Sheriff
Public Works
Administrative Services
Fleet Services
Land Management
Road and Bridge
Telecommunications2
Health and Welfare
Animal Safety
Environmental Health3
Healthy Community Fund
Human Services
Public Health4
Senior Services
Cultural and Recreation
Open Space and Trails
Business‐type
Airport Operations
Solid Waste and Recycling
Component Unit
Library District

2010

Pitkin County, Colorado

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

10.00
5.00
10.55
5.00
4.80
9.75
8.80
4.00
‐
1.00
3.60

10.00
5.00
10.55
5.00
4.80
8.75
7.80
4.00
‐
1.00
3.60

10.00
5.00
11.55
5.00
4.80
9.75
7.80
4.00
‐
1.00
3.60

10.00
5.00
10.55
6.00
4.80
9.75
7.00
4.00
3.00
1.00
3.60

10.00
5.00
10.55
6.00
4.80
11.35
8.00
4.00
4.00
1.00
3.60

10.00
5.00
12.25
6.00
4.80
11.75
8.00
4.00
10.00
1.00
3.60

11.00
5.00
11.25
6.00
7.80
11.75
10.00
6.00
10.00
‐
3.60

11.00
5.00
11.25
5.00
7.80
12.75
10.00
6.00
10.00
‐
3.60

11.00
5.00
11.25
5.00
8.00
15.15
12.00
6.00
10.00
1.00
3.60

11.00
5.00
11.50
5.00
8.00
15.15
12.00
7.00
10.00
1.00
3.00

6.00
13.80
16.00
10.00
2.00
29.00

5.00
14.00
17.00
10.00
2.00
29.00

5.00
14.00
17.00
8.60
2.00
28.75

7.00
14.00
14.00
8.00
1.00
28.75

7.00
14.00
14.00
8.00
1.00
28.75

8.00
15.00
14.00
9.00
1.00
28.75

8.00
15.00
15.00
9.00
1.00
28.00

9.00
15.00
15.80
10.00
1.00
28.00

9.00
15.00
15.80
10.00
1.00
28.00

10.00
16.00
15.80
12.50
1.00
28.00

5.00
6.00
1.00
10.00
1.00

5.00
6.00
‐
9.00
1.00

4.00
6.00
‐
9.00
‐

4.00
6.00
‐
9.00
1.00

4.00
6.00
‐
9.00
1.00

5.00
7.00
‐
9.00
1.00

5.00
7.00
‐
9.00
2.00

5.00
8.00
‐
9.00
3.00

5.00
8.00
‐
9.00
3.00

5.00
9.00
‐
9.33
3.00

1.00
2.00
‐
5.00
‐
5.20

1.00
2.00
‐
5.00
‐
5.20

1.00
2.00
‐
7.80
‐
5.28

1.00
2.00
‐
8.80
‐
5.28

1.00
2.00
0.50
9.00
‐
5.28

1.00
2.00
0.50
9.00
‐
5.38

1.00
2.00
0.80
12.53
‐
5.38

1.00
2.00
0.80
14.53
3.00
5.38

1.00
‐
0.80
15.28
7.00
5.38

1.00
‐
0.80
15.28
8.25
5.38

7.00

7.00

7.00

9.00

9.00

9.00

11.00

12.00

12.00

14.67

24.00
11.00

25.00
10.00

25.00
10.00

25.00
10.00

25.00
10.00

25.00
10.00

27.00
13.00

30.00
14.00

33.00
14.00

38.00
14.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

22.00

239.50

235.70

236.93

240.53

244.83

258.03

276.11

290.91

302.26

317.66

Source:
Pitkin County Budget
1

The numbers presented above are the number of FTE's (full‐time equivalents) rounded to the nearest hundredth. These numbers are approved staffing for the year indicated.

2

The radio fund is a business‐type fund, but the employees are split between Telecommuniations and the Radio Fund. As such, the FTE are only reported in Telecommunications.

3

At the beginning of 2018, Environmental Health was moved to Public Health and is included in those FTE counts going forward.

4

Public Health functions were outsourced until 2017 when Pitkin County started to perform the functions in‐house.
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Operating Indicators by Function/Program
Last Ten Years

Function/Program
General Government
Assessor
Property transfers
Public Trustee
Number of foreclosures filed
Clerk and Recorder
Number of vehicle registrations
Number of registered voters
Human Resources
Number of job applications processed

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

1,474

1,690

1,639

1,803

2,192

1,655

1,564

1,569

1,690

1,501

144

113

113

57

28

23

17

14

17

17

17,687
13,617

18,099
13,751

18,131
14,619

18,613
15,135

19,469
15,595

19,667
14,871

20,077
15,280

19,959
14,985

18,583
15,349

23,204
14,127

1,042

818

1,392

1,243

1,354

712

1,211

871

832

679

22

28

24

26

45

28

25

38

24

46

17

16

17

16

17

15

20

15

18

18

94
49

114
22

80
17

89
34

51
28

51
28

74
5

91
29

116
14

115
21

832

776

859

956

761

747

914

879

999

1,027

320

290

378

346

460

488

417

360

386

345

148

143

154

137

148

139

135

144

133

131

Public Works
Road and Bridge
County roads (center lane miles)
Bridges

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

265
24

Public Health and Welfare
Animal Control
Number of animals placed in shelter

147

159

135

147

125

97

72

79

88

94

Public Safety
Coroner
Number of deaths investigated
Detention
Average daily population
District Attorney
Number of felony cases
Number of juvenile cases
Sheriff
Incidents handled by patrol and investigations
Building Inspections
Number of building permits issued
Planning and Zoning
Number of land use applications processed

(continued)
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Operating Indicators by Function/Program (continued)
Last Ten Years

Function/Program
Public Health and Welfare (continued)
Environmental Health
Number of food service inspections1
Number of septic system permit reviews
Grant Administration
Number of County grant applications processed
Senior Services
Number of senior lunches
Number of requests for transportation
Human Services Public Assistance
Caseload
Cultural and Recreation
Open Space and Trails
Acres of conserved open space land
Trails maintained (lane miles)

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

167
66

155
84

143
83

170
109

153
133

161
132

101
139

85
145

148
123

N/A
139

76

77

75

72

74

72

68

66

69

74

11,438
7,906

10,935
8,206

10,143
7,242

10,523
8,475

9,731
7,582

9,657
6,677

9,205
5,892

9,110
6,018

9,653
5,163

9,574
5,606

346

435

428

480

768

1,234

1,351

1,458

1,367

1,619

18,500
47.88

18,630
48.00

18,799
42.05

19,314
68.00

19,680
73.07

19,981
73.07

20,137
73.07

20,144
75.97

20,147
84.00

20,193
84.00

220,376

Business‐type
Airport Operations
Number of enplaned passengers
Solid Waste and Recycling
Cubic yards of solid waste processed
Tons of solid waste processed
Recycled tons processed

227,784

223,078

106,000
N/A
N/A

112,585
N/A
N/A

120,633
N/A
N/A

131,305
N/A
N/A

N/A
49,127
1,930

N/A
64,119
2,430

N/A
67,146
2,179

N/A
75,236
2,330

N/A
62,850
2,406

N/A
70,416
2,201

Component Unit
Library
Number of books

112,491

93,277

95,402

83,365

78,647

78,952

77,393

75,797

69,776

71,651

211,749

224,311

209,306

250,266

244,028

284,172

306,546

Source:
Pitkin County Offices/Departments
1

Food service inspections are conducted by the State of Colorado starting in 2019.
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Capital Asset Statistics by Function/Program
Last Ten Years

Function/Program
General government
Land
Buildings
Infrastructure & improvements
Equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total General Government

Pitkin County, Colorado

2010
$

2,263,452
6,858,306
190,108
3,234,512
‐
12,546,378

2011
$

2,263,452
6,821,667
190,107
3,033,682
‐
12,308,908

2012
$

2,263,452
7,526,440
190,108
3,057,557
‐
13,037,557

2013
$

2,263,452
6,864,477
172,913
3,064,379
‐
12,365,221

2014
$

2,263,452
2,870,554
71,304
774,271
‐
5,979,581

2015
$

2,263,452
6,168,998
201,773
2,179,166
‐
10,813,389

2016
$

2,263,452
9,761,069
201,773
2,294,512
‐
14,520,806

20181

2017
$

2,263,452
9,761,069
201,773
2,084,057
‐
14,310,351

$

2,263,452
33,638,721
201,773
2,198,553
‐
38,302,499

20192
$

3,386,195
38,897,054
277,740
2,172,284
451,308
45,184,581

Public Safety
Land
Buildings
Infrastructure & improvements
Equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total Public Safety

392,693
4,255,455
23,696
3,932,875
‐
8,604,719

392,693
4,243,280
23,696
3,887,338
‐
8,547,007

392,693
4,243,280
23,696
4,541,652
‐
9,201,321

392,693
4,243,280
23,696
4,130,563
‐
8,790,232

392,693
1,461,886
6,866
2,106,819
‐
3,968,264

392,693
4,243,280
23,695
3,704,003
‐
8,363,671

392,693
4,243,280
23,695
4,851,566
‐
9,511,234

392,693
4,243,280
23,695
5,309,666
‐
9,969,334

392,693
4,243,280
23,695
7,472,071
‐
12,131,739

‐
7,328,892
577,205
5,116,695
188,416
13,211,208

Public Works
Land
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Buildings
Infrastructure & improvements
Equipment
Total Public Works

2,806,275
501,995
8,631,737
31,934,305
5,853,702
49,728,014

2,806,275
501,992
8,652,750
31,934,308
5,880,409
49,775,734

2,806,275
501,995
8,730,166
32,364,377
5,854,744
50,257,557

2,806,275
501,995
9,471,921
32,160,024
5,841,383
50,781,598

2,806,275
501,992
10,351,889
19,154,715
3,508,127
36,322,998

2,806,275
501,995
11,563,661
39,326,103
7,047,306
61,245,340

2,806,275
501,995
11,563,661
39,735,197
7,509,103
62,116,231

2,806,275
529,543
11,563,661
39,965,515
7,977,472
62,842,466

2,806,275
529,543
11,563,661
41,882,220
9,362,175
66,143,874

2,063,109
529,543
8,306,735
43,487,363
9,349,115
63,735,865

Health and Welfare
Land
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Buildings
Infrastructure & improvements
Equipment
Other assets, depreciable
Total Health and Welfare

‐
‐
4,389,292
137,753
148,807
‐
4,675,852

‐
‐
4,379,922
71,846
146,518
‐
4,598,286

‐
‐
4,391,525
71,846
146,520
‐
4,609,891

‐
‐
4,381,357
71,846
146,518
‐
4,599,721

‐
‐
1,935,470
33,949
69,657
‐
2,039,076

‐
‐
4,380,034
71,846
239,537
‐
4,691,417

‐
‐
4,380,034
71,846
320,873
‐
4,772,753

‐
4,000
4,380,034
71,846
325,225
‐
4,781,105

6,372,020
1,537,487
5,036,520
71,846
325,225
‐
13,343,098

6,372,020
2,121,487
4,153,191
‐
326,744
9,190
12,982,632

Cultural and Recreation
Land
Other assets, non‐depreciable
Buildings
Infrastructure & improvements
Equipment
Total Cultural and Recreation

80,926,544
45,548,027
59,181
13,976,817
491,718
141,002,287

80,926,544
45,548,029
651,132
15,932,159
356,682
143,414,546

81,468,748
45,548,026
782,763
16,302,438
367,977
144,469,952

84,095,137
45,415,158
782,763
16,773,127
395,643
147,461,828

88,196,999
45,415,160
660,639
9,128,444
206,680
143,607,922

95,833,434
45,911,162
782,763
19,460,379
601,185
162,588,923

99,003,068
47,915,557
782,763
19,549,559
687,442
167,938,389

101,545,674
47,915,557
782,763
20,255,719
969,819
171,469,532

101,716,319
48,291,727
782,763
22,716,505
1,313,370
174,820,684

104,807,787
48,364,053
806,578
22,751,419
1,359,428
178,089,265

1,649,975

627,942

742,029

6,553,691

1,108,049

990,101

3,755,295

17,880,709

4,502,861

8,284,360

$ 218,207,225

$ 219,272,423

$ 222,318,307

$ 230,552,291

$ 193,025,890

$ 248,692,841

$ 262,614,708

$ 281,253,497

$ 309,244,755

$ 321,487,911

Construction in Progress
Total Governmental

(continued)
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Capital Asset Statistics by Function/Program (continued)
Last Ten Years

Function/Program
Business‐type
Airport
$
Land
Buildings
Improvements
Equipment
Other Assets, Depreciable
Construction in Progress
Intangible Assets
Other Assets, Non‐depreciable
Total Airport
Solid Waste Center
Land
Buildings
Improvements
Equipment
Other Assets, Depreciable
Infrastructure
Construction in Progress
Other Assets, Non‐depreciable
Total Solid Waste Center
Radio
Equipment
Total Radio
Total Business‐type

$

2010

Pitkin County, Colorado

2011

7,873,279
18,749,257
52,118,955
8,651,643
‐
5,302,255
2,955,956
‐
95,651,345

$

2012

7,873,279
18,749,257
52,143,270
8,153,276
‐
18,885,024
2,955,956
‐
108,760,062

$

2013

7,873,279
18,970,151
56,555,696
9,214,724
‐
21,435,097
2,955,956
‐
117,004,903

$

2014

7,873,279
18,963,831
56,555,696
9,304,840
‐
21,921,987
2,955,956
‐
117,575,589

$

2015

7,873,279
12,391,941
51,224,968
4,366,797
‐
1,714,831
2,955,956
‐
80,527,772

$

2016

7,873,279
18,872,386
77,804,978
10,792,295
‐
332,900
2,955,956
‐
118,631,794

$

1

2017

7,873,279
19,607,863
77,804,978
10,883,267
‐
25,000
2,955,956
‐
119,150,343

$

20192

2018

7,873,279
19,953,176
77,804,978
13,025,609
‐
1,708,099
2,955,956
‐
123,321,097

$

7,873,279
22,165,599
77,804,978
13,330,136
‐
1,512,418
2,955,956
‐
125,642,366

$

7,873,279
23,145,300
79,012,371
11,269,733
135,666
1,816,752
‐
2,955,956
126,209,057

50,000
382,581
1,629,664
1,094,024
‐
‐
31,990
‐
3,188,259

50,000
382,581
1,629,664
1,426,600
‐
‐
29,762
‐
3,518,607

50,000
998,218
1,655,528
1,446,981
‐
‐
‐
‐
4,150,727

50,000
998,218
1,655,528
1,441,580
‐
‐
‐
‐
4,145,326

50,000
750,438
887,151
543,190
‐
‐
194,680
‐
2,425,459

50,000
1,070,339
1,668,891
4,463,163
‐
‐
‐
‐
7,252,393

50,000
1,052,151
1,680,784
4,439,688
‐
‐
132,273
‐
7,354,896

50,000
1,052,151
1,680,784
4,797,882
‐
‐
527,798
‐
8,108,615

50,000
1,052,151
1,680,784
6,070,800
‐
561,058
82,150
‐
9,496,943

50,000
1,012,068
2,308,577
5,888,814
17,955
‐
475,272
‐
9,752,686

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

‐
‐

2,011,083
2,011,083

98,839,604

$ 112,278,669

$ 121,155,630

$ 121,720,915

82,953,231

$ 125,884,187

$ 126,505,239

$ 131,429,712

$ 135,139,309

$ 137,972,826

$

Source:
Pitkin County Finance Department
1

The 2018 amounts come from the 2018 Pitkin County Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and do not include any prior period adjustments.
The County switched Enterprise Resource Planning systems in 2019 and reclassifed many assets. Infrastructure and improvements were combined into one category and other assets, depreciable and other assets,
non‐depreciable were new categories added.

2
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Aspen‐Pitkin County Airport Operations and Enplaned Passengers
Last Ten Years

Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

Itinerant Operations1
General
Air Carrier
Aviation
17,643
18,336
18,282
17,735
17,642
18,660
19,558
20,491
21,104
21,817

16,092
15,753
14,985
14,266
14,060
15,603
16,586
16,156
15,874
15,764

Pitkin County, Colorado

Local
Operations2
General
Aviation

Total
33,735
34,089
33,267
32,001
31,702
34,263
36,144
36,647
36,978
37,581

Total
Operations

3,868
3,516
3,550
3,268
3,578
4,931
5,196
5,779
4,260
4,309

Percent
Change

37,603
37,605
36,817
35,269
35,280
39,194
41,340
42,426
41,238
41,890

‐5.81%
0.01%
‐2.14%
‐4.39%
0.03%
9.99%
5.19%
2.56%
‐0.25%
‐1.28%

Enplaned
Passengers

Percent
Change

227,784
223,078
220,376
211,749
224,311
209,306
250,266
244,028
284,172
306,546

3.69%
‐2.07%
‐1.21%
‐3.91%
5.93%
‐6.69%
19.57%
‐2.49%
13.55%
25.62%

Source:
Aspen/Pitkin County Airport
1
2

A landing or takeoff when aircraft enters into or leaves Aspen airspace.
A landing or takeoff when aircraft remains in Aspen airspace.

Enplaned Passengers
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019
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McMahan and Associates, l.l.c.
Certified Public Accountants and Consultants
Web Site: www.mcmahancpa.com
Main Office: (970) 845-8800
Facsimile: (970) 845-8108
E-mail: mcmahan@mcmahancpa.com

Chapel Square, Bldg C
245 Chapel Place, Suite 300
P.O. Box 5850, Avon, CO 81620

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL
STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS

To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado
We have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, the financial statements of the governmental
activities, the business-type activities, the aggregate discretely presented component units, each major
fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of Pitkin County, Colorado (the “County”) as of and
for the year ended December 31, 2019, and the related notes to the financial statements, which
collectively comprise the County’s basic financial statements and have issued our report thereon dated
August 26, 2020.
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting
In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements, we considered the County’s internal
control over financial reporting (internal control) to determine the audit procedures that are appropriate in
the circumstances for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the financial statements, but not for the
purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the County’s internal control. Accordingly, we
do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of the County’s internal control.
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement
of the County’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. A
significant deficiency is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control that is less severe
that a material weakness, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged with governance.
Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this
section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material
weaknesses or significant deficiencies. Given these limitations, during our audit we did not identify any
deficiencies in internal control that we consider to be material weaknesses. However, material
weaknesses may exist that have not been identified.

Member: American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
Avon: (970) 845-8800
Aspen: (970) 544-3996
Frisco: (970) 668-3481

Paul J. Backes, CPA, CGMA
Michael N. Jenkins, CA, CPA, CGMA
Daniel R. Cudahy, CPA, CGMA
M1
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT
To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado

Compliance and Other Matters
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the County’s financial statements are free of
material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations,
contracts and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the
determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on compliance with those
provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The
results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be
reported under Government Auditing Standards.
Purpose of this Report
The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of internal control and compliance
and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the County’s internal
control or on compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards in considering the County’s internal control and compliance.
Accordingly, this communication is not suitable for any other purpose.

McMahan and Associates, L.L.C.
August 26, 2020
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McMahan and Associates, l.l.c.
Certified Public Accountants and Consultants
Web Site: www.mcmahancpa.com
Main Office: (970) 845-8800
Facsimile: (970) 845-8108
E-mail: mcmahan@mcmahancpa.com

Chapel Square, Bldg C
245 Chapel Place, Suite 300
P.O. Box 5850, Avon, CO 81620

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON COMPLIANCE FOR EACH MAJOR FEDERAL PROGRAM;
ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGE PROGRAM; AND ON INTERNAL
CONTROL OVER COMPLIANCE REQUIRED BY THE UNIFORM GUIDANCE AND THE PASSENGER
FACILITY CHARGE AUDIT GUIDE FOR PUBLIC AGENCIES

To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado
Report on Compliance for Each Major Program
We have audited the compliance of Pitkin County, Colorado (the “County”) with the types of compliance
requirements described in the OMB Compliance Supplement that could have a direct and material effect
on each of the County’s major federal programs for the year ended December 31, 2019 and its
compliance with the compliance requirements described in the Passenger Facility Charge Audit Guide for
Public Agencies (the “Guide”), issued by the Federal Aviation Administration, for its Passenger Facility
Charge program for the year ended December 31, 2019. The County’s major federal programs are
identified in the Summary of Auditor’s Results section of the accompanying Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Costs.
Management’s Responsibility
Management is responsible for compliance with the requirements of laws, regulations, contracts, and
grants applicable to its federal programs and to the Passenger Facility Charge program.
Auditor’s Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express an opinion on compliance for each of the County’s major federal programs
and the Passenger Facility Charge program based on our audit of the types of compliance requirements
referred to above. We conducted our audit of compliance in accordance with auditing standards
generally accepted in the United States of America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained
in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States; the audit
requirements of Title 2, U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 200, Uniform Administrative
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (the “Uniform Guidance”),
and the Guide. Those standards and the Uniform Guidance require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance with the types of compliance requirements
referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal program and on the
Passenger Facility Charge program occurred. An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence
about the County’s compliance with those requirements and performing such other procedures as we
considered necessary in the circumstances.
We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion on compliance for each major
federal program and on the Passenger Facility Charge program. However, our audit does not provide a
legal determination on the County’s compliance with those requirements.

Member: American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
Avon: (970) 845-8800
Aspen: (970) 544-3996
Frisco: (970) 668-3481

Paul J. Backes, CPA, CGMA
Michael N. Jenkins, CA, CPA, CGMA
Daniel R. Cudahy, CPA, CGMA
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT
To the Board of County Commissioners
Pitkin County, Colorado

Opinion on Each Major Federal Program and Passenger Facility Charge Program
In our opinion, the County complied, in all material respects, with the types of compliance requirements
referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on each of its major federal programs and
on its Passenger Facility Charge program for the year ended December 31, 2019.
Report on Internal Control Over Compliance
Management of the County is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over
compliance with the types of compliance requirements referred to above. In planning and performing our
audit of compliance, we considered the County’s internal control over compliance with types of
requirements that could have a direct and material effect on each major federal program and on the
Passenger Facility Charge program to determine our auditing procedures that are appropriate in the
circumstances for the purpose of expressing an opinion on compliance for each major federal program
and the Passenger Facility Charge program and to test and report on internal control over compliance in
accordance with the Uniform Guidance, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the
effectiveness of internal control over compliance. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the
effectiveness of the County’s internal control over compliance.
A deficiency in internal control over compliance exists when the design or operation of a control over
compliance does not allow management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned
functions, to prevent, or detect and correct, noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a
federal program or the Passenger Facility Charge program on a timely basis. A material weakness in
internal control over compliance is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control over
compliance, such that there is a reasonable possibility that material noncompliance with a type of
compliance requirement of a federal program or the Passenger Facility Charge program will not be
prevented, or detected and corrected, on a timely basis. A significant deficiency in internal control over
compliance is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control over compliance with a type
of compliance requirement of a federal program or the Passenger Facility Charge program that is less
severe than a material weakness in internal control over compliance, yet important enough to merit
attention by those charged with governance.
Our consideration of the internal control over compliance was for the limited purpose described in the first
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over
compliance that might be material weaknesses or significant deficiencies. We did not identify any
deficiencies in internal control over compliance that we consider to be material weaknesses. However,
material weaknesses may exist that have not been identified.
The purpose of this report on internal control over compliance is solely to describe the scope of our
testing of internal control over compliance and the results of that testing based on the requirements of the
Uniform Guidance and the Guide. Accordingly, this report is not suitable for any other purpose.

McMahan and Associates, L.L.C.
August 26, 2020
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Pitkin County, Colorado
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Part I – Summary of Auditor’s Results
Financial Statements:
Type of auditor’s report issued

Unmodified

Internal control over financial reporting:
Material weakness identified?

None reported

Significant deficiency identified?

None reported

Noncompliance material to financial statements noted?

None noted

Federal Awards:
Internal control over major programs:
Material weakness identified?

None reported

Significant deficiency identified?

None reported

Type of auditor’s report issued on compliance for major programs?

Unmodified

Any audit findings disclosed that are required to be reported
in accordance with Title 2, U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 200?

No

Major programs:
Castle Creek Bridge Grant
National Scenic Byways Grant

CFDA #20.205
CFDA #20.205

Dollar threshold used to identify Type A from Type B programs:

$750,000

Identified as low-risk auditee

Yes

Part II – Findings Related to Financial Statements
Findings related to financial statements as
required by Government Auditing Standards?

None reported

Auditor-assigned reference number

Not applicable

Part III – Findings Related to Federal Awards
Internal control findings?

None reported

Compliance findings?

None reported

Questioned costs?

None reported

Auditor-assigned reference number

Not applicable
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Pitkin County, Colorado
SCHEDULE OF PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019
(Continued)

There were no findings for the year ended December 31, 2018.
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Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

Federal
CFDA
Number

Federal Grantor/Pass‐Through
Grantor/Program or Cluster Title
Department of Agriculture
Passed through Colorado Department of Human Services
State Administrative Matching Grants for SNAP

Grant
Identifying
Number

10.561
N/A
Total Department of Agriculture

Federal
Expenditures

128,314 B
128,314

‐
‐

(3,200)

‐

(3,200)

‐

194,139 D
186,271 D
380,410

‐
‐
‐

380,410

‐

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1,174
25,690
75,082 C
49,249
122,861 A
83,610 A
4,403
115,395
5,264
72,830
555,558

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Passed through Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
Medicaid ‐ Title XIX
93.778
Subtotal passed through Department of Health Care Policy and Financing

N/A

236,380 E
236,380

‐
‐

Passed through Garfield County Department of Human Services
Community Services Block Grant
93.569
Subtotal passed through Garfield County Department of Human Services

N/A

Environmental Protection Agency
Passed through Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Performance Partnership Grants ‐ Radon Program

66.605

N/A

Total Environmental Protection Agency
Passed through Colorado Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Castle Creek Bridge Grant
20.205
National Scenic Byways Grant
20.205
Subtotal passed through Colorado Department of Transportation

18‐HA3‐XC‐00049
17‐HA3‐XC‐00069

Total Department of Transportation
Department of Health and Human Services
Passed through Colorado Department of Human Services
Guardianship Assistance
93.090
Promoting Safe and Stable Families
93.556
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
93.558
Child Support Enforcement
93.563
Child Care and Development Block Grant
93.575
Child Care Mandatory and Matching Funds of the Child Care and Development Fund
93.596
Child Welfare ‐ Title IV‐B
93.645
Foster Care ‐ Title IV‐E
93.658
Adoption Assistance ‐ Title IV‐E
93.659
Social Services Block Grant ‐ Title XX
93.667
Subtotal passed through Colorado Department of Human Services

$

Amount
Provided to
Subrecipients

10,235
10,235

‐
‐

93.045
84 063‐9906‐2019
93.045
84 063‐9906‐2020
Subtotal 93.045

50,305 F
43,000 F
93,305

‐
‐
‐

Nutrition Services Incentive Program
93.053
84 063‐9906‐2019
Subtotal passed through Northwest Colorado Council of Governments

1,958 F
95,263

‐
‐

Passed through Northwest Colorado Council of Governments
Special Programs for the Aging ‐ Title III, Part C ‐ Nutrition Services 18‐19
Special Programs for the Aging ‐ Title III, Part C ‐ Nutrition Services 17‐18

(continued)
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Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards (continued)
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

Federal
CFDA
Number

Federal
Expenditures

Amount
Provided to
Subrecipients

24,164
1,000
59,938
1,417
7,979
14,021
3,570
33,651
169
11,603
157,512

‐
‐
59,938
‐
‐
14,021
3,570
‐
169
‐
77,698

1,054,948

77,698

65,000

‐

65,000

‐

16SHS17NWR

29,809
29,809

‐
‐

Total Department of Homeland Security

94,809

‐

Federal Grantor/Pass‐Through
Grantor/Program or Cluster Title

Passed through Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Emergency Preparedness Cooperative Agreements
93.069
TB Prevention and Control Cooperative Agreements
93.116
Family Planning Services
93.217
93.268
Immunization Cooperative Agreements
PPHF Capacity Building Assistance, Immunization Infrastructure
93.539
Cancer Prevention and Control Programs
93.898
STD Prevention and Control Grant
93.977
Preventive Health & Health Services Block Grant from HHS/CDC
93.991
Colorectal Cancer Screening
93.800
Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant to States
93.994
Subtotal passed through Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

Grant
Identifying
Number

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Total Department of Health and Human Services

Department of Homeland Security
Passed through Colorado Department of Public Safety Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management
97.042
18EM‐19‐50
Emergency Management Performance Grant
Subtotal passed through Colorado Department of
Public Safety Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management

Passed Through Northwest Colorado Council of Governments
McClure Pass Microwave Link
97.067
Subtotal passed through Northwest Colorado Council of Governments

TOTAL EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS

A
B
C
D
E
F

$

Additional Information for Clusters:
CCDF Cluster
SNAP Cluster
TANF Cluster
Highway Planning & Construction Cluster
Medicaid Cluster
Aging Cluster

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,655,281

$

77,698

206,471
128,314
75,082
380,410
236,380
95,263

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards (continued)
For the Year Ended December 31, 2019

Pitkin County, Colorado

Notes to the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards for the Year ended December 31, 2019:
General
The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards includes the federal grant activity of Pitkin County,
Colorado (the "County"). The County's reporting entity is defined in Note I.A. to the County's basic financial statements.
All federal financial assistance received by the reporting entity directly from federal agencies, as well as federal financial
assistance passed through other government agencies, including the State of Colorado, is included in this schedule. In
addition, federal financial assistance awarded directly to eligible County Social Services recipients via Electronic Benefits
Transfer ("EBT") is also included in the schedule, with the exception of the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program
EBT. The State of Colorado issues EBT to the eligible County recipients. Only the federal share of pass‐through awards is
included on the schedule.
Basis of Presentation
The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards is presented using the modified accrual basis of
accounting, which is described in Note I.B. to the basic financial statements. The information in this schedule is
presented in accordance with the requirements of Title 2, U.S. Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR"), Part 200, Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Costs Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards . Therefore, some amounts
presented in this schedule may differ from amounts presented in, or used in the preparation of, the basic financial
statements.
Indirect Facilities and Administration Costs
The County does not use the 10% de minimis cost rate allowed in Title 2, U.S. CFR, Part 200.414, Indirect (F&A) costs .
Instead, the County prepares an annual cost allocation plan to allocate indirect costs.
Determining Non‐cash Awards Expended
Certain non‐cash award values are determined using the fair value of the assistance at the time of disbursement to the
County or the assessed value provided by the state or federal agency.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
REGULAR MEETING DATE:
AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

September 15th, 2020

DRAFT Emma Store Building Future Use Recommendation

STAFF RESPONSIBLE: Lindsey Utter, Jessie Young

ISSUE STATEMENT: The Emma Store buildings are a rare community asset with unique
opportunities and challenges, and have the potential to flourish with the right partnerships. After
over a year of discussion, the Emma Store Building Steering Committee and Open Space and Trails
are releasing the DRAFT Emma Store Building Future Use Recommendation for public review and
comment. The attached Draft Emma Store Buildings Future Use Recommendation sets up the
parameters for future use and a path forward. This will be the public’s first look at this draft and
first opportunity to provide feedback and comment.
This document is not a management plan, but, given the diversity of potential future use scenarios
and ownership arrangements, this document would ultimately need to be something both the Open
Space and Trails Board and the Board of County Commissioners endorse and support moving
forward.
BACKGROUND: The Emma Store buildings mark the entrance to Pitkin County, along bustling
Highway 82, and are a key feature of the Emma Open Space property. These historic structures
have served a variety of community purposes in their more than 100 years (store, warehouse, jail,
community meetings, dance hall, residence, and storage), while the Roaring Fork Valley evolved
around them. The construction of the Highway 82 bypass, in the 1980s, shifted their status from a
quiet, back road location to prominent landmark in the mid-valley.
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails purchased the 12.5-acre Emma Townsite property in 2008,
with a contribution of funds from the Town of Basalt. The county quickly initiated work on the
deteriorating mercantile buildings to stave off their collapse. Restoration projects stabilized the
structures, but left the interiors to be addressed when deemed necessary for a future use.
In June of 2017, the Open Space and Trails Board adopted the Emma Open Space Management
Plan. After working with our partners and members of the public, and considering the existing site
conditions, Section 4.4 of the plan was created to address the Action Items around Historic
Structures, including Action Item 4.4.1 found below.
4.4 Historic Structures Actions
There was significant interest in the buildings both before the Management Plan process
started and through the public comment period for the plan. Some of the ideas shared
include: local heritage museum, visitors’ center, heritage craft center, live/work space for
artists, restaurant, farmers market, local food processing center, and brewery. Concerns
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were raised regarding the cost of restoring and maintaining the structures and the traffic and
safety implications of additional trip generation.
4.4.1 Emma Store Buildings
Open Space and Trails staff will assemble a steering committee to help guide
the direction on how to best program and manage the Emma Store buildings.
There are existing plans and studies the buildings’ uses would need to follow
including: Emma Master Plan, traffic and access study, and Pitkin County’s
Historic Designation. Staff anticipates this process will take time as the
committee works through its ideas, determines the best path forward and
identifies who will be able to lead the implementation. Additional studies and
analysis may be needed as a part of the process. Solutions could include longterm leasing or public-private partnerships. Open Space and Trails funding
may only be spent on limited elements of the historic structures, based on the
long-term solution. When the property was acquired, the county reserved the
right to subdivide the property into two parcels and resell the Emma Store
buildings, if needed.
In January of 2019, staff put out a call for members of the public who were interested in
participating on the Emma Store Buildings Steering Committee. We received a great response and
the OSTB ultimately appointed a committee of nine: Raul Gawrys, Carolyn Shipp, Harry Teague,
Mitzi Rapkin, Martha Ferguson, Jason Smith, Liz Newman/Margaret Simmons (Emma Caucus),
Sara Nadolny (Town of Basalt) and Matt Annabell (Historical Society representative) Michael
Kinsley has been the Open Space and Trails Board representative and Suzannah Reid has been
participating as the county's historic preservation officer.
The Steering Committee has been working collaboratively for over a year to develop the draft Future
Use Recommendations. They have discussed the strengths and challenges of the site; developed a
vision statement; done additional research; brainstormed long-term future uses, champions and
partnerships; outlined the parameters for future use and identified a path forward; and, ultimately,
have dedicated large amounts of their personal time and energy toward something they all cherish
and want to see activated.
Their vision statement for the buildings has helped to guide the conversation and continues to serve
as checkpoint going forward, as part of a future use discussion: “The Emma Store buildings will
honor their historic agricultural roots, the natural environment and character of Emma, and provide a
space that is accessible to the community and celebrates the innovative spirit of this location.”
Once the public comment period closes, the Steering Committee will reconvene to discuss the
comments and update the draft. When the committee has arrived at a Final Future Use
Recommendation, the document will go to the Open Space and Trails Board for review and its
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners. The County Commissioners would then
review and adopt the Future Use Recommendation.
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN: This planning effort links to the Strategic Plan through:
Flourishing Natural and Built Environment – 2. Responsibly maintained and enhanced County
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Assets and Livable and Supportive Community – 5. Improved community engagement and
participation.
KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS: This is an update to the Board of the DRAFT recommendations and
planning process. Staff will be able to answer questions and collect comments from the Board.
BUDGETARY IMPACT: None at this time.
RECOMMENDED BOCC ACTION: None at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Emma Store Buildings Future Use Recommendation
2. Steering Committee and Public Comment Process

10-09-2017
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 EXTENT AND PURPOSE
During the 2017 Emma Open Space Management Planning process, there was much discussion about
the Emma Store buildings and the variety of future management options. At that time, it was decided
that this was too large a conversation to be accomplished during the management planning time frame
and that it deserved its own discussion and process. Therefore, the 2017 Management Plan included
an Action Item that specifically called for the formation of a committee to focus on developing a
recommendation for a future management strategy and programming of the store buildings.
The purpose of the Emma Town Site Future Use Recommendation is to capture the discussion and
recommendations from the Emma Store Building Steering Committee for the future management of
the store buildings. These recommended parameters will serve as a guide for staff and the Open Space
and Trails Board, and ultimately, the Board of County Commissioners, when making decisions regarding
future management of the buildings.
The recommendations contained in the following document are meant to focus on the Emma Store
buildings and the immediately adjacent environment. Any management questions regarding other
structures on the Emma Open Space or land management should refer to the most recent Emma Open
Space Management Plan.

QUICK FACTS:
Property Acquisition: Emma Townsite (12.5 acres), July 2008 for $2.65 million (Ord. No. 019, Series of
2008). OST reserved the option to convey interest not essential for the preservation of the open space,
including the existing structures and immediately surrounding lands
Funding Partners: Town of Basalt
Grants Received: State Historic Fund grants for exterior stabilization of the Emma Store buildings and
accessory building
Original Construction of Emma Store buildings: Approx. 1898
Historical Significance: Only existing Victorian-era commercial examples in the County; the buildings retain
a high degree of integrity and represent a high level of architectural detail
Easements, Covenants & Encumbrances:
•

Designated to the Pitkin County Historic Register in 2009 (Resolution No. 018A-2009) – any alterations
to the structures are governed by the Pitkin County Historic Preservation Guidelines. The buildings
were granted benefits under the land-use code, including: Alternative Building Code compliance (may
be exempted from Energy Code and Efficient Building Program), variances, priority for participation in
County programs and expedited review.

•

State Historical Fund Grant, Colorado Historical Society 20-year Covenant (Resolution No. 102-2009) –
this covenant ensures the preservation of the property and requires written permission from History
Colorado for any activity that would alter the architectural appearance of the property or encroach on
the property’s open land. The covenant requires compliance with Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring,
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.
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but quickly abandoned ranching to pursue what he
one in Basalt under the name Pinger Mercantile Co. A continuing
of proprietorsMost
ran the
store business,
knewsuccession
best – merchandising.
accounts
have
though none, apparently, with Mather’s flair.
Mather succeeding Morrison as postmaster, though
3) “Three Former Residents of Aspen Expire,” Aspen Daily Times, Nov, 19,

one newspaper
article
identified
Clara Deitrich
In 1943, Basalt
Ernest Gray wrote a letter to George Mather,
grandson
of Charles
H. Mather.
Gray’s
1936, p.resident
1.
as
postmistress
and
shopkeeper
at
Emma
in July
4) Ibid. had long been a clerk at Mather’s store. The business that flourished under Mather’s ownership
father, Elbert,
6) Len Shoemaker, Roaring Fork Valley: An Illustrated Chronicle (Denver:
At“For
any you
rate,see
Mather
a prosperous
flounderedSundance
underLtd.,
his1973),
successors,
according to Ernest Gray. He1889.
wrote:
sinceestablished
Charley Mather
left
p. 119.
mercantile
operation
at
what
would
later
become
Emma that
business
hasRegional
neverHeritage
prospered.
…As far asSept.
I know
the brick buildings Charley erected have stood
7) Janice
Duroux, Basalt
Society presentation,
27,
2009.
the “Emma
empty, except
for an occasional dance or farmers meeting, forknown
some as
twenty
years.” crossing” – the junction of
8) Telephone interview: Isabel Harvey, Dec. 11, 2013.
Emma Road and the railroad.
In his heyday at Emma, Mather did as much as $80,000 a year in receipts, drawing business from many miles
around,Emma
Gray Open
claimed.
Space Management Plan | Introduction
4
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EMMA TOWNSITE VISION:

The Emma Store Buildings will honor their historic agricultural
roots, the natural environment and character of Emma, and
provide a space that is accessible to the community and celebrates
the innovative spirit of this location.
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The Emma crossing, marked by the store business,
schoolhouse and railroad depot, was a community focal
point and
look
theforgoings-on
paranormal
at Emma
activity
in in
Mather’s
the house
day(none
oftenwas
documented).
made the
pages of Aspen’s newspapers. By the 1920s, the
store building was no longer being used for a commercial
By the 1920s, when the Emma store building was
enterprise but it was the site of well-attended community
no longer being used for a commercial enterprise,
dances and meetings, while the back of the building was
it became the site of well-attended community
used as a residence.
dances and meetings while the back of the building
While the
wasmercantile
used as a store
residence.
had long
Thebeen
late Margaret
shuttered,
Darien
a small
general grew
store/gas
up instation
Basalt and
untilpost
her family
office operated
moved into
to the
of the store
in warehouse.
1922. Her father,
an
west of back
the vacated
brickbuilding
store and
It burned
immigrant,
had worked
Mather
at the
down inItalian
early 1949
and postal
servicesfor
were
run out
of the
Victorian
store
house
andfor
learned
a timeEnglish
before from
the postal
his employer.
operation was
permanently transferred to Basalt.
“We lived in back but on Saturday nights, we’d all
By the mid-20th
be out in century,
front at the
Emma
dances,”
was a Darien
quiet spot
saidalong
in a 1978
a
22
interview.
countrynewspaper
road. The store
building
stood vacant but for an
occasional social event or meeting, while the ranching
In 1927, Darien would begin her teaching career
family living on the property used the warehouse for
at the Emma Schoolhouse before taking a job in El
potato storage and sorting. The demise of railroad service,
Jebel a year later. “I worked for seventy-five dollars
meanwhile, was a long, drawn-out affair that began with
a month, carried my own water and wood and did
the end of passenger service to Aspen in 1949. The railroad
my own janitor work, but I loved it,” she said. 23
sold off the Emma depot, which was dissembled for lumber.
The railroad
tower,
whichrecalled
had been
retired
in the
1942,
Rose water
Ann Letey
Asbury
moving
into
collapsed.
Freight
ceased in
though
the Rio
back
of theservice
store building
in 1969,
1941 and
attending
Emma Store and railroad tracks 1952: By the mid-20th century,
Grande school
Railroad
continued
to serve
a coal loadout
at Woody the Emma store buildings saw little use. The Denver and Rio
across
the road
with perhaps
a dozen
Grande Railroad tracks are visible in the foreground. Isabel
Creek into
thestudents.
1980s. “I don’t recall ever having another
other
Harvey Collection
person in the same grade as me until we moved to
The Basalt Bypass – a new, four-lane
reroute of Hwy. 82
Glenwood,” she said. 24
The Quiet
– cut a wide swath through the heart of old Emma and sliced Emma
RoadYears
into two disconnected pieces. The
By
the
mid-20th
century,
was a quiet
spot
bypass, Glenwood
completedSprings
in 1988,was
brought
the historic
buildings of Emma into prominent
viewEmma
for motorists
but the
luxurious
by comparison.
along
a
country
road.
“We
kinda
looked
forward
wecame
had electric
lights indistance
the earlyof1940s
asphalt,“Although
regrettably,
within spitting
Charles Mather’s once-handsome brick edifices. The busy
to a car coming
by oncetointhe
a while,”
John
highwayincompromised
Emma, we thought
the olditbuildings,
was wonderful
rattlingtobricks
moveloose, exposing
their facades
ravagesrecalled
of plowed
Vasten,
whose
parents,
Arthur
and
Mae
Vasten,
into
a housedeicer,
with electricity,
hotaccess
and cold
water,
a
snow and
highway
and making
to the
property
challenging.
purchased a ranch that included the house and old
bathtub and indoor toilet,” Asbury said. 25
The store and warehouse, along with the Mather House, counted
owners
over
storevarious
buildings
in 1943
orthe
’44decades,
and sold some
it in 1961.27
While
Mather’s
mercantile
hadbuildings.
long beenNone tried
of whom
floated
plans to
repurposestore
the old
thanno
the
late Owen
Minney,
who
The harder
house had
plumbing
when
the Vastens,
shuttered,
Emma
continued
to serve
area He
ranchers
purchased
the Emma
townsite
buildings
in 1998.
resided inincluding
the Mather
House
and
dreamed
of
revitalizing
son John and daughter Beverly, movedthe
in;
with
a small general
store/post
station.
store and
warehouse,
though
proposalsoffice/gas
to repurpose
the structures
werepumped
ultimately
by Pitkin
water was
intorejected
the kitchen
fromCounty
a cistern.
This business
and
an Frustrated,
attached residence
was
as too intensive
for the
site.
Minney obtained
a permit
to demolish
the historic
buildings
in 2008.
The small
brick building
behind
the store
(now In
located
to the
west ofwere
the nominated
vacated brick
store
2000, the
Emmajust
Store
buildings
and
listed onreferred
Colorado’s
Most
Endangered
Places
by
Colorado
to as the powder house) served as a stable
and warehouse.
and Lucy Williams
were the
Preservation
Inc. (CPI) toArthur
bring awareness
to the threats
to thefor
integrity
and condition
of the
buildings.
the Vastens.
It contained
a handful
of stalls and
last owners of the general store. When it burned
a hayloft. the 12.5-acre Emma Townsite from
Ultimately, the Pitkin County Open Space and Trails program purchased
down in early 1949, postal services were run from
Don
Sky, “Emma’s
buildings-the
past and
future,”
Valley Journal,
Minney, with a contribution of funds from the Town of Basalt.22)
The
county
quickly
initiated
work
to The
stabilize
the Oct.
12, 1978.
the Victorian house, by then occupied by the
deteriorating mercantile buildings and stave off their collapse.23)
Two
more restoration
followed
with
“Community
endures history’sprojects
changes,” Glenwood
Post,
Marchhelp
3, 1982.
second generation of the Vasten family, until the
pp.
1B,
4B.
from the State Historic Fund. All of the buildings have been placed on the Pitkin County Historic Register. These
postal operation was permanently transferred to
24) Rose Ann Asbury, The Letey Legacy, June 1989.
actions led CPI 26to declare the buildings “saved” and removed from
“alert” status on the Endangered Places list.
25) Ibid.
Basalt.
26) Interview: Beverly Vasten Wilson, April 2, 2014, at Emma Townsite.
27) Interview: John Vasten, April 2, 2014, at Emma Townsite.
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Historic Designation and Building Stabilization Timeline
1988 - Highway 82 bypass constructed.

2008 - Emma Townsite purchased by Pitkin
County Open Space & Trails / Phase 1
Stabilization.

Federally mandated Section 106
Evaluation found the buildings to be
historically significant and they were
saved from demolition

Immediate structural needs were
addressed for all three buildings to
prevent their imminent collapse.

2000 - Townsite was listed on Colorado
Preservation Inc’s Most Endangered
Places List. Originally listed on the “alert”

2009 - Store, Accessory Building, and
Mather House added to Pitkin County
Historic Inventory.

status, the buildings have since been reclassified as “saved.”

The damaged west wall in 2008 before
stabilization, above

The collap
rem

The collap
rem

offset in east wall in 2008 before
stabilization, highlighted by snow,
above left

The collapsed roof on the east building was removed in
the first phase of stabilization.

The collapsed east building roof in
removed, completed phase 1
The collapsed west building roof in 2008
The remaining
building shared wall with removed
beforeeast
stabilization

roof framing, phase 1.

The remaining east building party wall
with removed roof framing, completed
phase 1

The Powder House in 2008 before
page 4 of 11
stabilization

The east building east
wall with plywood protection in
page 3 of 11

The accessory building in 2008 before stabilization.
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019

place,west
phase
The damaged
wall1.in 2008 before
stabilization, above
page 4 of 11

The remaining
with removed

The remainin
with removed

The east buildin
protection in p

The east buildin
Emma Store
protection
in

Emma Store

offset in east wall in 2008 before
stabilization, highlighted by snow,
above left

The east building east wall with plywood
protection in place, completed phase 1
page 4 of 11

Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019

The inter
removed, upp

The collapsed west building roof in 2008
stabilization
The interiorbefore
of west
building, roof removed, upper

The collapsed west building roof in 2008 before stabilization.
DRAFT Emma Townsite | Introduction

floor partially remains, phase 1.
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Stabilized Powder House, completed
phase 1

2010 - Phase 2 - Work completed on roof and
masonry repairs to east and west store
buildings

2012 - Phase 3 - Work completed on
accessory building roof and masonry
repairs.

Phase 2
In 2009New
a scope structural
of work was developed
repair the
exteriorroof
masonry shells of the east and westThis
store buildings,
wallstoand
a new
work included substantial masonry
add new structure and install a new roof on both buildings. A successful application to the State Historic Fund
installed
buildings.
State The total construction
repair,
a new interior structural frame,
was made
to fund the on
Phaseboth
2 permanent
protection ofThe
the buildings.
cost
Phase
3was $477,819
of which
$278,325
was
funded
by
the
State
Historic
Fund.
The
work
was
completed
in
2010.
In
2011
a
scope
of
was developed
repair the
Powder House. This included subs
Historic Fund awarded a grant to fund
new
roofwork
framing
andto new
roofing.
Phase
3
new interior
structural frame, new roof framing and new roofing. A successful applica
In
2011
scope
was
developed
to repair
thethe
PowderofHouse.
This included
the Phase 2 permanent protection of the
Awasasuccessful
application
to
Fund
made of
to work
fund the
Phase
3 permanent
protection
the building.
The totalsubs
co
new
interior
structural
frame,
new
roofby
framing
andHistoric
new roofing.
AThe
successful
applica
$141,353
of
which
$94,707
was
funded
the
State
Fund.
work
was
comp
buildings. The total construction cost was
State
Historic
Fund
helped
fund
the
Fund was made to fund the Phase 3 permanent protection of the building. The total co
$141,353
of which $94,707
was funded by the
Fund. The work was comp
$477,819.
permanent
protection
ofState
theHistoric
building.

The total construction cost was $141,353.

South end of west building with old floor
framing and new structure, completed
phase 2

The east building east wall repaired, phase 2.

The east building east wall repaired,
completed phase 2

The west and

The west and

The west and
north sides of the accessory building,
page 7 of 11
phase 3.

Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019

The west wall with rebuilt masonry, phase 2.

South end of west building with old floor
framing and new structure, completed
phase 2

The west
wall with
rebuilt masonry,
The interior of the east building
with
new
roof
completed phase 2
structure and stabilized floor, phase 2.

The west wall with rebuilt masonry,
completed phase 2
Repaired main facades, with restored
metal fascia, completed phase 2

The south
ma
The south
ma
page 10 of 11

The south and east walls with rebuilt masonry, phase 3.

10 of 11
The north wall ofpage
both
buildings with
repaired masonry and new roof edge,
completed phase 2. Note window
The interior of the east building with
openings and partial masonry wall still to
new roof structure and stabilzed floor,
be repaired.
completed phase 2

Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019

The north wall of both buildings with
repaired masonry and new roof edge,
completed phase 2. Note window
openings and partial masonry wall still to
be repaired.

The north wall of both buildings with repaired masonry
and new roof edge. Repaired main facades, with
restored metal fascia.

Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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page 9 of 11

Emma Sto

Emma Sto

page 9 of 11

Repaired main facades, with restored
metal fascia, completed phase 2

The interi
Powder H

The interior of the main level of the accessory building,
phase 3.

The interior of the west building with
new interior structure, no floor was
constructed, completed phase 2
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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1.3 PLANNING PROCESS / STEERING
COMMITTEE

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

The Emma Townsite Steering Committee was appointed
by the Open Space and Trails Board to develop a
recommendation for the future of the Emma Store
buildings. Six members of the committee were
appointed from interested members of the public: Raul
Gawrys, Carolyn Shipp, Harry Teague, Mitzi Rapkin,
Martha Ferguson and Jason Smith. The Emma Caucus
selected Liz Newman as its representative with Margaret
Simmons as the alternate. The Town of Basalt had
Watkins Fulk-Gray, Sarah Nadolny and James Lindt take
turns participating. Matt Annabell was the Historical
Society liaison. Michael Kinsley participated as the Open
Space and Trails Board representative and Suzannah
Reid participated as the County Historic Preservation
Officer.

•

Raul Gawrys

•

Carolyn Shipp

•

Harry Teague

•

Mitzi Rapkin

•

Martha Ferguson

•

Jason Smith

•

Liz Newman, Emma Caucus

•

Margaret Simmons, Emma Caucus alternate

•

Watkins Fulk-Gray, Sarah Nadolny and
James Lindt, Town of Basalt

•

Matt Annabell, Historical Society liaison

The committee began by meeting for a site tour in April
2019. In subsequent meetings, members discussed
the existing conditions of the site, developed a vision
statement, and discussed the site’s strengths and
challenges, potential future solutions, and future uses
they thought would be appropriate. This information
was ultimately used to develop the parameters for
recommended future uses and next steps.

•

Michael Kinsley, Open Space and Trails
Board representative

•

Suzannah Reid, County Historic Preservation
Officer.

The recommendation for future use will be presented
to the OSTB before being released for public comment,
final revisions and adoption.

VISION STATEMENT:
The Emma Store buildings will honor their
historic agricultural roots, the natural
environment and character of Emma, and
provide a space that is accessible to the
community and celebrates the innovative
spirit of this location.

DRAFT Emma Townsite | Steering Committee
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STEERING COMMITTEE AND PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS*
Steering Committee Draft Recommendation Development
April 23 and May 3 2019 - Steering Committee Site Tours
May 28, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
			
		

Committee discussed the strengths and challenges of the buildings, outlined 		
additional questions, and developed a vision statement for the buildings.

August 14, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
			
		

Committee began brainstorming exercise for long-term future uses, uses that do 		
not meet the vision, champions and funding.

September 26, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
			
		
		

Committee continued discussion around long-term future uses, uses that do not 		
meet the vision, champions and funding. Topics to include the in 				
recommendation were also outlined.

January 21, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
			

Committee reviewed, edited and commented on Draft Recommendation.

July 21, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
			
		

Committee reviews updates to the Draft Recommendation and discusses proposed
public process.

Draft Recommendation Public Comment
September 3, 2020 - Open Space and Trails Reviews the Draft Recommendations
		
OSTB reviews and comments on the Draft Recommendations, depending on the 		
comments, recommendation is released for public comment.

September 2020 - Community Outreach / Public Comment
		
OST will launch an outreach process that complies with Public Health requirements to
collect input on the draft recommendation.

September 15, 2020 - Board of County Commissioners Work Session Update
October TBD, 2020 - Public Comment Closes

Final Recommendation Development and Adoption
October/November TBD, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
		

Committee reviews Board and public comments, updates the recommendations 		
and approves for Open Space Board adoption.

January TBD 2021 - Open Space and Trails Board Recommendation for BOCC Adoption
TBD - Board of County Commissioners Adoption
DRAFT Emma Townsite | Steering Committee
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1.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS
1.4.1 TOWNSITE STRUCTURES
The Emma Townsite parcel has four existing historic structures constructed around 1898 by
Charles H. Mather. The Emma Store and Warehouse, and the accessory building have been
stabilized and restored over three phases following the County’s purchase of the property
in 2008. Using both county funds and grants from the State Historic Fund, the exterior
restoration was completed in 2012, returning the three buildings to stable, weatherproof
shells with new, permanent roof structures and reconstructed portions of their exterior
brick walls.
Emma Store and Warehouse – The side-by-side store and warehouse (east and west)
buildings are the only existing Victorian-era commercial building examples in the County,
and retain an exceptionally high degree of integrity and architectural detail. The west
building or warehouse is a two-story structure with an elegant brick façade and brick side
and end walls with a flat roof. The west building has a 2,000-square-foot footprint potential
for a maximum of 4,000 square feet with a second floor. The east building, or store
building, is a one-story structure. It abuts the west building and measures 2,250 square
feet. It has a framed façade with an elaborate tin frieze and brick side walls. Both buildings
have stone foundations and shallow crawl spaces for the majority of their footprint. A
small, full-height basement of about 500 square feet is located in the rear of the east
building. The two buildings are prominent fixtures along Hwy. 82, but have suffered from
their proximity to the highway and the effects of snow and deicer. A protective façade has
been used during winter months on the western building to prevent further deterioration.

MAP 1: Townsite Focus Area

Septic Field

Emma Townsite
Open Space

3

1

2

Emma Store buildings (store and warehouse)

3

1

2

Mather
House

Trail

Accessory Building
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In 2009, following OST’s acquisition of the Townsite
Parcel, the Emma Store and Warehouse and the
accessory building were granted Pitkin County historic
designation (Resolution No. 018A-2009). The interiors
of both buildings remain unfinished. Any alterations
to the structure in future phases will need to address
the restoration of the windows, doors and rear
walls, construction of new interior floors, and other
requirements determined by their anticipated use.

MAP 2: Emma Townsite Existing Site Configuration

approximate leach field
size and location

Accessory Building - There are a few theories as to the
past use of the small square structure located to the
north of the Store and Warehouse. One theory is that
it was used to house explosives separately from the
store building. Another theory of the building’s prior
use is a hop house for drying hops, or a brick barn,
which Mather said he built on the property. Following
the restoration of the two commercial buildings, a
separate grant was awarded to focus on the accessory
building's restoration. The small, two-story building
has a hipped roof and a small cupola centered along
the short ridge. The building has a 294 square foot
footprint with a single door opening on the west side
and minimal window openings.
Mather House – The Mather House is also a part of
the Emma Townsite, however it is not a part of this
recommendation. Renovations that began in 2019
seek to restore the home so that it can continue to
serve as affordable housing within the County.

DRAFT Emma Townsite | Existing Conditions

Mather House

out building

two store buildings

East Building – one story 2,250 sq. ft., has partial basement of
additional 500 sq. ft

West Building – two stories 2,000 sq. ft. per level

a1
7/5/19

Accessory Building – two stories 294 sq. ft. per level
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1.4.2 BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND
EXISTING PLANS/POLICIES
OST MISSION AND ARTICLE 13
The Open Space and Trails Mission and Article XIII
of the Pitkin County Home Rule Charter define the
purposes of the program and how the Open Space
fund can be used. The overarching mission of the
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Board of Trustees
(OSTB) is to acquire, preserve, maintain and manage
open space properties for multiple purposes including,
but not limited to, recreational, wildlife, agricultural,
scenic and access purposes; and to acquire, preserve,
develop, maintain and manage trails for similar
purposes.
Article XIII further details the roles and responsibilities
of the Open Space and Trails program. In regard to
historic properties such as the Emma Store buildings,
Article XIII supports preserving cultural, historic and
archeological resources located within properties
that are otherwise acquired for their customary open
space characteristics. There are parameters for how
much OST funds can be used on historic preservation
and what the fund can be spent on to support the
reuse of historic buildings. These parameters are
outlined in the 2018 Historic Structures Policy. Uses or
improvements to the buildings that do not meet the
purposes stated in the charter and that are outside the
OST mission are allowed, however they will need to
have additional funding sources.

Open Space Definition:
“Open Space” shall be defined as primarily
undeveloped lands and waters which meet one
or more of the following criteria: Within public
scenic view planes; bounding or within urbanized
areas; incorporating or protecting significant
wildlife habitat; preserving historic agricultural
and ranching activities; protecting riparian or
wetlands areas; protecting other public lands
from the impacts of development, and preserving
cultural, historic and archeological resources lying
within properties which are otherwise acquired
for their customary Open Space characteristics.
be preserved and maintained in active use including,
but not limited to, reservation to sell consistent with
the County Charter and leasing consistent with County
regulations.”
The Historic Preservation Policy limits the amount of
money the OST fund can spend on historic structures,
on all open space properties, over the life of the fund
to 2% of the annual revenue between 2017 and 2040.
Spending in an individual year may exceed the 2%
target as long as the 20-year average complies with
the policy. Grants, gifts and other outside funding
sources can complement outlays from the Open Space
fund.

OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS HISTORIC
PRESERVATION POLICY
The Open Space Historic Preservation Policy was
adopted by the Open Space and Trails Board on
November 1st, 2018 to guide expenditure of funds
on historic assets (included as Appendix A). The
policy outlines four management options for historic
structures on OST properties. The Emma Store
buildings, due to their historic significance and
architectural quality, have been actively stabilized
to exterior restoration historic standards, fulfilling
management Option 3 in the policy. However, the
preferred management outcome, when financially
feasible and appropriate, is Option 4 - to preserve
structures for continued use. This management option
states, it is “appropriate for historic structures that can

DRAFT Emma Townsite | Existing Conditions
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2017 EMMA OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT
PLAN*
The Emma Open Space Management Plan was
developed through a public process and adopted by
the Open Space and Trails Board in 2017. The plan
covers both the Emma Open Space parcel (to the
south and east of the Emma Schoolhouse) and the
Emma Townsite Parcel, which includes the Emma
Store buildings, the Mather House, the historic
orchard and the Osprey nest, as well as frontage along
the Roaring Fork River. The plan provides an extensive
history of the Emma area and its role as an agricultural
and commercial hub in the valley, and details about
the existing conditions and the preserved structures
on the site. Management action 4.3.1, “Emma Store
Buildings,” set the framework for a planning process
specific to the Emma Store buildings. The plan seeks
to identify a management strategy and programming
to facilitate the future use of the buildings, guided by
the recommendations of a Steering Committee. The
complete plan is included as Appendix B.
2016 EMMA CAUCUS MASTER PLAN*
Pitkin County caucus master plans are used as
guidance to elected and appointed officials when
reviewing planning and development proposals
within caucus boundaries. The 2016 Emma Caucus
Master Plan was developed by residents of the Emma
Caucus area and outlines the vision and goals for the
neighborhood. The goal for any proposed future of
the Emma Store buildings is to align with the Emma
Caucus Master Plan whenever possible. The complete
caucus Master Plan is included as Appendix C.
The principal goal of the Master Plan is that “the
dominant agricultural, open space and rural residential
character of the Emma Caucus Area be preserved and
enhanced.” Section 8 of the Master Plan specifically
addresses historic preservation, with the goal to
“Preserve the unique rural/agricultural heritage of
the Emma Caucus area as expressed by the existing
historic structures that embody the historic ranching
and farming community.” Section 8.1.3 states, “The
County should work with property owners to find
solutions and incentives for the preservation and
possible adaptive re-use of existing historic structures.”
Section 8.1.5 specifically addresses the historic Emma

DRAFT Emma Townsite | Existing Conditions

Emma Caucus Vision Statement:
“The Emma area will continue to be a low-density
residential area with on-going farming and
ranching operations prevalent. Agricultural lands
will continue to be used as such, or preserved
by the use of conservation easements or other
preservation options, and will not be further
subdivided; and water rights will be protected.
Fields and pastures will be the predominant
views, wildlife will continue to be a strong
presence due to the preservation of riparian
corridors and other habitats, and the night sky
will continue to be visible without light or air
pollution. Residents and guests will enjoy public
trails and lands; a neighborhood feeling of
common goals will exist, and residents will have a
sense of community.”
Townsite as the area’s main historic structures and
the Caucus’ support for preserving the structures. The
plan recommends that, as funds become available,
the County continue efforts to preserve the historical
integrity of the buildings and that any future use of
the property be compatible with preservation and the
goals and objectives of the Caucus Master Plan.
A few sections of the Master Plan are particularly
relevant to the future use of the Emma Townsite
structures, including: 1.3 Commercial/Institutional
Goal: “New commercial, institutional and other
intense, high-traffic-generating uses are considered
incompatible with the rural residential character and
the basic infrastructure of the Caucus Area and should
not be allowed.” Appropriate uses, which include
minor activities that do not create inappropriate
community impacts on traffic, energy, light and noise,
are supported.
The “Roads” section of the plan includes a
recommendation for the west access point to
the Emma Townsite buildings. Item 5.1.11 states,
“Methods other than signalization should be
identified, with input from CDOT and OST, to improve
the safety and functionality of the Emma Road/
Hwy. 82/Rio Grande Trail intersection. The Caucus
*Note that plans are updated periodically and the most recently
adopted plan or policy will apply to the Emma Townsite.
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MAP 5: Project Location and Highway Access
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recommends roadside intersection reflectors be
installed at the intersection to improve the safety of
nighttime turning movements. The Caucus opposes
the installation of overhead streetlights.” It also
supports improvements to the pedestrian underpass
connecting Emma Road to Emma Trail and the parkand-ride facility via the bike and pedestrian bridge.

PITKIN COUNTY ZONING*
The Emma Townsite parcel is 12.5 acres and is
zoned AR-10, agricultural/residential with a 10-acre
minimum lot size. Both single-family dwellings and
agricultural uses are allowed by right. There are a
number of additional uses that are permitted as
“special review uses.” These uses require a one-step
review by the Board of County Commissioners and are
subject to compliance with the applicable standards
in Chapter 4 of the land-use code. Special Review uses
must be implemented within three years following the
date of approval of a development permit and may
be required to submit annual reports attesting to the
continued conformance of the use to the conditions of
approval.
This parcel is not within the urban growth boundary
of Basalt and it is not anticipated to be included in
the urban growth boundary during the 2019 Master
Plan update, which began in 2019. There is currently
no commercial or institutional zoning in the Emma
Caucus Area.

2013 TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
Vehicular access to the Townsite parcel is currently
one of largest impediments to public use. In 2013, OST
commissioned a Traffic Impact Study (completed by
McDowell Engineering) to help evaluate the potential
future uses for the Emma Store buildings, given
the limitations based on the State Highway Access
Code. Appendix D includes the full Traffic Impact
Memorandum. Traffic and trip generation will need
to be re-evaluated before final programming for the
buildings is implemented.
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Vehicular Access: The 2013 study looked at the west
access at the intersection of Emma Road and Emma
Spur and the east access at Emma West Road (which
provides access to the Mather House). Existing
conditions at both access points do not meet CDOT’s
Access Code Standards. The preferred access point to
the store buildings is the west access, which has better
sight distances and turning lanes to accommodate
potential land uses.
Traffic Generation and Use: The study evaluated
the potential land uses with the existing highway
constraints and traffic capacity with the assumption
that no additional turning lanes would be added.
Potential land uses are therefore restricted to
approximately 10 vehicles per hour. Based upon the
trip generation calculations, the following land use
alternatives are examples of what is possible:
•

6-acre open space park

•

7,000-square-foot administrative building

•

5,700-square-feet of commercial retail

•

7,500-square-foot community center
(recreation center)

•

22,000-square-foot museum

Parking: Parking considerations will need to be
addressed in the future for the selected alternative.
CDOT owns a small, triangular parcel directly west of
the buildings for the purpose of preserving access to
the buildings (see Appendix H), which was truncated
during the expansion of Hwy 82. This parcel might also
be used for a small parking area if approved by CDOT.
*Note that the County Land Use Code and other plans are
updated periodically and the most recently adopted plan or policy
will apply to the Emma Townsite.
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improvement projects are deemed necessary on the north side of Light Hill, along the boundary of
the Emma Open Space. The projects could be expanded to include the sage meadows and/or pinon/
juniper communities located on the south side of Emma Open Space. Possible management actions
may include,
are not limited to, the
2. SUMMARY
OFbutSTRENGTHS,
thinning ofAND
junipers
or prescribed burns.
CHALLENGES
OPPORTUNITIES
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing

2.1 SITE
STRENGTHS
Financial
Implications: None at this time.
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2.2 SITE CHALLENGES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS
While the historic buildings and surrounding open space have a number of strengths
and the potential for adaptive reuse, there are a number of challenges that will need to
be addressed to facilitate most uses. The level of mitigation required is likely to depend
heavily on the type of use/uses proposed for the buildings and therefore the following is
only a preliminary list of challenges and potential solutions that the Steering Committee
discussed.
Underlying each of the potential solutions or mitigation strategies is the cost of
implementation and how the improvements will be funded. Open Space and Trails
funds are limited both in the amount of funding available, as determined by the Historic
Preservation Policy, and to improvements that are within the program’s mission. Any
appropriations from the OST fund would be part of the annual budgeting process subject
to OSTB and BOCC approval.

2.2.1 PROXIMIT Y TO HIGHWAY 82
As mentioned in the history section, the buildings were saved from demolition during the
1988 Hwy. 82 reroute to bypass Basalt, when a federal decision declared the buildings to
be historically significant. While the buildings were saved, they weren’t spared by very
much, and the highway now has perhaps the greatest impact on the character of the
original Townsite. A constant stream of vehicles speeds by the buildings at 65 miles per
hour, passing only 20 feet from the entrance to the western building. Currently, the Emma
Trail passes between the storefronts and the highway, protected by a Jersey barrier. The
specific impacts of the highway include:
• Vehicular Noise – The noise generated from being adjacent to the highway is
significant and detracts from the experience of the buildings.
• Snow and Debris from the Highway/Plowing Operations – In the winter, the
spoils from snowplowing have impacted the western building and present a
challenge going forward in finding a way to protect both the buildings and
visitors to the site. Currently, a temporary façade is placed on the western
building to protect it from further deterioration; this is not a long-term solution
and regardless of the future use of the buildings, an improved barrier is needed.

Mitigation Strategies/Solutions:
The strategies discussed to address the impacts of being in such close proximity to the
highway range from moving the buildings to improved barriers and architectural features.
• Highway Barrier – A highway barrier may be able to address the snow/debris
issue, as well as help mitigate the impact of vehicular noise for pedestrians
outside and inside the buildings. Initial ideas have ranged from a mesh panel
design to a transparent shield. Pitkin County OST commissioned a preliminary
study to look into barrier options that are detailed in Appendix F, including a
chain-link fence, transparent acrylic panels, and a glare-screen barrier with costs
ranging from $16,000 to $140,000. Another option that may be viable is using a
removable Blast-Safe Barrier Fence System that would be installed behind jersey
barriers to block snowplow debris; it could be removed during the summer
months.
If a barrier is implemented in the future, consideration should be given
to maintaining views of the buildings from the highway, drainage needs,
DRAFT Emma Townsite | Strengths, Challenges and Opportunities
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•
•

•

•

maintenance costs and aesthetic upkeep (e.g. a clear or transparent barrier
may require frequent cleaning to maintain its appearance).
Architectural Strategies – These may include soundproof windows and
insulating features to dampen the noise from the highway. The main
entrance could be located on the back (north side) of the buildings.
Trail Realignment – It may be desirable to reroute the Emma Trail behind
the buildings to improve the trail user experience as well as allow more
space for a barrier. The Town of Basalt, which manages the trail, is open to
looking at realigning the trail should this be necessary.
Building Relocation – Relocating the buildings farther back on the site
would address both the noise and debris issues, and could bring a number
of additional benefits. On the other hand, there are a number of compelling
reasons to leave the buildings in their historic location, which would need to
be weighed against the benefits and cost of moving the structures. Reasons
to leave the buildings in place include preserving their historic location and
maintaining the integrity of the subgrade space, as well as the expense of
moving the structures. A preliminary summary of what would be required to
move the buildings is included as Appendix G.
Lowering Highway 82 - The highway expansion through Emma dramatically
changed the character of the community and the continuing increase of
highway traffic makes access increasingly challenging, creates a real barrier
for both residents and wildlife, and impacts both the structures themselves
and the experience of being in or around the buildings. Grade separating the
highway could help reduce some of these impacts.

2.2.2 SITE ACCESS FROM HIGHWAY 82 AND TRIP GENERATION
LIMITS
As described above in the Traffic Impact Study summary, one of the most limiting
factors influencing the future use of the Townsite buildings is the CDOT access
regulations/requirements from Hwy. 82 and the safety of vehicular access to the site.
Improving the configuration of the intersection is not within CDOTs existing capacity
and no improvements are planned at this time. In past discussions, CDOT has ruled out
the addition of a traffic light - a determination that has been supported by the Emma
Caucus.
Limited Vehicular Trip Generation - The conclusion from the 2013 Traffic Study was
that future use of the buildings, via the west access at Emma Spur Road, cannot exceed
10 vehicles per hour per the State Highway Access Code. The Emma Caucus is also
wary of adding more congestion at the intersection due to the safety concerns.

Mitigation Strategies/Solutions:
The committee discussed strategies that may expand the potential land-use options
through creative problem solving and alternative transportation options such
as shuttles and bicycles. The proximity of the buildings to the trail network and
population centers may allow for more non-motorized trips and uses that capture the
interest or serve the needs of existing trail users.
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Shuttle/bus – A shuttle or bus might be an effective way to transport people to the site
without significant vehicular trip generation. Shuttles might be used for events or everyday
operations/visits from downtown Basalt, Willits or the park-and-ride lot at Two Rivers
Road. For example, on a busy night or for small events, visitors could take a shuttle to the
site rather than their personal vehicles. The use of Emma Trail (which was once a road) for
vehicular access is not an option at this time; its width is too narrow to accommodate both
vehicles and other modes safely.

2.2.3 BUILDING SYSTEMS AND CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Septic and On-site Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) (aka: Leach Field): A new
OWTS was installed in the fall of 2018. The system is engineered to allow it to serve the
3-bedroom Mather House and future undetermined expansion of the Emma Townsite.
Connection to this OWTS for future use of the Townsite structures will require the
installation of additional tank(s) and permits from the Pitkin County Environmental Health
Department. The OWTS is sized to accommodate 1,999 Gallons Per Day (GPD), allowing
for design flow of the Emma Townsite building(s) not to exceed 1,549 GPD. (C1368 OWTS
Design Packet 4 21 18.pdf)
Water Well: A functioning water well, with a pumping rate of 15 gallons per minute,
is located approximately 400 feet east of the Mather House. Currently, the well is only
permitted to serve the Mather House for “residential water for one single-family unit as
well as the unit’s lawn and garden (about 17,100 square feet).” The well does not have
previous history of, nor is it currently permitted to be used for the watering of domestic
animals/poultry/livestock. In the fall of 2018, OST installed a new waterline that connects
from the well to the Mather House. At that time, a “Y” in the line was incorporated which
runs to a frost-free hydrant on the west side of the Mather House lawn. Once plumbed,
the Emma Townsite building could easily connect to the “Y” (via the frost-free hydrant)
for its water supply. A new well permit would need to be filed with the Colorado Division
of Natural Resources in order to do so. This would not require an additional water pump
system; the Mather House’s system should be sufficient to run both buildings.
Parking: There are a few options for parking vehicles on the site that would comply with
Historic Preservation Standards. There is a triangular CDOT parcel that has been specifically
identified for building access and parking to serve the store buildings, as well as additional
space in the rear of the buildings. If additional parking is needed, there may be potential
to park vehicles at the Two Rivers Road park-and-ride or within Old Town Basalt and have
people walk, bike or shuttle to the buildings. Using the park-and-ride facility, however,
would require discussion with RFTA.
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3. STEERING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
The Steering Committee spent multiple meetings discussing ideas for future use of the
buildings, the implications of those uses and, ultimately, what uses would and would not
be compatible with a successful future in the buildings. The Vision Statement, drafted
by the committee, was considered as a guide during all discussions and was referred
to many times as the committee wrestled with the balance of historic roots, Emma
character and community spirit. The following is a list of the parameters for future
use(s) resulting from the work of the Steering Committee and the existing conditions/
constraints described in Section 2.1 and 2.2. Additional supported and non-supported
uses are included as examples of from the visioning process and Steering Committee
discussions.

3.1 PARAMETERS FOR FUTURE USE(S)

Advances the Vision Statement - “The Emma Store Buildings will honor their historic
agricultural roots, the natural environment and character of Emma, and provide a space
that is accessible to the community and celebrates the innovative spirit of this location.”
Compatible with Traffic Generation Limits / Safety Requirements for Vehicular Access/
Egress - Any proposed future use must be compatible with the traffic generation limits
established by the State Highway Access Code and described in Section 1.4.2. The land
use/transportation context within the mid-valley has changed since the initial Traffic
Impact Study was completed in 2013 and a new study evaluating any proposed use(s)
is likely to be required. Creative ideas for how to use non-motorized or alternative
transportation options to access the site are encouraged. Other ideas might include
improvements to the pedestrian underpass to access the other side of Highway 82 or a
pedestrian bridge over the highway.
Compatible with Emma Caucus Master Plan - Appropriate uses for the adaptive re-use
of the historic structures are supported by the Caucus as long as they do not create
inappropriate impacts on traffic, energy, nighttime light impacts or noise. Some of the
uses generally supported by the committee may not fit perfectly within the Caucus' plan,
such as those that would attract more people/visits. Such uses would need to adequately
address impacts and manage the Caucus' concerns regarding access to the site and traffic
safety, as well as limited night lighting, fencing and signage.
Preference for a Multi-Use Space - The Steering Committee believes that for the Emma
Store buildings to have the most successful repurposed future, a variety of uses should
be housed together in a complementary and mutually supportive manner. The multiple
levels in the buildings and the accessory building allow for spaces to be separated and
programmed for different functions under the same roof. Multiple uses could also allow
for activating the spaces during different times of day or times of year. A variety of uses
could also help to serve a broader community audience than a singular use. It is not
assumed that all of these uses must occupy the buildings all at the same time, but that
the successful future of the buildings involves a diversity of the uses working together. It
is possible that a single use for the buildings that meets the Vision Statement and adds
value to the community and the site would be considered and supported. A dynamic
space is the key to success.
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Compatibility with the Site/Infrastructure Constraints - There are a number of
challenges inherent to the buildings themselves and the surrounding infrastructure,
including limitations of the septic and water systems, parking area constraints, and
proximity to the highway. These are described more specifically in Sections 2.2.1 and
2.2.3.
Historic Building Requirements - Future uses must comply with Pitkin County Historic
Preservation Guidelines and maintain the building’s exterior per the requirements of
the State Historic Grant.

3.2 POTENTIAL FUTURE USES
The Steering Committee supports the following types of potential uses; other ideas
may be considered that meet the parameters for future use listed above.
• Community Meeting Room – a space that is available for community
gatherings, events (with creative solutions to transportation/access that
do not rely on individual vehicle use), education classes or book clubs, for
example.
• Small Scale Offices or Incubator Space – with the potential for multiple
stories in the west building, the committee discussed how the second
floor could be non-profit or small-scale, for-profit offices with a completely
separate use on the first floor, for example.
• Art/Heritage Crafts Center/Studio(s) – an artist’s co-op, a place to learn
heritage arts, and/or artist’s live/work spaces, for example.
• Agricultural-Related Community Uses – classes, dinners, local agricultural
product processing (no meat), limited farm product sales, for example.
• Museum – history, ranching, farm equipment, or living agricultural museum
and teaching center, for example. The committee has concerns that a
museum would not be a successful stand-alone use and would become
stagnant, but that it is something that could be a portion of a more
dynamically programmed variety of uses.
• Trail Amenity – restroom, water station and/or shelter, for example.
• Housing as an Accessory Use – artist or agricultural worker housing,
for example. The Committee does not support housing as a singular or
dominate use of the site, but agreed there could be small residential units to
support the other uses of the site.
• Small-scale Shop / Retail Sales as an Accessory Use – The committee does
not support a restaurant, café or retail shop as the primary use, but a smallscale shop that supports the other uses within the building or passers-by on
the trail could be considered. A coffee/sandwich shop or “buvette,” or sales
related to one of the primary uses such as a museum shop, artist co-op sales
or limited agricultural sales are examples of potential complementary uses.
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3.3 EXAMPLES OF USES THAT ARE NOT SUPPORTED
The following is a list of specific uses the committee discussed and decided that would
not be an appropriate fit for the space, as they do not meet the parameters for future
use. The list is not exhaustive.
• Restaurant – this use is prohibited under the Caucus plan, and concerns
were expressed about traffic generation and demands on the septic system.
A small-scale coffee/sandwich shop was supported to complement other
uses in the buildings.
• Brewery – concerns were expressed about the commercial use and scale,
and septic limitations.
• Meat-Processing Facility – no slaughterhouse, for example. This is against
the Caucus plan. Other forms of local agricultural processing are supported
in collaboration with other building uses.
• Visitor’s Center – concerns were expressed about traffic generation, parking
and this not being the right location for such an amenity.
• Housing as a Singular Use – concerns were expressed that if the site was
only housing, it would not be available for the greater community to visit.
Housing is supported if it is part of a variety of uses in the buildings.

3.4 PARTNERSHIPS
Regardless of the future uses in the Emma Store buildings, partnerships for future
improvements will be necessary. The scale of funding will depend on the future uses in
the buildings. Opportunities to keep in mind for POTENTIAL partnerships may include,
but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

State Historic Preservation grants
Colorado Preservation, Inc.
Private foundations
Private individuals
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails, within the parameters of its Mission,
Charter and Historic Structures Policy.
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3.5 A PATH FORWARD
At this time, the committee feels it is important to find a critical mass of the right mix
of uses, or a singular use that meets the vision, coalesced around advocating for and
activating the buildings, and that has the momentum and vision to manage and keep
the buildings active.
To continue to build upon the energy the committee has dedicated toward the
future programming of the Emma Store buildings, the recommended next steps for a
path forward have been broken into three areas: Inspiration and Innovation, LongTerm Future Use and Interim Use.

INSPIRATION AND INNOVATION
University Partnerships - The Steering Committee recommends that Pitkin County
Open Space and Trails partner with interested architectural design program(s)
to help stimulate ideas and provide inspiration for the future of the Emma Store
buildings. The Emma Townsite was the focus of a week-long University of Colorado,
Denver Architecture design studio guided by Harry Teague Architects in May 2020.
The course generated some interesting ideas for the potential reuse of the buildings
and ways to activate the site (a summary of the students' work is included in
Appendix J). OST will work with UCD or seek out another architectural program to
execute a semester-long studio in order to provide a more in-depth/comprehensive
analysis and ideas for the buildings and the site. The project could include students
from multiple disciplines, or solely architectural students, with a goal of taking the
parameters outlined in this document as a guide, including the “site challenges”
and “potential future uses,” and developing innovative site, building and access
solutions.
Emma Trail Realignment - Open Space and Trails (OST) will evaluate the potential
of rerouting the Emma Trail behind the orchard and townsite buildings. As part of a
phased approach, OST will first add a soft surface trail to provide a way to activate
the site and open it up to more public visitation without the more substantial
investment of a paved trail realignment. In the future, the trail can be completely
relocated in order to create room for improvements on the highway side of the
buildings and bring the public through the activated site. The interim soft surface
trail will allow more people to enjoy the river side of the site and get acquainted with
the quieter side of the buildings. Additionally, OST will work with the Community
Development Department to evaluate the potential for a low-impact trail or stairway
to connect from the buildings to the Roaring Fork River. A river overlook may also be
an option to evaluate if a trail is not feasible.

LONG-TERM FUTURE USE
Initiate a Process to Generate Proposals/Partnerships to Activate the Townsite
- When the timing is right, following the student design project, Open Space and
Trails, with input from the Steering Committee, will develop a process to seek
proposals or partnerships to activate the buildings. This could be in the form of
a Request for Proposals or a Request for Concepts process, or another way to
accelerate the identification of a "champion" who is passionate about the reuse
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and activation of the buildings in a way that is compatible with the vision
statement. The right fit will be a champion who understands how important
these buildings are to the valley and has the initiative and resources to execute
the rehabilitation and reuse of the buildings. The County has the ability to
pursue a long-term leasing strategy or to subdivide and sell the townsite
buildings if or when a future coalition of uses has been identified. If the County
maintains ownership of the buildings as a part of a future public/private
partnership, OST funds can be utilized pursuant to the Historic Structures Policy
(Appendix A) and the County can apply for additional grant funding to assist
with interior finishing, windows, and other basic building improvements.
Ideally, a future proposal would include multiple uses, honor the history of the
site, character of Emma and the spirit of this location, and create a space that
is accessible to the community. If this process does not generate responses
that are viable and advance the vision statement, the Steering Committee is
comfortable waiting until the timing and use are right. The Committee would
like to remain engaged as future uses for the building are considered.
Interior Improvements - Minor improvements to facilitate the interim use
as a storage space may be pursued to provide for the safety of the users.
Improvements to finish the interior space to a level that is habitable for future
uses are not currently recommended; due to the uncertainty of the needs of
a future use and the potential to relocate the buildings farther away from the
highway.

INTERIM USES
In the meantime, until a champion for the space is identified, the Committee
supports the continued use of the buildings as a storage area for uses/activities
that fit within the Open Space and Trails mission.

DRAFT Emma Townsite | Strengths, Challenges and Opportunities

28364

EMMA STORE
BUILDINGS
Appendix
January 2020

365

TABLE OF CONTENTS
A. OST Mission and Historic Structures Policy 					3
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Mission Statement 						
3
Ar ticle XIII - Open Space and Trails									4
Historic Structure Policy 											9

B 2017 Emma Open Space Management Plan 						

11

C. 2016 Emma Caucus Master Plan 								54
D. 2013 Traf fic Study 										101
E. Historic Building Information 								114
Pitkin County Historic Designation									114
Emma Store Histor y and Summar y									116

F. Snow Fence Ideas / Evaluation								127
G. Building Relocation Evaluation 								144
H. CDOT Documentation

										150

I. UCD Architectural Studio Project Summar y						

Emma Townsite Appendix

152

ii
366

3

OST Mission and Historic Structures Policy
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Mission Statement
The mission of the Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Board of Trustees is to acquire, preserve, maintain
and manage open space properties for multiple purposes including, but not limited to, recreational,
wildlife, agricultural, scenic and access purposes; and to acquire, preserve, develop, maintain and
manage trails for similar purposes.
The Pitkin County Home Rule Charter provision authorizing the Open Space and Trails Program defines open
space and trails as follows:
“Open Space” shall be defined as primarily undeveloped lands and waters which meet one or more
of the following criteria: Within public scenic view planes; bounding or within urbanized areas;
incorporating or protecting significant wildlife habitat; preserving historic agricultural and ranching
activities; protecting riparian or wetlands areas; protecting other public lands from the impacts of
development, and preserving cultural, historic, and archeological resources lying within properties
which are otherwise acquired for their customary Open space characteristics.
“Trails” shall be defined as access ways, either separate from or within County and State Road
Rights-of-Way meeting one or more of the following criteria: preserving historic routes of ingress
and egress to public lands and waterways; providing access to and from recreational or urban
destinations; providing transportation or recreational opportunities throughout the Roaring Fork
Watershed.
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Ar ticle XIII - Open Space and Trails
ARTICLE XIII – OPEN SPACE/TRAILS

Added 11/6/90
Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.1

Open Space/Trails Funds – Restrictions. All funds from the increase in the
mill levy and the issuance of general obligation debt, approved by the
electorate November 6, 1990, November 2, 1999, November 7, 2006, and
November 8, 2016 shall be utilized solely for the following purposes and
according to the following restrictions:

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99

13.1.1 Separate Fund. Funds shall be deposited in a separate Open
Space/Trails Fund (the "Fund") and shall, together with all interest or other
earnings thereon, be earmarked for and restricted to the acquisition,
improvement and maintenance of open space and trails and directly
related expenses, including necessary staffing and services, and the
payment of debt issued therefor and the costs of such issuance, and such
Fund shall not be spent for other purposes under any circumstances.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.1.2 Allocations to Acquisitions and Improvements of Open Space and Trails.
Sixty Fiver (65%) of the revenue collected shall be set aside for the
acquisition and improvement of real property, water rights, or interests
therein, which interests shall include, but are not limited to mineral rights,
for open space uses and purposes, as defined in Section 13.5.1 (1 - 5 and
10), and twenty percent (20%) of the revenue collected shall be set aside
exclusively for the acquisition and improvement of real property or
interests therein for trail and trailhead uses and purposes, as defined in
Section 13.5.1 (6 - 9). Such acquisitions and improvements shall be
selected and determined by the Board of County Commissioners from a
list of recommended acquisitions and improvements developed by the
Open Space/Trails Board to carry out the purposes of the Open
Space/Trails Program set forth in Section 13.5.1.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.1.3 Allocations to Maintenance of Open Space and Trails. Fifteen percent
(15%) of the revenue collected shall be set aside exclusively for
managing, maintaining, rehabilitating and preserving County open space
and trails, either acquired from the Open Space/Trails Fund or acquired
from other sources and designated from time to time by the Board of
County Commissioners after consulting with the Open Space/Trails Board,
and trails made available to the public by other public and private entities.
Such revenue shall not be used to replace existing funding for the
maintenance of Open Space and Trails except for the maintenance of
Nordic trails, which prior to 2006 were maintained with funds from other
local government sources. For purposes of this Section, maintenance
shall also include both fostering stewardship of public and private open
space lands and promoting public education and awareness of the
benefits of preserving open space and trails.

Added 11/6/90

13.1.4 Upon approval of the Board of County Commissioners, after consulting

HOME RULE CHARTER
Includes 1978 through 11/08/2016 Amendments
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with the Open Space/Trails Board, the percentage revenue allocations in
Sections 13.1.2 and 13.1.3 may be increased or decreased for any time
period within the following allocation ranges of 25-75% for open space, 1040% for trails and 15-35% for maintenance.

Amended 11/2/99
Amended 11/08/16

Added 11/2/99
Amended 11/7/06

Added 11/6/90

13.1.5 Funds collected from the issuance of general obligation debt may be used
for the refunding and issuance costs of such debt and for the acquisition,
improvement and capital maintenance of open space and trails properties
without being subject to the percentage revenue allocations set forth in
Sections 13.1.2, 13.1.3 and 13.1.4.
13.2

Open Space Trails – Definitions.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.2.1 "Open Space" shall be defined as primarily undeveloped lands and waters,
which meet one or more of the following criteria: Within public scenic
viewplanes; bounding or within urbanized areas; incorporating or
protecting significant wildlife habitat; preserving historic agricultural and
ranching activities; protecting riparian or wetlands areas; protecting other
public lands from the impacts of development and preserving cultural
historic, and archeological resources lying within properties which are
otherwise acquired for their customary Open space characteristics.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.2.2 "Trails" shall be defined as access ways, either separate from or within
County and State Road Rights-of-Way meeting one or more of the
following criteria: preserving historic routes of ingress and egress to public
lands and waterways; providing access to and from recreational or urban
destinations; providing transportation or recreational opportunities
throughout the Roaring Fork Watershed.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.3

Open Space/Trails Board of Trustees. The Pitkin County Open
Space/Trails Board of Trustees, established by the Board of County
Commissioners, following approval of the electorate at the November 6,
1990, November 2, 1999, November 7, 2006, and November 8, 2016
elections shall operate as follows:

Added 11/6/90

13.3.1 Qualifications. Five (5) Trustees shall be appointed by the Board of
County Commissioners, one of whom shall reside in each Commissioner
District. Each Trustee shall hold no other County or municipal office, shall
not be employed by a municipality or county, and shall serve without pay.

Added 116/90

13.3.2 Term of Office. Each Trustee shall be appointed for a term of five (5)
years, staggered so that one term expires each year, so that initial
appointments shall be for five (5), four (4), three (3), two (2) and one (1)
year, respectively.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99

13.3.3 Functions of Board. The Open Space/Trails Board of Trustees shall:

HOME RULE CHARTER
Includes 1978 through 11/08/2016 Amendments
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Amended 11/08/16

(1) Establish priorities and criteria for the acquisition of Open Space and of
Trails and for the management and maintenance of all properties
acquired with expenditures from the Open Space/Trails Fund.
(2) Review Open Space/Trails elements of Comprehensive and Area
plans and make recommendations concerning any open space-related
changes to plans.
(3) Make recommendations to the Planning and Zoning Commission as
warranted regarding open space/trails impacts of applications filed
under the Pitkin County Land Use Code and regarding exactions or
dedications required to fulfill the goals of the Open Space and Trails
Program, as established in this Article XIII.
(4) Make recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for the
acquisition of specific fee interests, options, easements, or other
interests in real property from expenditures from the Open Space/Trails
Fund.
(5) Make recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for the
Open space and Trails Fund Budget.
(6) Establish relationships with local and regional land trusts to more
effectively discharge Board responsibilities.
(7) Make recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners for the
hiring of a Director and for the overall staff structure, and participate in
performance reviews of Open Space/Trails Program staff.
Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/2/99

13.3.4 Staff Support. The Board of County Commissioners shall employ Open
Space/Trails Program staff, including a Director, from among a list of
persons recommended by the Open Space/Trails Board of Trustees. The
Director may not be terminated without cause by the Commissioners
without the consent of the Open Space/Trails Board of Trustees. Such
staff shall carry out the following responsibilities:
(1) Implement the decisions and directives and carry out the administrative
functions of the Open Space/Trails Board.
(2) Oversee the management and maintenance of open space lands and
trails acquired with Open Space/Trails Funds.
(3) Review and comment as warranted on all development applications
impacting existing and planned open space lands and trails.

HOME RULE CHARTER
Includes 1978 through 11/08/2016 Amendments
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Added 11/2/99

13.4

(There is no 13.4)

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/7/06

13.5

Open Space/Trails Program.

Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/7/06
Amended 11/08/16

13.5.1 Purposes. The Open Space/Trails Board of Trustees shall promulgate
such policies as will further the following purposes for Open Space and
Trails acquisitions:
(1) Shaping development (greenbelt and viewplanes).
(2) Protecting natural biodiversity, including but not limited to incorporating
or protecting significant wildlife habitat connectivity and corridors.
(3) Preventing encroachment on flood plain and riparian areas.
(4) Preserving and promoting historic agricultural and ranching activities,
and local production agriculture.
(5) Protecting other public lands from the impacts of development.
(6) Preserving historic routes of ingress and egress to public lands and
waterways.
(7) Providing access to and from recreational or urban destinations.
(8) Providing recreational opportunities throughout Pitkin County which are
directly related to and not inconsistent with the foregoing purposes.
(9) Providing a Nordic Trail System.
(10)Protecting native aquatic habitat and recreational opportunities
associated with streams and rivers.
(11)Preserving cultural, historic, archeological, and paleontological
resources lying within properties which are otherwise acquired for their
Open Space characteristics.
(12)Assisting with stewardship of federal lands that are critical to the
effective stewardship of open space properties and trails.

Added 11/6/90

13.5.2 Limitations. Open Space and Trails acquired with Open Space/Trails
Funds shall be limited to uses consistent with the purposes enumerated in
Section 13.5.1 and to such improvements as are necessary to the
protection and preservation of such lands and trails for the purposes set
forth in Section 13.5.1, unless conversion to additional and/or more active
uses and related capital improvements are approved pursuant to Section

HOME RULE CHARTER
Includes 1978 through 11/08/2016 Amendments
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13.5.3.
Added 11/6/90
Amended 11/7/06

13.5.3 Prohibitions on sale or conversion of Open Space or Trails. No open
space or trail interest in real property, whether fee, easement or otherwise,
acquired with Open Space/Trails Funds, shall be sold or conveyed nor
shall any interest be converted by Pitkin County to any other use or
purpose (e.g., golf course, housing) unless such open space or trail
interest in real property is replaced with another open space or trail interest
in real property of equivalent value as of the date of sale or conversion as
determined by the Board of County Commissioners taking into
consideration monetary value and the values in 13.5.1, and until such sale
or conversion is approved by a majority of the electorate at a general or
special election called for this purpose. The Board of County
Commissioners shall consult with the Open Space/Trails Board on the
equivalent value of the replacement property and the advisability of the
sale or conversion and shall publicly disclose the analysis supporting its
finding of equivalent value.
Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, partial property
interests may be sold or conveyed if the fair market value of the open
space interest retained is at least equal to the net permanent investment of
open space funds and such sale or conveyance does not materially
diminish the conservation values of the property, as set fort in Section
13.5(1) as determined by a vote of at least four members of both the Open
Space and Trails Board and at least four members of the Board of County
Commissioners, and provided that the County’s intention for a partial sale
of the interest is expressly stated in the Open Space Board’s
recommendation of the initial purchase, and in the Board of County
Commissioners Ordinance authorizing the initial purchase.
Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, a conservation
easement may be conveyed to a third party by Pitkin County to further
ensure permanent protection of open space lands owned in fee by Pitkin
County.

HOME RULE CHARTER
Includes 1978 through 11/08/2016 Amendments
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Historic Structure Policy
Open Space Historic Preservation Policy: November 1, 2018
Whereas the Open Space Board of Trustees may from time to time adopt policies to guide the
activities of the Open Space and Trails program as otherwise set out in the County Charter, (see
OSTB Bylaws Art II section III (2017), and
Whereas the general election of 2016 expanded the purposes of the Open Space program to
include “Preserving cultural, historic, archeological, and paleontological resources lying within
properties which are otherwise acquired for their Open Space characteristics,“(HRC 13.5.1(11)
and
Whereas the protection of cultural, historic, archeological, and paleontological resources
deepens the public’s appreciation of our open space lands, and
Whereas the County Land Use Code provides that “(i)t is the policy of the County that historic
and archaeological resources that meet national, state, or local criteria for historic designation
are preserved, protected from neglect, destruction or harmful alteration, and maintained,” and
Whereas The National Register of Historic Places has established four objective, specific criteria
that can qualify a structure to be designated as historic. From the National Register
documentation, structures are historic:
“A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or
B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or
D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.”
Whereas the Open Space program believes that adaptive reuse of historic structures helps
promote their preservation, and
Whereas the Open Space Board of Trustees desires to protect important cultural, historic,
archeological, and paleontological resources while reserving the maximum available funding for
matters within our original mission of preserving habitat, agriculture, scenery and nonmotorized recreation,
Therefore the Open Space and Trails Board has determined that the following general policy is
needed to guide the protection of cultural, historic, archeological, and paleontological
resources located within Pitkin County Open Space and Trails properties:
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A. Inventory and Planning: The Open Space and Trails Program will inventory cultural,
historic, archeological, and paleontological resources located on open space lands
where applicable, using the best available information and shall include this information
in proposed management plans circulated for public input and considered pursuant to
section 12.04.060 of the County Code. Archeological and/or paleontological resource
surveys may be employed where indicated by other context or evidence, and where
significant surface disturbances are anticipated under the potential management plan.
When seeking such public input, the Open Space program will specifically seek input
from the County Historic Preservation Officer, local historical societies and other entities
known to have expertise or interest in these resources. Adopted Management Plans
may include specific action items regarding cultural, historic, archeological, and
paleontological resources.
B. Management of Historic Structures: Regarding historic structures on open space
properties, there are four basic potential management determinations:
1. Remove the structure - This category is appropriate for structures that have limited
historic or cultural significance, or present an immediate hazard to public health or
environmental protection.
2. Allow nature to take its course - This category is appropriate for structures that may
have historic significance but are not economically feasible to preserve.
3. Actively stabilize the structure with exterior restoration to historic standards - This
category is appropriate for structures that have historic or cultural significance and
can be economically preserved as a visual resource.
4. Preserve for continued uses - This category is appropriate for historic structures that
can be preserved and maintained in active use including, but not limited to
reservation to sell consistent with the County Charter and leasing consistent with
County regulations. This is our preferred outcome when financially feasible and
appropriate for the structure itself.
In choosing management options, the Open Space Program shall consider the appropriate
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Preservation, as codified at 36 CFR 67.
C. Fiscal Impacts: In determining the economic feasibility of the preservation of historic

structures, the Open Space Board will strive to ensure that average annual outlays for
this purpose do not exceed an average of 2% of the annual revenue of the Open Space
Fund between 2017 and 2040. Outlays in an individual year may exceed this target,
provided that the 20-year average is consistent with this fiscal policy. Grants, gifts and
other outside funding sources will be sought to complement outlays from the Open
Space Fund.
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The Emma Open Space Management Plan is a product of Pitkin County Open Space and Trails.

Pitkin County
Open Space and Trails
530 East Main Street
Aspen, CO 81611

PITKIN COUNT Y OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Board of Trustees is to
acquire, preserve, maintain and manage open space properties for multiple
purposes including, but not limited to, recreational, wildlife, agricultural,
scenic and access purposes; and to acquire, preserve, develop, maintain and
manage trails for similar purposes.
The Pitkin County Home Rule Charter provision authorizing the Open Space
and Trails Program defines open space and trails as follows:
“Open Space” shall be defined as primarily undeveloped lands and waters
which meet one or more of the following criteria: Within public scenic view
planes; bounding or within urbanized areas; incorporating or protecting
significant wildlife habitat; preserving historic agricultural and ranching
activities; protecting riparian or wetlands areas; protecting other public lands
from the impacts of development, and preserving cultural, historic, and archeological resources lying within properties which are otherwise acquired
for their customary Open space characteristics..
“Trails” shall be defined as access ways, either separate from or within
County and State Road Rights-of-Way meeting one or more of the following
criteria: preserving historic routes of ingress and egress to public lands and
waterways; providing access to and from recreational or urban destinations;
providing transportation or recreational opportunities throughout the Roaring Fork Watershed.
Emma Open Space Management Plan
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PITKIN COUNT Y HOME RULE CHARTER AND
2011 PITKIN COUNT Y STRATEGIC PLAN

P I T K I N C O U N T Y S T R AT E G I C P L A N
Core Focus Areas & Success Factors
Community Vision

Pitkin County will continue to be a
healthy, safe, vibrant and sustainable
community, enhancing the quality of
life for everyone who lives, works
and visits here, while conserving the
natural environment as the basis for our
community success.

Pitkin County
Organizational Values

The diagram below illustrates the relationship between the three
Core Focus Areas in achieving the County’s mission and vision.

Pitkin County embraces the following values
to promote public trust and confidence in
County Government.

STEWARDSHIP
We strive to leave our natural
environment, community, public assets
and organization in better condition
than we found them for current and
future generations.

CORE FOCUS

Flourishing Natural
& Built Environment

Organization Mission

S U C C E S S FA C T O R S

Pitkin County government provides
valued and high quality public services
supporting the health, safety and
well-being of people and the natural
environment.

1. Conserved natural resources and environment

ETHICS

3. Ease of mobility via safe and efficient transportation systems

We hold ourselves to high standards
of honesty and dependability in the
conduct of County business.

4. Well planned and livable built environment

EXCELLENCE

2. Responsibly maintained and enhanced County assets

SAFE
COMMUNITY

VIBRANT
& SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITY

HIGH
QUALITY
OF LIFE

CORE FOCUS

Livable & Supportive
Community
S U C C E S S FA C T O R S
1. A sense of personal and community safety
2. Diverse and livable housing options

CORE FOCUS

Prosperous Economy

HEALTHY
COMMUNITY

S U C C E S S FA C T O R S
1. Sustainable economy and employment

3. Self-sufficient individuals and families

2. Affordable and quality health care options

4. Access to recreation, education, arts and culture

3. High performing County leaders, teams

5. Improved community engagement and participation

and employees
4. Responsible and accountable
stewardship of County assets

We are committed to providing quality
services that are accessible, accurate
and innovative to meet our community’s
needs.

COLLABORATION
We work together as employees and
with citizens and other government,
non-profit and private sector
organizations helping each other
succeed in promoting and achieving
the public’s goals.

OPEN COMMUNICATION
We are committed to listening to our
citizens and partners and to giving
accurate and timely information.

POSITIVE WORK ENVIRONMENT
We appreciate dedicated and
knowledgeable employees and support
their professional and personal growth.

The Pitkin County Strategic Plan identifies three core Focus Areas: “Flourishing Natural and Built
Environment,” “Livable and Supportive Community” and “Prosperous Economy.” The goal is for the three Focus
Areas to work together to achieve the county’s vision and mission. The Emma Open Space Management Plan
supports the Strategic Plan in various aspects:

FLOURISHING NATURAL AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
Success Factor 1: Conserved natural resources and environment
Actions identified include: preserving lands with significant historic and current agricultural value, wildlife
habitat, recreational opportunities, scenic values, and cultural resources.
Success Factor 2: Responsibly maintained and enhanced county assets
Actions identified include: maintaining county properties in an environmentally sensitive way and using
education and enforcement to encourage proper use and care of public lands and assets.
LIVABLE AND SUPPORTIVE COMMUNITY
Success Factor 4: Access to recreation, education, arts and culture
Actions identified include: protecting access to the Roaring Fork River and federal public lands.

Emma Open Space Management Plan
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Map of Emma Open Space.

1.0 Introduction

Emma Open Space

1.1 Foreword
Emma Open Space and the historic Emma Townsite present
a unique opportunity within the Pitkin County Open Space
and Trails program. Together, these properties preserve an
important chapter in the Roaring Fork Valley’s history while
opening the door to new uses of important cultural and
agricultural resources.

Aspen

<all other values>
COUNTY
PITKIN
Emma Open Space

Location within Pitkin County.

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL,
Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the
GIS User Community, Pitkin County

The community’s interest in agriculture, preservation of
scenic vistas and historic structures, recreation, and wildlife conservation can all be served through
thoughtful management of these properties, which together comprise about 70 acres in the heart of the
midvalley – an area first settled by pioneer farmers and ranchers more than a century ago. The Emma
Open Space parcels add to the fertile crescent of the midvalley and together with other conserved lands
from Rock Bottom Ranch to the Town of Basalt’s boundary, protect an important working landscape (see
Map 2, page 15).

°

0

11,25022,500

The Emma Open Space Management Plan seeks to embrace the region’s colorful history, agrarian heritage
and wildlife habitat while encouraging contemporary agricultural production and potential new uses for a
set of landmark buildings that have withstood the test of time and winds of change.
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The area’s history, the public process that helped
shape this document and the specific directives
for the management of Emma Open Space and
the Emma Townsite are detailed in the pages that
follow.
All management plans created by Pitkin County
Open Space and Trails are adaptable over time as
conditions and uses change. The Emma Open Space
Management Plan will be reviewed every five years,
or as needed to respond to evolving needs.

1.2 Planning Process and Public
Engagement
In preparation for the draft Emma Open Space
Management Plan, staff met with the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), the Heritage Fruit Tree
Project and the Basalt Parks, Open Space and Trails
Committee (POST); we also spoke and emailed with
staff from Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) and
Roaring Fork Conservancy (RFC) to gather thoughts
and input on the plan. Staff hosted a well-attended
open house in Basalt and reached out to the Emma
Caucus and Emma Community Trust; as well as all
of those who had signed up online or expressed
interest in the past, to make sure they were aware
of the Open House opportunity.
Staff also reviewed existing plans for the area and
natural resource data. Based on the comments
received from the public and OST partners, and
taking into account the existing property conditions
and available data, staff compiled the draft Emma
Open Space Management Plan. The draft plan was
released for a seven-week comment period, and an
open house was held on May 24th to review and
seek feedback on the action items. Staff updated
the plan based on comments received from OST
partners and the public. The Open Space and Trails
Board adopted the final plan at the June 22nd
board meeting.

Emma Open Space M

Pitkin County OST hosted a public open house on March 30th
at Basalt Town Hall to gather initial input from community
members.
Plan Development Timeline

Draft Plan Development
March 30th, Basalt Open House
Basalt Town Hall, 4:30-6:30pm
April 7th, Public Comment Due

Draft Plan Public Comment

April 20th, Draft Plan presented to
the Open Space and Trails Board
May 24th, Basalt Open House
Basalt Town Hall, 4:30-6:30pm
June 9th, Public Comment on the
Draft Plan Due

Final Plan Adoption

June 22nd, Final Plan adopted by
Open Space and Trails Board

Emma Open Space Management Plan | Introduction
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Emma last stage: George E. Mellen’s 1887 photograph of the last Kit Carson stagecoach run into Aspen, with the arrival of the
Denver and Rio Grande Railroad. An engine and freight car are visible on the left. Denver Public Library

1.3 Histor y
A stained and yellowed photograph, depicting
a throng of people in a nondescript landscape,
captures a pivotal moment in the history of the
Roaring Fork Valley. And it happened in Emma.
The remarkable image shows the last stagecoach
run to come through Emma, with people
crowded in and around Kit Carson’s horse-drawn
stagecoaches. In the background, an engine and
freight car of the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad
sit on the track. The year was 1887. The train would
replace the stage as the key means of transport in
the newly settled valley, and Emma – already a key
stop for travelers – would become an epicenter of
commerce and social activity for the burgeoning
ranching community of the mid-Roaring Fork Valley.
The iconic photograph, now housed at the Denver
Public Library, has an inscription on the back
written by John A. Sellinghausen (1859-1944) to an

unidentified recipient: “Excuse the dirty condition
of the picture. I thought this one would be of
particular interest to you.”1
Born in Indiana, the youngest in a family of six,
Sellenhausen came to Colorado in 1883, settling on
a tract of land at Emma before the spot was called
“Emma.” He wrote to the Aspen Daily Times in
1934: “I helped name Emma, naming it after Mrs.
Emma Garrison, who kept a ‘halfway’ house there,
where we bachelors of the time stayed. We built a
log school house near Emma, the first school house
in that part of the valley.”2
Sellenhausen’s property is noted in an 1884 map of
Pitkin County that also marks Emma P.O. as the sole
community between Aspen and Satank. Present-day
Carbondale and Basalt were not yet dots on a map.
Also marked next to Emma is the Cramer property.
Civil War veteran Samual Cramer purchased a 160-

1) Sellinghausen might well have been on hand to witness the historic event, though it was photographed by George E. Mellen, a Gunnison-based professional photographer who wandered the Western Slope of Colorado in the 1880s and worked for a time as an assistant to the famed William Henry Jackson. Today, Mellen’s albumen photographs are valued by collectors.
2) “Interesting Letter from Subscriber of Half-Century,” Aspen Daily Times, Feb. 15, 1934, p 1.
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acre farm there in 1881, making him one of the
first to locate a ranch on “the Emma Flat.”3 The
Cramer Ditch still serves agricultural lands in Emma,
including Emma Open Space.
Cramer was among Pitkin County’s first county
commissioners and, in 1882, constructed a “halfway” station to accommodate weary travelers
between Aspen and Glenwood Springs.4 While
Sellenhausen was the local road overseer and a
constable, Cramer set up the poles for a telegraph
line to connect the valley.
Emma Garrison had apparently been a hotelier in
Aspen and ran the Emma Hotel near what would
become Basalt before purchasing the Gillen Ranch
adjoining Cramer’s place on Sopris Creek. The Oct.
6, 1883 edition of the Rocky Mountain Sun reported
the purchase and noted, “Al Quate and Ben Pruett
are erecting a stopping place thereon.”
In 1884, the Sun indicated Garrison kept the Emma
post office and described her successful ranching
operation. This contradicts another source that
credits Robert M. Morrison with opening Emma’s
first post office, on Feb. 15, 1888 6. He also
reportedly ran a store in the expanding outpost.
With the railroad came a section house, water tank,
depot and stockyards for loading livestock. Travel by
rail made the stagecoach obsolete, shortening a trip
that had involved teams of horses and five to six
hours of bumpy, dusty travel, punctuated by stops
to change out the team at Woody Creek, Emma
and Satank for those traveling down the valley from
Aspen to Glenwood Springs.7 The overland route in
those days pretty much followed the corridor where
the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad would lay its
track and, ultimately, provide the foundation for
today’s Rio Grande Trail.

3) “Three Former Residents of Aspen Expire,” Aspen Daily Times, Nov, 19,
1936, p. 1.
4) Ibid.
6) Len Shoemaker, Roaring Fork Valley: An Illustrated Chronicle (Denver:
Sundance Ltd., 1973), p. 119.
7) Janice Duroux, Basalt Regional Heritage Society presentation, Sept. 27,
2009.
8) Telephone interview: Isabel Harvey, Dec. 11, 2013.
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Top: A log store building predated the brick buildings (bottom)
built by Charles Mather. Among the signs on the original
storefront is “D&RG Ticket Office.” Isabel Harvey Collection

Mather Makes His Mark
As a rail stop, Emma flourished. So did Charles H.
Mather, an entrepreneur whose success left the
community with a set of landmark structures that
have endured for more than a century.
An East Coast native, Mather (pronounced “Mahther”)8 headed west to seek his fortune in 1888,
but quickly abandoned ranching to pursue what he
knew best – merchandising. Most accounts have
Mather succeeding Morrison as postmaster, though
one newspaper article identified Clara Deitrich
as postmistress and shopkeeper at Emma in July
1889. At any rate, Mather established a prosperous
mercantile operation at what would later become
known as the “Emma crossing” – the junction of
Emma Road and the railroad.
4
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“I pre-empted a small plot of land consisting of
eight acres, which had a log cabin and log store
building upon it,” Mather offered in a 1937
recounting of his Colorado venture. 9 “I opened the
store with a cash capital of $150 and borrowed at
that. Having a large territory to draw from, some
of my customers came 21 miles to get their goods.
I naturally had an opportunity to expand and by
practicing rigid economy, gradually was able to get
ahead.
“Owing to the high altitude, 6,600 feet above sea
level, my wife couldn’t stay there, so I was obliged
to sell out and come East in 1901. At the time I sold
out I had a two-story brick building, a brick barn, a
main store 30 feet by 75 feet, a warehouse … and
two stories high filled with a stock of merchandise
valued at not far from $20,000 and every dollar of it
paid.”10
His legacy includes the stately, brick Victorian home
just west of his mercantile buildings.
Anything needed on the ranch – from a baby
carriage to a hay press, a farm wagon or a box
of macaroni – you can get it at Mather’s, Emma,
and if he doesn’t have it in stock he can get it on
short notice. – Basalt Journal, Aug. 4, 1900.
Before returning to Connecticut, Mather sold
his holdings to Harry A. Pinger, who had been a
prominent merchant in Aspen. The Basalt Journal
reported the sale of the store for $9,700. Pinger
ran both the Emma store and one in Basalt under
the name Pinger Mercantile Co. J.F. Sloss acquired
the Emma store from Pinger in 1904 and ran it
until 1907, when Edwin Powell took over.11 Powell,
incidentally, invented and patented a new and
improved Seed Potato Cutter in 1913, while he was
a resident of Emma.12

Powell Patented Seed Potato Cutter: An unidentified man
separates potatoes into a sack using Edwin Powell’s Patented
Seed Potato Cutter. Powell’s device, featuring “new and useful
improvements” in potato seed cutters, was patented in 1913.
Powell was an Emma resident and one in a succession of
merchants who ran the Emma Store. Aspen Historical Society/
Shaw Collection

In 1943, Basalt resident Ernest Gray wrote a
letter to George Mather, grandson of Charles H.
Mather. Gray’s father, Elbert, had long been a clerk
at Mather’s store. The business that flourished
under Mather’s ownership floundered under his
successors, according to Ernest Gray. He wrote:
“For you see since Charley Mather left Emma that
business has never prospered. … As far as I know
A continuing succession of proprietors ran the store the brick buildings Charley erected have stood
empty, except for an occasional dance or farmers
business, though none, apparently, with Mather’s
meeting, for some twenty years.”13
flair.

9) “Chas. H. Mather, Merchant and Bank Head, Dies at Essex,” The New Era, July 28, 1939 (quoted from the Savings Bank Journal after Mather was elected
vice-president of the Essex Bank [Conn.] in 1937).
10) Ibid.
11) Shoemaker, Roaring Fork Valley: An Illustrated Chronicle, p. 119.
12) Publication number US1063212 A, publication date June 3, 1913, www.google.com/patents/US1063212
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In his heyday at Emma, Mather did as much as
$80,000 a year in receipts, drawing business from
many miles around, Gray claimed.
The Basalt Journal lauded Mather’s business
acumen in 1900: “C.H. Mather has just completed
a neat wagon shed 35 feet by 16 feet as an annex
to his substantial brick barn, over at Emma. Mr.
Mather possesses one of the finest brick store
rooms and warehouses it is possible to find in any
Western Slope country district, in addition to a
beautiful home with pleasant surroundings. Hard
work, perseverance and scrupulous attention to
the numerous details of a constantly increasing
business has accomplished it all. Mr. Mather stands
as an example of the progressive Western business
man.” 14
Mather also served as president of the school
district in Emma, was justice of the peace and,
possibly, constable (news reports at the time
indicate he sought election to the latter post).
Mather’s activities as enforcer of the law may lend
credence to the theory that a jail – or perhaps a
holding cell – existed in the basement of his store.
A basement window re-enforced with bars remains
on the east side of the building.
Historic photographs, particularly one of Mather
and his family standing in front of the newly
built, ornate brick house, speak to his success,
but Mather was not alone in enjoying prosperity
in fertile Emma, which the Rocky Mountain Sun
in 1885 proclaimed “garden spot of the Roaring
Fork Valley.”15 Ranches, orchards and gardens
proliferated. Gnarled trees near the old Mather
house still bear varieties of heritage fruits, and
news reports of the era boasted 5-pound potatoes
and handsome strawberries, 4 ½ inches in
circumference, produced on Emma lands.

Mather House: Charles H. Mather built a stately brick, Victorian
home in Emma for his family. Isabel Harvey Collection

German-born Frederick A. Naefe settled on a ranch
near Emma in 1886 and converted it into a fruit
farm later run by his son, August. “Here he raises
fruit of all kinds, large and small, in great quantities
and of superior quality, his output having so good a
reputation in the markets that his places is known
far and wide as the Pioneer Fruit, Bee and Honey
Farm.”16
“Mrs. Naefe, of Emma, sent a box of red currants
to the Mineral Palace that are the largest ever
seen in this place. Many of them are one inch in
circumference and will probably take the Mineral
Palace premium in the fall,” reported the Aspen
Weekly Times in 1891.17 The Palace hosted annual
celebrations of Colorado’s finest livestock, fruits
and vegetables in addition to showcasing the state’s
mineral wealth and mining technology.

13) Earnest Gray, letter to George M. Harvey, June 1, 1943, from Isabel Harvey collection.
14) “Local News,” Basalt Journal, July 21, 1900, p. 3.
15) While Mather was often mentioned in news reports of the era, early photographs of Mather’s store and home were lacking until 2014, when Open
Space and Trails unearthed a collection of photos in the possession of Isabel Harvey of Oregon, widow of Mather’s grandson, George.
16) Progressive Men of Western Colorado, re: Frederick A. Naefe (Chicago: A.W. Bowen & Co., 1905) p. 221.
17) “Local and Personal,” Aspen Weekly Times, July 25, 1891, p. 4.
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A Community Focal Point
The Emma crossing, marked by the store business,
schoolhouse and railroad depot, was the
community focal point. The school, constructed
sometime between 1910 and 1912 to replace a
school that had been in use near Hooks Bridge
(where Hooks Lane crosses the Roaring Fork River),
was the seat of local education, but also the scene
of programs and memorable Christmas pageants
that drew families with schoolchildren together.
The one-room schoolhouse, heated with a potbelly
stove, served children from neighboring ranches
until 1948. Trains rumbled along the track just
outside the schoolhouse windows, stopping at
a water tank along the tracks to the rear of the
school – a sure-fire distraction for a young mind.
The railroad siding, where trains pulled off to load
or unload, was located to the north of the main
line – in an area now occupied by the highway.
At one time, there were also a couple of twohole outhouses behind the school, along with a
coal shed. The teacher hauled in water each day;
children brought their own cups.

Women in Emma. Isabel Harvey Collection

anticipated delivery to the many area residents of
Italian descent for winemaking.

The goings-on at Emma in its early years often
made the pages of Aspen’s newspapers, from
dances, Christmas parties and literary gatherings
to brawls and other assorted violence. There was
Charles Mather planning an ostrich farm after he
buried an ostrich egg from California in his yard,
speculating that it would hatch. And, newspaper
The 50,000-gallon railroad water tank, now but a
distant memory for valley old-timers, sat on 13-foot readers followed the saga of Emma residents Miss
timber posts set on stone piers. It was built in 1887. Clara Deitrich and Miss Ora Chatfield who eloped
Water came via a cistern 2,070 feet away, requiring and fled to Denver. “The girls appear to be perfectly
the railroad to negotiate with a nearby rancher for rational except in their mania for each other,” the
Aspen Weekly Chronical reported. There were
the water rights.18 A decade later, the gravity line
was replaced by a pump house next to the Roaring also tragedies, including the death of Mather’s
Fork River. A steam-pumping plant likely drove the 5-month-old daughter. Unreported by the press
was the lethal poisoning of two members of the
water up the steep hillside from the river to the
19
Dunand family in 1931, when they owned the
tank through a pipe. The tank was taken out of
20
former Mather house and, presumably, adjoining
service in 1942, as diesel power had replaced
ranchland. Dinner guests supplied poisoned ice
steam engines.
cream to their hosts in a plot to wrest ownership of
Opposite the school’s front door was “the crossing” the property, according to Cerise family lore.21 The
and, beyond it, a depot and expansive stockyards
survivors, including Margaret Dunand Cerise and
for loading livestock and produce onto the train, as her mother, Lorienne Dunand (both now deceased),
well as a section house for the railroad attendant.
moved to a ranch closer to Basalt. Many decades
Each fall, a train loaded with grapes made a much- later, Pitkin County allowed curious ghost hunters to
18) Colorado Railroad Water Tanks, William Reich (Golden: Colorado Railroad Museum, 2012) p. 129.
19) Ibid.
20) Ibid.
21) Telephone interviews: Beth Cerise Vroom, March 7, 2017; and Beth Vroom Cerise and Marilyn Cerise, March 27, 2017.

Emma Open Space Management Plan | Introduction
Emma Townsite Appendix | Management Plan

7
385

22

look for paranormal activity in the house (none was
documented).
By the 1920s, when the Emma store building was
no longer being used for a commercial enterprise,
it became the site of well-attended community
dances and meetings while the back of the building
was used as a residence. The late Margaret Darien
grew up in Basalt until her family moved into the
back of the store building in 1922. Her father, an
Italian immigrant, had worked for Mather at the
store and learned English from his employer.
“We lived in back but on Saturday nights, we’d all
be out in front at the dances,” Darien said in a 1978
newspaper interview. 22
In 1927, Darien would begin her teaching career
at the Emma Schoolhouse before taking a job in El
Jebel a year later. “I worked for seventy-five dollars
a month, carried my own water and wood and did
my own janitor work, but I loved it,” she said. 23
Rose Ann Letey Asbury recalled moving into the
back of the store building in 1941 and attending
school across the road with perhaps a dozen
other students. “I don’t recall ever having another
person in the same grade as me until we moved to
Glenwood,” she said. 24
Glenwood Springs was luxurious by comparison.
“Although we had electric lights in the early 1940s
in Emma, we thought it was wonderful to move
into a house with electricity, hot and cold water, a
bathtub and indoor toilet,” Asbury said. 25
While Mather’s mercantile store had long been
shuttered, Emma continued to serve area ranchers
with a small general store/post office/gas station.
This business and an attached residence was
located just to the west of the vacated brick store
and warehouse. Arthur and Lucy Williams were the
last owners of the general store. When it burned
down in early 1949, postal services were run from
the Victorian house, by then occupied by the
second generation of the Vasten family, until the
postal operation was permanently transferred to
Basalt. 26
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Emma Store and railroad tracks 1952: By the mid-20th century,
the Emma store buildings saw little use. The Denver and Rio
Grande Railroad tracks are visible in the foreground. Isabel

Harvey Collection

The Quiet Years
By the mid-20th century, Emma was a quiet spot
along a country road. “We kinda looked forward
to a car coming by once in a while,” recalled John
Vasten, whose parents, Arthur and Mae Vasten,
purchased a ranch that included the house and old
store buildings in 1943 or ’44 and sold it in 1961.27
The house had no plumbing when the Vastens,
including son John and daughter Beverly, moved in;
water was pumped into the kitchen from a cistern.
The small brick building behind the store (now
referred to as the powder house) served as a stable
for the Vastens. It contained a handful of stalls and
a hayloft.
22) Don Sky, “Emma’s buildings-the past and future,” The Valley Journal, Oct.
12, 1978.
23) “Community endures history’s changes,” Glenwood Post, March 3, 1982.
pp. 1B, 4B.
24) Rose Ann Asbury, The Letey Legacy, June 1989.
25) Ibid.
26) Interview: Beverly Vasten Wilson, April 2, 2014, at Emma Townsite.
27) Interview: John Vasten, April 2, 2014, at Emma Townsite.
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The store was vacant except for the occasional dance or meeting,
but the Vastens used the warehouse next to the store as an
alternative to a potato cellar, employing it to store their potato crop
while it was sorted and sacked. It was a cold undertaking despite
a stove in the structure, Beverly recalled. Area residents brought
musical instruments and struck up the band for the dances, and
men brought homemade liquor, she said. People gathered in front
of the vacant store in good weather, drinking wine, talking, and
playing horseshoes and such.
Arthur Vasten’s ranch, east of Sopris Creek, was adjacent to his
father’s on the west side of the creek. Italian immigrant John
Vasten, Authur’s father, held a stable for stage horses on his land in
Emma’s pre-railroad days. Arthur’s ranch encompassed lands near
the school that are now open space and have apparently been in
agricultural production since a rancher first put a plow to it. Arthur
raised mainly hay, wheat and potatoes, along with some cattle. The
orchard next to the house was already in place when the family
moved in. 28
Schools closed each fall during the potato harvest so area
youngsters could help with the labor. The Vastens brought in
a Mexican family each year and put them up in a now-gone
apartment behind the house. The migrant laborers had no luggage,
wearing all of their clothing in layers when they traveled, Beverly
recalled. They earned $100 for a week’s work, she said.
The demise of railroad service in the Roaring Fork Valley was
a long, drawn-out affair that began with the end of passenger
service to Aspen in 1949. The railroad sold the depot at Emma to
the Vastens, who disassembled it for the lumber, according to the
younger John Vasten. The water tower, which had been retired in
1942, collapsed. Freight service ceased in 1969, though the Denver
and Rio Grande Railroad continued to serve a coal loadout at
Woody Creek into the 1980s.

Timeline

1880s

Emma Townsite founded

1887

Railroad passes
through Emma and
the stagecoach is
discontinued

1980s

Last train passes through
Emma, carrying coal

1988

Highway 82 expansion
through Townsite

2000

Emma Open Space
Property Acquisition
(Southern Parcel
58 acres)

2001

Interim Management
Plan adopted
Three annual agricultural
leases for irrigated lands

2008

Emma Townsite
Property Acquisition
(Northern Parcel
12.5 acres)

Improved roads allowed trucking to supplant rail as a means to
ship cattle and other products to market. The end of rail service
combined with the loss of the post office at Emma, the closing of
the school and the fiery demise of the last general store and gas
station all conspired to convert Emma into a sleepy, rural hamlet by
the mid-20th century.

2009

Even as a paved, two-lane affair, Emma Road remained a littletraveled side trip. A 1982 newspaper photograph shows a chicken
walking near the centerline. Highway 82 went through Basalt,
following the Roaring Fork along a route that is now Two Rivers
Road.

Store and Powder House
Building Stabilization
efforts

28) Interview: John Vasten, April 2, 2014, at Emma Townsite.
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Store, Powder House and
Mather House added to
Pitkin County Historic
Inventory.

2009 - 2012

2017

Emma Open Space
Management Planning
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A Highway Runs Through It
The Basalt Bypass – a new, four-lane reroute of
Highway 82 – cut a wide swath through the heart
of old Emma and sliced Emma Road into two
disconnected pieces. The bypass, completed in
1988, brought the historic buildings of Emma into
prominent view for motorists, though the asphalt,
regrettably, came within spitting distance of Charles
Mather’s once-handsome brick edifices. The busy
highway compromised the old buildings, rattling
bricks loose, exposing their facades to the ravages
of plowed snow and highway deicer, and making
access to the property challenging.
The side-by-side store and warehouse, along
with the Mather House, counted various owners
over the decades, some of whom floated plans
to repurpose the old buildings. None tried harder
than the late Owen Minney, who purchased the
townsite property in 1998. He resided in the old
Mather House and dreamed of revitalizing the store
and warehouse, though proposals to repurpose the
structures were ultimately rejected by Pitkin County
as too intensive for the site. Frustrated, Minney
obtained a permit to demolish the historic buildings
in 2008.

History Preserved
The threat was abated when Pitkin County
purchased the 12.5-acre Emma Townsite from
Minney in August 2008 for $2.65 million, including
$300,000 from the Town of Basalt. The belowmarket price was treated as a bargain sale, allowing
Minney to show a charitable contribution to
the open space program. The purchase ensured
preservation of the historic structures, though the
county quickly plugged $110,000 into stabilizing the
deteriorating buildings to stave off collapse. Two
restoration projects followed, at a cost of $548,491,
to further repair the store, warehouse and powder
house. Those efforts were funded by the county
with substantial help from the State Historic Fund.
All of the buildings have been placed on the Pitkin
County Historic Register.
The townsite acquisition augmented the 2000
purchase of Emma Open Space – 58 acres across
the highway that has long been part of the area’s
agricultural landscape. The $1.4 million purchase
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Introduction
Emma Townsite Appendix | Management Plan

Stabilization: Prior to their restoration, the Emma Store and
Warehouse had deteriorated to the point where the roofs had
caved in and brick walls were collapsing.

Stabilization: The historic townsite buildings have been
stabilized, however their interiors remain unfinished until their
future use is determined.

involved Pitkin County, with funding from the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (now Colorado Parks and Wildlife),
Great Outdoors Colorado and Eagle County. Emma
Open Space wraps around the historic Emma School,
owned by the Emma Community Trust and used as a
community meeting spot.
Together, aided by a wildlife underpass beneath the
highway, the two properties form an important bridge
for wildlife between federal land on Light Hill to the
south and Colorado Parks and Wildlife’s Basalt State
Wildlife Area to the north. These open spaces also
preserve one of the Roaring Fork Valley’s most unique
historic assets while maintaining a sense of Emma’s
agrarian roots for all who pass by on Highway 82 or one
of the two pedestrian/bike paths that cross through the
parcels – the Emma and Rio Grande trails.
The open spaces at Emma stand testament to a storied
past. The Emma Open Space Management Plan opens
the door to a 21st century future.
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Emma Open Space and Townsite viewed from the southeast.

2.0 Existing Conditions
2.1 Proper ties and Easements
Emma Open Space is a 70.5-acre property that
contains critical wildlife habitat, elk and deer
migration corridors, aquatic habitat of excellent
quality, and wetland and riparian areas. It also
contains open space, agricultural, scenic, historic
and recreational features and values important
to the residents of Pitkin County, Colorado, and
the people of the State of Colorado. The open
space is bordered by protected property on three
sides with the state-protected Basalt State Wildlife
Area to the north, privately conserved Grange
Ranch conservation easement to the East, and the
federally protected Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Light Hill area to the south.

Emma Open Space Parcel (2000 Purchase)
Emma Open Space is 58 acres purchased by the
Trust for Public Land with a $400,000 grant from
Great Outdoors Colorado, a $45,000 grant from
Colorado Division of Wildlife (now Colorado Parks
and Wildlife) and $30,000 from Eagle County.
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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QUICK FACTS

EMMA OPEN SPACE
EMMA OPEN SPACE PARCEL
Acquisition Date: 2000
Parcel Size: 58 acres
Funding Partners: GOCO, Trust for Public Land,
Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Eagle County
Conservation Easement Held By: Roaring Fork
Conservancy
EMMA TOWNSITE PARCEL
Acquisition Date: 2008
Parcel Size: 12.5 acres
Funding Partners: Town of Basalt
Conservation Easement Held By: Town of
Basalt
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The property was purchased on July 22, 2000 by
Pitkin County for $1,400,000; the Roaring Fork
Conservancy was granted a conservation easement
over the property.

Emma Townsite Parcel (2008 Purchase)
Emma Townsite is 12.5 acres purchased by Pitkin
County on July 16, 2008 with funding support
from Town of Basalt totaling $300,000. The
property contains riparian habitat, recreational and
educational opportunities, and the remains of the
old Emma store buildings and Charles H. Mather’s
homesite, built in about 1898.

Schoolhouse Lease Area, 13 Acres

2.2 Agriculture
The majority of the irrigated land, totaling 43
acres, is located south of Highway 82. Through the
tenure of Pitkin County’s ownership, the irrigated
meadows have been leased as one lease area and,
most recently, as three separate lease areas based
on natural topographic breaks;
• Schoolhouse Lease – Approximately 13
acres of sprinkler-irrigated land located
between the Home Supply Ditch and the
Rio Grande Trail.
• South Lease – Approximately 11 acres of
flood-irrigated land by gated pipe system,
located between the south boundary
line of Emma Open Space and the Home
Supply Ditch.

South Lease Area, 11 Acres

• North Lease – Approximately 20 acres of
flood-irrigated land located between the
Rio Grande Trail and Highway 82.
There is small area of irrigated land located adjacent
to the Emma Townsite that contains several fruit
trees including apple and apricot. Water rights from
the Home Supply Ditch are delivered to the orchard
through a culvert under Highway 82 and the trees
North Lease Area, 20 Acres
are flood irrigated.
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The Emma area and the mid-valley host a network
of protected lands including working farms and
ranches as well as open space and wildlife habitat
in both public and private ownership. Together
the lands create a fertile crescent and a break in
development within the Roaring Fork Valley.
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2.3 Structures / Improvements
2.3.1 Emma Townsite
The Emma Townsite parcel has four existing historic
structures constructed around 1898 by Charles H.
Mather. The Emma Store and Warehouse, and the
Powder House have been stabilized and restored
over three phases, utilizing county funds and
grants from the State Historic Fund. The restoration
process was completed in 2012, returning the
three buildings to stable, weatherproof shells with
new permanent roof structures and reconstructed
portions of their exterior brick walls. Every
effort has been made, and will continue to be
made, to ensure good preservation practice in
accordance with the National Park Service Technical
Preservation Services publications. As a condition
of the grant award, a 20-year covenant was placed
on the property described in the grant agreement,
Resolution No. 102-2009. The covenant ensures the
preservation of the property and requires written
permission from the Colorado State Historic Society
for any activity that would alter the architectural
appearance of the property or encroach on the
property’s open land.

Emma Store and Warehouse – The side-by-side
store and warehouse buildings are the only existing
Victorian-era commercial building examples in the
county, and retain an exceptionally high degree of
integrity and architectural detail. The west building
is a two-story structure with an elegant brick façade
and brick side and end walls. The west building has
a 2,000 square foot footprint for a total of 4,000
square feet with a flat roof. The east building is a
one-story structure. It abuts the west building and
measures 2,250 square feet. It has a framed façade
with an elaborate tin frieze and brick sidewalls.
Both buildings have stone foundations and shallow
crawl spaces for the majority of their footprint. A
small, full-height basement of about 500 square
feet is located in the rear of the east building.
The two buildings are prominent fixtures along
Highway 82, but have suffered from their proximity
to the highway and the effects of snow and deicer.
A protective façade has been used during winter
months on the western building to prevent further
deterioration.

Emma Townsite: From Left to right Emma Warehouse, Emma Store and Mather House
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
Emma Townsite Appendix | Management Plan
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In 2009, following OST’s acquisition of the Townsite
Parcel, the Emma Store and Warehouse and the
Powder House were granted Pitkin County historic
designation (Resolution No. 018a-2009). Any
alterations to the structure in future phases will
need to address the restoration of the windows,
doors and rear walls, construction of new interior
floors, and other requirements determined by their
anticipated use.
Powder House - The Powder House, its name
derived from its likely use to house explosives
separately from the store building, is located to
the north of the Store and Warehouse. Following
the restoration of the two commercial buildings, a
separate grant was awarded to focus on the Powder Powder House after restoration, 2017
House restoration. The small, two-story building has
a hipped roof and a small cupola centered along
the short ridge. The building has a 400 square foot
footprint with a single door opening on the west
side and minimal window openings.
Mather House - The single-family, brick Victorian
home was constructed at the same time as the
store buildings in about 1898. The home is one of
the more substantial examples of Queen Annestyle architecture in the county and has remained
habitable though it is in need of improvements. No
restoration or rehabilitation work has been done on
the house. In 2006, under its previous owner, Owen Mather House, 2017
Minney, the house received historic designation
from Pitkin County (Determination No. 55-2006)
and Minney secured approval for an additional
building site, however the vested rights for a new
building expired in 2009. Any changes or restoration
efforts are required to comply with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to the
satisfaction of the County’s Historic Preservation
Officer. The house is surrounded by a fenced-in yard
Outbuildings, 2017
and a plum thicket to the west, and mature fruit
trees to either side.
Outbuildings - Two sheds or outbuildings are
located on site adjacent to the Mather House; they
do not have historic significance and are in poor
condition.
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Orchard - Several heirloom fruit trees planted
around the Mather House preserve a link to
Emma’s homesteading heritage. OST has been
working with the Heritage Fruit Tree Project, a local
non-profit, to classify and map the surviving fruit
trees on the property. The orchard includes a patch
of plum trees, four apricot trees and 13 apple trees.
The Italian heritage trees, from the Aosta Valley,
range from approximately 35 to 120 years old and
have adapted to the climate and conditions of the
Orchard
Roaring Fork Valley. Recently, the trees have been
pruned annually to improve their health and the
Project has been working to graft and grow new
trees.

2.3.2 Emma Open Space / Agricultural Zone
Irrigation Infrastructure – The agricultural open
space has no existing buildings, though the parcel
has existing irrigation infrastructure. The existing
lease holders and OST have made improvements to
facilitate agricultural practices on the land.
Headgates – Three headgates located on the
property deliver water to the property from the
Home Supply Ditch (Map 1 - Page 13).
Sideroll sprinkler system – The lease holders of the
13-acre parcel purchased and installed a sideroll
sprinkler system to irrigate, using Home Supply
Ditch water rights associated with the parcel.
Gated Pipe Irrigation – The 11-acre south lease
area is irrigated with gated pipe from a buried
pipeline delivering Cramer Ditch water. The system
is shared with the neighbor to the west.

Three headgates are located on the property.

Wildlife Underpass - A wildlife underpass beneath
Highway 82 connects the southern and northern
parcels. In 2000, the Roaring Fork Conservancy and
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails collaborated
with CDOT and Utilicon to improve the approaches
to the underpass to make it more conducive
to wildlife use. The surface of the underpass is
concrete with patches of mud where wildlife prints
from a number of species can be identified.
Wildlife Underpass: The wildlife underpass provides an
important link under Highway 82 for many species.
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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2.4 Water Rights
Emma Open Space has 3.11 cfs (cubic feet per
second) of water decreed for irrigation of the
property.

Ditch /
Structure
Home Supply
Ditch

WATER RIGHTS
Amount
Notes
2.0 cfs

Water rights associated
with the irrigated areas
south of Highway 82.
Water rights have not
been converted into shares
administered by the Home
Supply Ditch Company.

Home Supply
Ditch

.11 cfs
(1,100
shares)

Water rights associated
with the orchard and Emma
Townsite Parcel.
Water right has been
converted into shares in
the Home Supply Ditch
Company.

Cramer Ditch

1 cfs

Water rights associated
with the South Lease area.

2.5 Vegetation
A number of sources were consulted to evaluate
and document the existing vegetation and wildlife
habitats of the two open space parcels. The
Interim Resource Management Plan, prepared in
2001, includes detailed documentation for the
Emma Open Space parcel to the south of Highway
82. Colorado Wildlife Science, LLC provided an
ecological assessment in 2015 for the Townsite
Parcel to the north of the highway.

2.5.1 Roaring Fork River Riparian and Wetland
Areas (0.25 miles of Roaring Fork River
Frontage)
The property to the north of the highway contains
a portion of Roaring Fork River frontage, which
roughly parallels the highway and flows east to
west. This area represents relatively undisturbed
and high quality native plant communities that
provide important ecological services and wildlife
habitat.
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Riparian Plant Community. Todd Patrick Photo

The riparian vegetation includes a continuous
mosaic of narrowleaf cottonwood, thinleaf alder,
twinberry honeysuckle, red-osier dogwood, silver
buffaloberry, and coyote willow. Two orchid species,
canyon bog orchid and yellow lady’s-slipper, may
occur within the riparian area of the Roaring Fork
River at Emma Townsite. A mixture of emergent and
shrub-scrub marshes are found within and around
the moderately braided river channel, oxbows, and
beaver ponds.
Rocky Mountain Lower Montane Riparian
Woodland - The greater riparian woodland can be
described as a Rocky Mountain Lower Montane
Riparian Woodland (NatureServe 2008). This
ecological system is found throughout the Rocky
Mountain and Colorado Plateau regions. This
system occurs as a mosaic of multiple communities
that are tree-dominated with a diverse shrub
component. Dominant trees may include
narrowleaf cottonwood, blue spruce, and Douglas
fir, boxelder but also includes piñon pine (Pinus
edulis) and juniper (Juniperus spp.). Dominant
shrubs include thinleaf alder (Alnus incana), water
birch (Betula occidentalis), red-osier dogwood
(Cornus sericea), river hawthorn (Crataegus
rivularis), chokecherry (Prunus virginiana),
skunkbush (Rhus trilobata), coyote willow
(Salix exigua), mountain willow (S. monticola),
Drummond’s willow (S. drummondiana), snowberry
(Symphoricarpos spp.), and silver buffaloberry
(Shepherdia argentea).
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Coyote Willow / Mesic Graminoids Seasonally
Flooded Wetland - This wetland plant association
occurs within the riparian area of the Roaring Fork
around beaver ponds and dams and along annually
flooded banks and river braids. The vegetation is
characterized by the dominance of coyote willow
(also known as sandbar willow) in a moderately
dense tall-shrub canopy with some open water
(particularly in late spring and early summer). A
dense herbaceous layer dominated by native and
agricultural graminoids occurs in the understory.
Diagnostic features of this plant community include Mixed Shrub Community.
the nearly pure stands of coyote willow, with a
dense herbaceous layer of at least 30 percent cover
of mesic graminoids (NatureServe 2008). Reed
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), an invasive
non-native is dense within occurrences of this plant
association on the property.

2.5.2 Shrublands
Southern Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed
Montane Shrublands - These shrublands
dominate the north-facing slope that separates
the upland and riparian portions of the Property.
This association is dominated by Gambel oak
(Quercus gambelii) with mountain big sagebrush,
serviceberry (Amalanchier alnifolia), and
chokecherry interspersed. This dense shrubland
is composed of moderate to tall shrubs with an
understory of shrubs, grasses and forbs. Other
shrubs that co-occur include Woods’ rose (Rosa
woodsii) and snowberry. The herbaceous layer is
sparse to moderately dense. Perennial graminoids
include elk sedge, fescues (Festuca spp.), prairie
junegrass (Koeleria macrantha), needlegrasses
(Hesperostipa spp. and Achnatherum spp.) and
wheatgrasses (e.g., Elymus sp. and Pascopyrum
sp.). Many forb species occur as well, but none
have much cover. Forbs observed within this
association include common yarrow, geraniums
(Geranium spp.), Fendler’s meadowrue (Thalictrum
fendleri), and American vetch (Vicia americana).
This vegetation type is in very good to excellent
condition throughout the property.
Mountain Big Sagebrush Shrubland - Mountain
big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana)
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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Agricultural Fields.

shrubland occurs in relatively small patches east of
the structures and between the Emma Trail and the
steep slope above the river. The overstory consists
of a sparse shrub layer of mountain big sagebrush,
with a somewhat dense cover of perennial
graminoids is dominated by non-native pasture
grasses such as smooth brome (Bromus inermis)
and crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum). As
with other xeric areas of the property, cheatgrass
(Bromus tectorum) is a problem.

2.5.3 Agricultural Fields
The central portion of the property south
of Highway 82 consists primarily of irrigated
agricultural fields and pasture grasses. The
Schoolhouse lease area has been used for potato
production for the last few years, and is currently
planted with a cover crop to restore soil health. The
other two lease areas are comprised mostly of the
introduced hay meadow species Dactylis glomerata,
Medicago sativa, Bromus inermis, with Taraxacum
officianale and Trifolium pretense.
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Wetland vegetation is found along the two
irrigation ditches traversing the property. Along
the Home Supply irrigation ditch, Salix exigua ssp.
exigua var. exigua (Coyote willow) is dominant
with one notable area of mature cottonwoods
(Populus angustifolia) along the Rio Grande in
the southeast section of the property. Just west
of these cottonwoods also along the ditch is a
stand of mature Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii).
The predominant understory species along the
ditch consist of non-native, weedy species such
as Phalaris arundinaceae, Tanacetum vulgaris,
Sage Brush
Convolvulus arvensis, Carduus acanthoides, Breea
arvense (Cirsium arvense), and Solanum dulcamara.
The constant disturbances associated with
ditch cleaning and the abundance of water are,
unfortunately, ideal conditions for the persistence
of these non-native invasives. Colorado’s native
Clematis ligusticifolia, the vine, highly noticeable in
the fall with its masses of feathery styled fruits, is
also abundant among the Coyote willows along the
ditches. A native East Slope species, a vine in the
gourd family, Echinosystis lobata (Mock cucumber)
was discovered growing in the Coyote willows on a
smaller ditch just east of the Emma Schoolhouse.

2.5.4 Pinon/Juniper Hillside
The southernmost portion of the property is northfacing hillside. Pinus edulis/Juniperus osteosperma
(Pinon/Juniper) Woodland community dominates
the slopes on the southeast corner of the property.
Quercus gambelii/Amelanchier alnifolia is located at
the toe of these slopes. A sinuous pattern of wildlife
trails traversing the hillside. Further inspection is
needed to determine the quality of these plant
Cactus: Prickly Pear
communities and any potential threats to be
addressed by Open Space management.
meadows and are now found intermittently along the
ditch right-of-way and up on the southwest hillside
2.5.5 Sage Brush and Serviceberry “Pockets”
below the Piñon/Juniper community.
Very small areas or pockets of sagebrushdominated communities exist (notably just east
2.5.6 Endangered, Threatened and Rare Plants and
of the mature cottonwood stand below the ditch
Communities
described above) and may represent what the
No plant species listed as endangered or threatened
majority of the agricultural fields consisted of
under the federal Endangered Species Act or known
before being transformed for agriculture. Quercus to be rare and/or imperiled are known to occur on the
gambelii/Amelanchier alnifolia (Oak/Serviceberry)
property. The presence of a relatively high proportional
may also have extended down into the hay
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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representation of silver buffaloberry is significant.
The Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP)
ranks this species G2/S2 (imperiled in the state
due to rarity and vulnerable to extirpation from
the state). In Colorado, silver buffaloberry was
probably once more widespread, but is now
declining with the loss of middle to lower elevation
riparian habitats. In many areas it is now being
replaced by Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia),
an introduced species (Pitkin County Open Space &
Trails et al. 2001).

purchases, in addition to the CPW’s Wildlife Species
Activity Data, are summarized in this plan.

Emma Open Space is comprised of three distinct
wildlife habitats with each supporting a different
suite of vertebrates. As described in section 2.5
Vegetation, the northern portion of the property is
composed of the riparian plant community; south
of State Highway 82, the property is mostly irrigated
agricultural fields; and mixed Pinon pine/Utah
Juniper woodland/Gambel oak/Serviceberry shrub
community (with pockets of mountain big sage)
dominates the slopes on the southeast side of the
2.5.7 Noxious Weeds
Xeric areas of the northern/townsite property suffer property.
from an infestation of cheatgrass. The south lease
2.6.1 Mammals
field at the base of the hillside was found to have
A diverse array of mammal species from mule deer
Plumeless thistle and light infestations were found
to deer mice inhabit the Emma Open Space. The
on irrigation ditches, the Rio Grande Trail, and
combination of structural diversity, fruit-bearing
unused portions of hay meadows. Houndstongue
shrubs, and abundant grasses in the riparian area
(Cynoglossum officinale) is found along the Rio
and shrub-dominated slopes provide an abundance
Grande Trail and the 11-acre field. Common Tansy is
of food, cover and denning sites. The concentration
one of the more problematic species on the Emma
of mammals is heightened during the winter when
Open Space property. It is a very tough perennial
that has spread along most of the irrigation ditches
on the property as well as unused portions of the
hay fields. Other weeds that have been observed
on the Emma Open Space include: bindweed
(Convolvulus arvensis), common burdock (Arctium
minus), mullein (Verbascum thapsus), Canada
thistle (Cirsium arvense), oxeye daisy, scentless
chamomile, bitter nightshade and field pennycress
(Thlaspi arvense). Under the current agricultural
leases weed management has helped reduce the
presence of noxious weeds since OST’s acquisition
of the land.

2.6 Wildlife
The open space property lies between 3,800-acre
Light Hill BLM land and the 2,000-acre Colorado
Parks and Wildlife’s Basalt State Wildlife Area (SWA)
and bridges the gap in the elk and deer migration
corridor for those public lands. Both public parcels
host critical habitat for big game and have been
identified by the CNHP as having High Biodiversity
Significance (Appendix B). Initial biological
Evidence of wildlife activity includes scat, prints and beaver
inventories conducted at the time of the property
cuttings.
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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snow and harsh weather move animals down from
higher elevations. At least 32 mammal species are
known or suspected to occur on the Emma Open
Space. Black bear, coyotes, red fox, badgers, mule
deer, Wyoming ground squirrels, pocket gophers,
golden-mantled ground squirrels, least chipmunks,
meadow and montane voles, and deer mice use
the open space for part of their reproductive
process. There is evidence in the form of prints
that a number of mammals, including bears,
have been utilizing the wildlife underpass which
connects the two Open Space parcels, providing
access to the Roaring Fork River. In March 2017, a
motion-sensitive camera was placed at the tunnel’s
entrance to capture wildlife use.
Mammalian Carnivores and Bats - Carnivore
or predator species are critical to maintaining
the integrity of native ecological communities.
Mammalian carnivores (or their sign) such as red
fox, coyote, black bear, bobcat, badger, long-tailed
weasel, and mountain lion have been historically
sighted on the Emma Open Space via tracks, scat,
or other indication. Although OST has not surveyed
bats on Emma Open Space, it is important to
note that a healthy bat community is critical to
nearly every ecosystem. There are four bat species
that may occur on the Emma Open Space based
upon habitat affinity and geographic distribution
(Fitzgerald et al. 1994).
Ungulates - The continuing loss of habitat for mule
deer and elk is of concern in the Roaring Fork
Valley and across the western U.S. Of particular
concern is the resident herd of mule deer that
uses Emma Open Space as part of a home range
that also includes the Basalt SWA to the north and
Light Hill to the south. These deer use BLM, Emma
Open Space, and the privately owned portions of
the piñon-juniper and oak-serviceberry dominated
slopes of Light Hill throughout the year to feed,
socialize and rest. Light Hill and Basalt SWA provide
critical winter range and winter concentration areas
for mule deer of the Roaring Fork Valley in even the
worst winters.
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Mammals that utilize the Emma Open Space include deer, elk,
bears, river otter, mountain lions and many other species.

Similarly, Light Hill and the Basalt SWA provide
critical winter range and winter concentration
areas for elk. Elk use Emma Open Space primarily
as transition range in the late fall/early winter and
again in the late spring. Elk can be found on the
north-facing slopes of Light Hill on Emma in light
snow years but are concentrated on the southfacing slopes and crown of this 8,600-foot hill.
There is no indication that elk calve, rut, or summer
on Emma Open Space. Nonetheless, it is important
to preserve any lands that provide migration and
winter habitat given that this habitat type is one of
the principle limiting factors for the elk herds of the
Roaring Fork Watershed.
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2.6.2 Birds
Breeding birds were sampled on the Emma Open
Space for the first time in 2000, at which time
43 species were identified in informal counts
conducted during the height of the breeding
season. The observed species are believed to either
breed on or at least incorporate part of Emma
within their home range for hunting/foraging or
some other aspect of their life history. The relatively
high species diversity found on the Emma Open
Space is likely attributable to the interspersion of
the piñon-juniper, oak-serviceberry and mountain
sage-dominated slopes, as well as Emma’s
connectivity to the Roaring Fork River riparian area.
Species normally associated with the mountain
shrub (e.g., Western tanager, Dusky flycatcher,
and Virginia’s warbler) and riparian shrub (e.g.,
Yellow warbler, Cordilleran flycatcher, American
dipper, and Spotted sandpiper) communities are
in abundance on Emma, as are some species more
commonly associated with grassland habitat such
as Vesper and Savannah sparrows.
Since 2010 a pair of Ospreys have nested on the
Emma Townsite Parcel in the riparian ecosystem.
OST partnered to install an Osprey Cam in 2015 to
observe the migratory pair, which returns to the
nest each spring.

Ospreys at Emma Townsite (Top: Lisa MacDonald, Bottom: Osprey

Cam)

Of the bird species known or likely to occur on
the property, at least three are designated by one
or more governmental agencies as having special
status:
• Brewer’s sparrow - Although often the
most abundant songbird in sagebrush
habitats, the Brewer’s sparrow is seriously
declining across its range. A species
of concern due to population declines
and threats to breeding habitat, the
Brewer’s sparrow is vulnerable to loss and
fragmentation of sagebrush habitats. It
has been given a high priority rating by
Audubon and the Colorado Natural Heritage
Program ranks their Colorado population
as “vulnerable” and Partners in Flight have
added it to their Watch List of conservation
priority species (Muehter 1998). Large-scale
reduction and fragmentation of sagebrush
habitats occurring due to a number of
activities, including land conversion to
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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Red Tail Hawk at the Emma Open Space. Paul Hilts
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tilled agriculture, urban and suburban
development, and road and power-line
rights of way is the major threat to Brewer’s
sparrow persistence.
• Virginia’s warbler - Associated with dense
shrubby habitats. Listed on the Partners in
Flight Watch Listed as a species of moderate
conservation priority chiefly due to limited
knowledge of the species’ biology (Muehter
1998). It is classified as a species of concern
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
the Great Plains/Rocky Mountain and¬
Southwestern administrative regions based
on the Partners in Flight ranking (USFWS
1995) and may be vulnerable due to its
narrow geographic distribution on breeding
and wintering ranges and lack of large
populations in breeding range (Reed 1992).
• Lewis’ woodpecker – Breeding
predominantly in deciduous riparian habitats
where they nest in decadent cottonwoods,
Lewis’ woodpecker show population declines
on twice as many Breeding Bird Survey
Routes than population increases. The loss
of habitat due to the destruction of suitable
riparian habitat for roads and housing is the
greatest threat to this species.

2.6.3 Amphibians and Reptiles
Colorado Parks and Wildlife’s Species Activity
Mapping identifies Emma Open Space as “overall
range” or an area of seasonal activity for a number
of reptiles including: Western terrestrial garter
snakes, Western rattlesnakes, Bull snakes, Common
sagebrush lizards, Plateau lizards, and Northern
leopard frogs. Chorus frogs have been known to
breed in the permanent and ephemeral ponds
along the river. Herpetofauna sampling may be
conducted in the future.
2.6.4 Fish
Non-native game fish such as brown and rainbow
trout are known to occur in the Roaring Fork River
at this location. Non-native brook trout, native
Colorado cutthroat trout, native mottled sculpin,
and the mountain whitefish (native to Colorado
but not the Roaring Fork drainage) are all likely to
occur in the river at Emma. Fish sampling may be
conducted in the future.
2.6.5 Invertebrates
No invertebrate sampling has been completed
for Emma Open Space, though sampling could be
conducted in the future.

Behind the Emma Townsite the property drops steeply to the riverbed (Picture taken prior to building restoration)
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Emma Townsite Appendix | Management Plan

28
403

40

2.7 Recreation
The northernmost portion of Emma Open Space
is traversed by the Roaring Fork River. The Roaring
Fork is enjoyed by anglers and boaters, and is
mainly accessed by either floating through or from
the opposite side of the river, off of Two Rivers
Road. There are a few very steep, user created
routes to the river on Emma Open Space through
the dense vegetation of the south bank. The
elevation change, steep bank and dense vegetation
all make for a less desirable and less accessible
access route than the connections from Two Rivers
Road.
The Emma Trail connects downtown Basalt,
through the Emma Open Space and over a bridge
to the Basalt Business Center area. There is also
an underpass under Highway 82, downvalley from
Emma Open Space, which connects to the Rio
Grande Trail. The Emma Trail, which is the former
Emma Road before the construction of the Highway
82 bypass, is asphalt and managed by Pitkin County
Open Space and Trails. It is not open to motor
vehicles, except a very short stretch to allow access
to the Mather House and for the maintenance
needs of the Town of Basalt and Source Gas. The
trail is open to “restricted” other power driven
mobility device (OPDMD) use for users who have
mobility impairments. The devices must meet the
requirements for “restricted” as outlined in the
OPDMD Management Plan.

Fly fishing is one of the recreational activities enjoyed on the
Emma Open Space.

2.8 Zoning/Master Plan Guidance

Zoning
The property and neighboring private lands are
zoned Agricultural / Residential – 10 Acre (AR-10).
The AR-10 district is intended to accommodate smallscale agricultural activities and large-lot residential
development that maintains the rural character and
appearance of the land. Because few agricultural
activities can be accomplished on a lot of 10 acres, the
On the southeast corner of Emma Open Space,
majority of such land will be used for residential uses.
there is an old, two-track road/trail that connects
Residential development should be clustered and/
up the slope and across a sage meadow, located
on the BLM-managed Light Hill. The BLM manages or grouped at the edges of valleys or wooded areas in
order to minimize the visual disruption of the natural
Light Hill for “Priority Wildlife Habitat.” The BLM
has designated the two-track road/trail as “foot and landforms and to avoid the appearance of unrelated
horse” access only. Where the two-track road/trail homes spread randomly across the land.
is located on Emma Open Space, it shows signs of
Emma Area Master Plan
occasional foot use.
The Emma Area Master Plan was originally developed
in 2008 and was revised and adopted by the BOCC
in 2016 to guide future land use within the Emma
Caucus Area. The plan outlines a number of goals
and objectives to support the Caucus’s central vision,
which is to encourage traditional farming and ranching
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operations and the preservation of agricultural
lands as well as rural residential development. The
plan seeks to preserve and enhance the scenic
views of the pastoral landscape, wildlife habitats
including the riparian corridors, and the natural
environment.
The Master Plan supports the following activities
within the Emma area:
Agricultural Preservation
• Supports allowed accessory buildings such as
barns, greenhouses and equestrian facilities,
including trails, trail access and horse trailer
parking;
• The concept of traditional, sustainable, local
food production;
• The use of Integrated Pest Management;
• Exploring regulations to encourage local food
growers and markets, where feasible.
Wildlife and Natural Resources
• Preservation of the unique natural resources
including wildlife habitat, riparian corridors,
air quality, peace and quiet, large open
spaces; particular care should be taken to
protect migration routes and nesting sites;
• Preservation of open space, plant species,
cover and corridors for the protection,
reproduction, movement and migration
of all native wildlife species to promote
biodiversity and the preservation of a broad
spectrum of plant and animal species;
• Protect areas of significant sage and
mountain shrubland habitats;
• Noxious weed control;
• Preservation of the natural beauty and
unspoiled scenic character of the landscape,
including more intimate views of streams
and riparian corridors as well as historic
structures;
• Protection of all creeks, tributaries, irrigation
ditches, wetlands and riparian areas;
• Preservation and enhancement of fish and
aquatic habitat, shoreline integrity and
vegetation.
Trails and Open Space
• Trails on public lands should be restricted to
uses consistent with wilderness and open
space preservation;
• Open Space management should be
consistent with wildlife and habitat
preservation;
• Balance recreational trails and the presence
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of wildlife winter range habitat;
• Trails should avoid environmentally sensitive
areas;
• Maintaining the current trail system and legal
access to all public lands through private lands
where it currently exists;
• Maintain current parking facilities at trailheads in
good condition with specific areas designated for
horse trailers.
Recreation/Tourism
• Preserve existing recreational opportunities;
• Efforts to educate citizens about: tolerance of
traditional agricultural practices, protecting
wildlife through habitat preservation, the
benefits of restrictions on domestic animals and
livestock, noise and lighting, protecting the night
skies, and protecting superior water quality.
Historic Preservation
• Preserve the rural/agricultural heritage of the
Emma Caucus Area as expressed by the existing
historic structures.
• Encourage the listing of the historic structures on
the Colorado State Register of Historic Properties
in addition to their local designation.
• The Caucus supports preserving the historic
Emma Townsite and the continued efforts to
preserve the historic integrity of the buildings.
The Caucus recommends that any future
use of the property be compatible with the
preservation and goals and objectives of the
Emma Area Master Plan.
Adjacent Areas
• The Caucus supports management of Light Hill in
a manner that emphasizes undeveloped solitude,
natural character and wildlife habitat, with an
emphasis on non-motorized use.

The Master Plan discourages the following uses or
activities within the Caucus Area:
• Expansion of recreational uses that adversely
affect wildlife;
• The creation of any new access points to public
lands without a thorough review by the Emma
Caucus;
• The creation of additional public parking areas
or the expansion of existing public parking areas
without a thorough review by the Emma Caucus;
• New commercial, institutional or other intense,
high traffic generating uses;
• Marijuana cultivation and related activities, hogfarming, feed lots, aquaculture, and meat and
poultry processing facilities;
• Agricultural practices that expose soils to the
wind for extended periods of time.
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2.9 Existing Plans and Studies
2.9.1 2013 Traffic Impact Analysis:
Vehicular access to the Townsite parcel is currently
one of largest impediments to full-time public use.
McDowell Engineering prepared a Traffic Impact
Memorandum in 2013 to evaluate the potential
land uses for the historic buildings on the north side
of the highway. The study looks at the east access at
Emma Spur and the west access at the intersection
with Emma West Road approximately 0.25 miles
west of the east access. Existing conditions at both
access points do not meet CDOT’s Access Code
Standards. The preferred access point is the west
access which has better site distance and turning
lanes to accommodate potential land uses. The
study evaluates the potential land uses with the
existing highway constraints and traffic capacity
with the assumption that no additional turning
lanes would be added. Potential land uses are
therefore restricted by the site’s anticipated traffic
volumes and are limited to approximately 10
vehicles per hour. Based upon the trip generation
calculations, the following land use alternatives are
possible:
•
•
•
•

6-acre open space park
7,000-square-foot administrative building
5,700-square-feet of commercial retail
7,500-square-foot community center
(recreation center)
• 22,000-square-foot museum
The site is not conducive to land uses such as
a farmer’s market, due to the high volume of
anticipated vehicle trips. Parking considerations will
need to be addressed in the future for the selected
alternative.

2.9.2 Management of Adjacent Properties:
BLM Resource Management Plan:
The Federal lands adjacent to the Emma Open
Space include the BLM’s 3,800-acre Light Hill area
to the south of Emma Open Space. This area is
under the management of the Colorado River
Valley Field Office and is managed according
to the approved 2015 Resource Management
Plan (RMP). The Light Hill area is identified and
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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managed as Priority Wildlife Habitat (CRVFONSO-7) and Big Game Winter Habitat. Light Hill is
closed to motorized and mechanized travel from
December 1st to April 15th to protect wintering
big game and other wildlife species. A BLM foot
and horse path (identified as trail 8335 a/b)
connects to the southeast corner of Emma Open
Space, which links with the full-sized vehicle dirt
road on Light Hill.
Rio Grande Management Plan:
The portion of the Rio Grande that passes
through Emma Open Space is identified in the
Rio Grande Management Plan as a Conservation
Area with covenants to ensure that the corridor
is maintained as a linear, open space corridor,
appropriate for trails, recreation, wildlife,
environmental and educational purposes, while
also permitting the construction of trails and
trailhead facilities and a future possibility of mass
transit. With the significant historical elements
and the agricultural activities on the Emma
Open Space, there is potential for an interpretive
node to be located in this area in the future. This
opportunity will be explored in a comprehensive
Interpretation and Node Plan which is an action
item within the Rio Grande Management Plan.
Although the Emma Schoolhouse, owned by the
Emma Community Trust, is not an open space
property, it is classified as a primary trailhead
providing access to the Rio Grande Trail with 15
parking spaces and a port-a-potty. An opportunity
identified in the plan included the potential for
ADA improvements from the Emma trailhead
to the Rio Grande Trail. A trail counter at Emma
showed a monthly average of 2,729 users in
2016, with numbers topping 6,000 in both June
and August. Due to sensitive wildlife habitat and
working ranches, the Rio Grande Trail between
the Emma Schoolhouse and the Rio Grande
bridge over the Roaring Fork River (near the
Wingo Pedestrian Bridge) is a zero-tolerance zone
for dogs off leash.
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3.0 Par tner and Public Comments
3.1 Roaring Fork Conser vancy

The Roaring Fork Conservancy holds a conservation
easement on the irrigated parcels of Emma Open
Space. Conservancy staff submitted a letter in
response to the draft plan which was supportive
of the Management Actions for the property. The
letter identified the importance of monitoring and
enforcing regulations to protect wildlife as well
as the desire to continue to partner with OST on
educational programming.

3.2 Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)

CPW staff provided initial comments prior to the
draft plan and submitted a comment letter on
the Draft. CPW’s comments focus on avoiding,
minimizing and mitigating possible impacts to
local wildlife species and habitats. CPW requested
that public access to Light Hill match the BLM’s
Light Hill use designations and seasonal closures.
They supported allowing hunting access through
the Open Space to Light Hill, understanding there
would be no hunting on the Open Space property
and emphasized the importance of signage. CPW
is not currently aware of any planned habitat
improvement projects on Light Hill, adjacent to the
Emma Open Space.
In regards to the wildlife migration corridor
connecting Light Hill to the Basalt SWA, CPW
explained that while historically used for seasonal
migrations prior to the Highway’s construction, the
presence of the highway and the wildlife fencing
has altered deer and elk migration. The current
wildlife underpass is used by some animals for more
daily activities connecting to the river. There may be
ways to make the corridor more viable for seasonal
use in the future.
CPW recommends that any crops planted by
agricultural lease holders or additional fruit trees
or orchard areas which may be attractants to bears
be managed with appropriate exclusionary, and
electric fencing.

3.3 Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
OST and BLM staff met and discussed the current
connection from Light Hill to Emma Open Space.

Emma Open Space Management Plan | Existing Conditions
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BLM is managing Light Hill for “Priority Wildlife
Habitat” and currently allows foot and horse access
only.

3.4 Heritage Fruit Tree Project

OST staff met with a representative of the Heritage
Fruit Tree Project. He walked staff through the
current maintenance the Project performs on the
heritage trees and its plans for grafting the heritage
trees to create new plants of the same genetic
strain. Ideas regarding irrigation and the need for
a slightly better monitored and maintained system
were discussed. Also, ideas about planting new fruit
trees around the heritage trees to create a public
“you pick” orchard were discussed.

3.5 Basalt Parks, Open Space, and
Trails Committee (POST)

OST staff attended the Basalt POST Committee
meeting to provide an update on the Emma
management planning process in March. The
committee submitted a letter supporting the plan’s
goals to preserve and enhance the agricultural,
open space and rural residential qualities of the
area and the plan’s action items. They support
allowed agricultural accessory buildings which
respect the view corridors. The committee voiced
concern regarding the cost of updating and
maintaining the historic structures and the traffic
impacts associated with potential uses.

3.6 Public Comments

Many of the individuals who offered initial input
and comments on the draft plan advocated for use
of the agricultural open space for local, sustainable,
and organic food production, particularly fruits
and vegetables (Appendix A). Public comments
also supported allowing for agricultural buildings
such as barns and greenhouses, and expansion
of the orchard at the Emma Townsite property.
Using the open space to benefit wildlife and the
rural residential character of the Emma area in
conjunction with agriculture was also favored.
Many comments focused on the future use of the
historic buildings including ideas to maintain public
or non-profit use of buildings tied to history, arts
and agriculture as well as the potential to sell or
relocate the buildings.
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Photo 17. Cheatgrass infestation on north side of river

4.0 Management Actions

P

4.1 Maintenance Actions
4.1.1 Weed Management
Lessees will be responsible for noxious weed
management as specified in their leases. OST
staff will work with lessees on developing
a noxious weed management plan to be
included in their annual operating plan.
Areas located outside of lease areas will be
managed by OST. Lessees will be contacted
to minimize any potential impacts or conflicts
with the agricultural operation.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: Part of existing
maintenance budget

Photo 19. Cheatgrass infestation within the sagebrush shrubland

Cheatgrass infestation within the sagebrush shrubland.
(Colorado Wildlife Science LLC)

Colorado Wildlife Science LLC

4.1.2 Water rights
Exercising Water Rights - Significant water
rights are tied to the open space and will
be fully exercised by potential lessees or
OST staff to accomplish the goals of the
management plan. Lessees of the agricultural
areas will be responsible for exercising the
water rights on the lease areas. OST staff
will work with the lessees on monitoring
application of water.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: $0 (Lessee
responsibility)
Ditch Improvements - Improvements to the
ditch system will be assessed and areas of
improvement will be identified along the
Home Supply Ditch and Cramer Ditch. OST
staff will work with the private ditch users
of the Cramer ditch and Home Supply Ditch
Company to improve water delivery to the
lease areas.

Irrigation infrastructure on the Emma Open Space.

Estimated Start Date: Upon adoption /
ongoing
Financial Implications: $15,000
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4.1.3 Continue to work with the
Emma Community Trust
Open Space and Trails manages the irrigation
around the Emma Schoolhouse in exchange
for the use of the parking area as a trailhead
for the Rio Grande Trail. OST will continue to
work with the Emma Community Trust in the
management partnership. Additionally, the
Rio Grande Management Plan calls for ADA
access from the parking area to the trail.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: $10,000 for future
irrigation improvements, ADA access will be
completed by OST staff with approval from the The upper bench and riparian area to the east of the Historic
Townsite will be part of the Town of Basalt’s conservation
Emma Community Trust
easement.
4.1.4 Townsite Conservation Easement
The Town of Basalt contributed $300,000 toward the purchase of the Emma Townsite. For its
contribution, Pitkin County agreed to grant a conservation easement to the town on the townsite
parcel.
OST staff will work with the Town of Basalt to finalize a conservation easement, a final due diligence
item that has yet to be completed.
Estimated Start Date: 2017 (following Management Plan adoption)
Financial Implications: Staff time
4.1.5 Fence removal and/or replacement
OST staff will review the current fencing and remove any unnecessary fencing. In the future, any
new fencing will need to be “wildlife friendly” fencing. Lessees are allowed to install new fencing per
their lease agreements.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: None at this time.
4.1.6 Signage
Signage on the property will follow the 2014 Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Signage Design
Guidelines. The guidelines specify the materials, graphics, types, templates, installation and
maintenance for signs on all Pitkin County Open Space and Trails properties. Signage will be installed
at the orchard as well as at the access to Light Hill.
Estimated Start Date: 2018
Financial Implications: $4,000
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4.2 Agricultural Management Actions
In general, loss of agricultural lands has been
identified as a significant issue within the land
conservation movement. Two land-based reports
– 2006’s “Losing Ground” from Environment
Colorado (the Central Mountains lost 655,000 acres
to suburban sprawl from 1987-2002) and “Strategic
Ranchland in the Rocky Mountain West” from
American Farmland Trust (4.9 million acres at risk in
Colorado) – have highlighted the larger problem in
the Rockies. The loss of agricultural land and access
to remaining agricultural acreage were identified as
a central barrier for new and existing farmers and
ranchers, according to the National Young Farmers
Coalition.
Public input for this management plan expressed
the prioritization of diverse crops and organic
production. Comments (Appendix A) also
focused on allowing lessees the ability to make
necessary improvements to the property, including
constructing/installing agricultural buildings,
housing, deer fencing, potable water, irrigation
improvements, electricity and farm roads.
4.2.1. Agricultural Leases
Historically leased areas will continue to
be leased as represented on Map 5. Open
Space and Trails will select lessees using the
Pitkin County Agricultural Lease Bid Process
(the “Process”). In addition to the evaluation
criteria listed in the Process, lessees proposing
organic or natural food production (without
the need of pesticides or herbicides) and
diverse crops will be given priority.
OST staff will incorporate appropriate
language within each land lease, based on
the lessees’ proposed operation, to address
specific resource issues and to protect and
mitigate any wildlife impacts or possible
nuisances.

The three agricultural lease areas on the property perpetuate
the historic use of the Emma Open Space lands.

Estimated Start Date: September 2017
Financial Implications: Agricultural lease
revenue
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4.2.2 Agricultural Structures and Improvements
Agricultural Structures - The conservation easement for Emma Open Space allows for the
installation, repair and maintenance of water wells, irrigation systems, ponds, streams and irrigation
ditches and agricultural outbuildings, such as a livestock or hay barns, tool sheds and greenhouses,
with grantee approval. OST staff and the lessees will work with the Roaring Fork Conservancy
(conservation easement grantee) to determine locations and allow the lessees to develop the listed
improvements on their lease areas to fit their needs. Permanent improvements proposed by lessees
may be cost-shared by OST on a case-by-case basis. Maintenance of improvements will be included
in the lessee’s annual operating plan.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: TBD
Lease Access - The south lease area is
currently only accessible through private
property. OST will construct a crossing of the
Home Supply Ditch in the location shown
on Map 5, Page 43. The crossing will be
engineered to support vehicles and small
equipment. OST staff will work with the Home
Supply Ditch Company to ensure it will be able
to continue to maintain the ditch and that
the structure does not negatively affect the
delivery of water.
Start Date: Spring 2018
Financial Implications: TBD
4.2.3 Orchard Expansion
OST staff will explore partnering with
the Heritage Fruit Tree Project and other
organizations to preserve heritage fruit
tree varieties and create an orchard for
public use. New trees can be added to the
existing historic Emma Townsite orchard
using specimens that have been propagated
from the original varieties, and other local
heritage varieties that are well suited to
the Emma area. OST will work with CPW to
mitigate potential bear and wildlife impacts
to minimize the risk of wildlife/vehicle
collisions or encounters with the public.
Infrastructure improvements to ensure
successful plantings may include temporary
tree fencing, exclusionary fencing and
irrigation improvements. OST will continue
to contract for annual maintenance needs

The heritage fruit trees on the Townsite Parcel include apple,
plum and apricot varieties.
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and pruning and may lease out portions of
the property. The orchard will be open to the
public to harvest the fruit for individual use;
no commercial sales of fruit or fruit products
will be allowed. In the future, the orchard
may be expanded to the triangular portion of
Emma Open Space south of the Rio Grande
Trail, which would no longer be included in
the schoolhouse lease area. This expansion
would require access improvements from the
Rio Grande Trail or through the schoolhouse
lease area.
Estimated Start Date: Summer 2017 /
Ongoing
Financial Implications: Planting 25 - 30 fruit
trees and grafting: $4,500; Annual Pruning
and Maintenance Contract: $700; Signage:
$2,000; Fencing: TBD.

4.3 Natural Resource Actions
4.3.1 Big Game Migration
Connectivity
OST staff will work with an ecological
consultant to look at the suitability of the
Photo Open
17. Cheatgrass
infestation
on north side to
of river
Emma
Space,
in addition
other
locations, for potential improvements to
enhance the seasonal migration corridors
of big game. Strategies may include
underpasses, overpasses and fencing to help
restore connectivity for big game migrations
between summer and winter ranges.
OST staff will work with CPW staff and
ecological consultants to monitor and
determine if the wildlife migration corridor
across Emma Open Space and the existing
underpass can be enhanced for deer and elk
seasonal migrations and the daily migrations
Photo
19. Cheatgrass
infestation
sagebrush
shrubland
of other
wildlife.
OSTwithin
willthealso
work
with CPW
Colorado Wildlife Science LLC
and CDOT to determine if additional or new
wildlife fencing is needed along Highway
82 to direct the wildlife to specific crossing
locations.

Photo 18. Cheatgrass infestation west of historic structures

Photo 20. Wildlife underpass

The properties to the north and south of Highway 82 provide p. 32
important wildlife habitats that will be protected and enhanced
as a part of this plan.

Estimated Start Date: Monitoring is ongoing;
Landscape Connectivity Planning Study: TBD
Financial Implications: None at this time.
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Management Actions
Emma Townsite Appendix | Management Plan

39
413

50

4.3.2 Osprey Nest Monitoring
Open Space and Trails staff will continue to monitor the
active osprey nest. This monitoring includes the use of a
webcam. There may be a need in the future to replace
the existing camera.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: None at this time, future webcam replacement.
4.3.3 Habitat and Wildlife Partnerships
Open Space and Trails will work with the BLM and CPW if, in the future, they determine any habitat
improvement projects are deemed necessary on the north side of Light Hill, along the boundary of
the Emma Open Space. The projects could be expanded to include the sage meadows and/or pinon/
juniper communities located on the south side of Emma Open Space. Possible management actions
may include, but are not limited to, the
thinning of junipers or prescribed burns.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: None at this time.

4.4 Historic Structures Actions
There was significant interest in the buildings both
before the Management Plan process started and
through the public comment period for the plan
(Appendix A). Some of the ideas shared include:
local heritage museum, visitors’ center, heritage
craft center, live/work space for artists, restaurant,
farmers market, local food processing center, and
brewery. Concerns were raised regarding the cost
of restoring and maintaining the structures and
the traffic and safety implications of additional trip
generation.
4.4.1 Emma Store Buildings
Open Space and Trails staff will assemble
a steering committee to help guide the
direction on how to best program and
manage the Emma Store buildings. There are
existing plans and studies the buildings’ uses
would need to follow including: Emma Master
Plan, traffic and access study, and Pitkin
County’s Historic Designation. Staff anticipates
this process will take time as the committee
works through its ideas, determines the best
path forward and identifies who will be able
The future use of the four historic structures on the Townsite
to lead the implementation. Additional studies property will be explored as a part of the action items of this
plan.
and analysis may be needed as a part of the
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Management Actions
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process. Solutions could include long-term leasing or public-private partnerships. Open Space and
Trails funding may only be spent on limited elements of the historic structures, based on the longterm solution. When the property was acquired, the county reserved the right to subdivide the
property into two parcels and resell the Emma Store buildings, if needed.
Estimated Start Date: January, 2018
Financial Implications: TBD based on the steering committee’s decisions. A provision in Resolution
No. 017-2009 designated $10,000 for the purpose of obtaining matching grants to fund additional
renovation of the Emma Store buildings or other historic preservation related projects in Emma.
These funds may be used for interpretive signage, a short documentary or educational materials
summarizing Emma’s history.
4.4.2 Mather House
The county’s Historic Preservation Officer will perform an assessment of the required structural
improvements and potential historical improvements to the Mather House. Based on the results of
the assessment, OST will work with other county departments to determine the future use of the
house. The County will determine the best way to keep the house as an affordable housing location,
as the need for affordable housing in the valley continues to grow.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: Phase I Assessment, $7,500; Phase II Improvements are TBD based on the
assessment’s recommendations and will be included
in the 2018 budget.

4.5 Recreation Actions
4.5.1 Light Hill Foot and Horse
Access
Once a culvert is established to access to the
11-acre southern pasture, primitive public
foot and horse access will be allowed to leave
the Rio Grande Trail and connect to Light Hill
on existing routes. The adjacent BLM trail
has a use designation of “foot and horse
only.” The access will be closed seasonally
from December 1st to May 15th for wildlife
Seasonal closure of the access to Light Hill, from December 1st
protection. Dogs and OPDMDs (other power- to May 15th, will protect the elk and deer winter range habitat.
driven mobility devices) are not permitted
at any time. Foot and horse hunting access
is permitted across Emma Open Space, on
the designated route only, and fire arms
and archery equipment must be unloaded.
Signage will be installed delineating the access
point from the Rio Grande Trail and the route
to Light Hill. The signage will identify the
use and seasonal restrictions which will be
monitored and enforced by OST staff.
Emma Open Space Management Plan | Management Actions
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Estimated Start Date: 2018
Financial Implications: Existing maintenance funds.
4.5.2 Emma Trail
The Emma Trail traverses the property within CDOT Highway 82 right-of-way. Motorized use is
prohibited except for management purposes, for Town of Basalt and Source Gas access to their
property, and for Mather House residents and guests. The public is not allowed to drive or park on
the Emma Trail. The trail is open to non-motorized uses and has an OPDMD (other power-driven
mobility device) use designation of “restricted.” The “restricted” designation identifies the design
requirements of mobility devices used on the trail to those electrically powered devices with a
maximum width of 32 inches, a weight of 60lbs or less, and a design speed of 20mph or less.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: None at this time
4.5.3 Fishing and River Access
Fishing and river access is allowed through the property. Anglers are encouraged to use existing
routes and discouraged from trampling riparian vegetation. No new access routes to the river are
proposed at this time. Commercial fishing guides are not allowed to access the river from the south
bank.
Estimated Start Date: Ongoing
Financial Implications: None at this time
4.5.4 Rio Grande Trail Node Plan
Action item 4.4.4 of the Rio Grande Trail Management Plan calls for a comprehensive look at the Rio
Grande Trail in Pitkin County to strategically locate benches, picnic tables, interpretation, etc. During
that planning process, interpretation of the Emma area will occur and Emma Open Space may be
used for elements of the Node Plan if it is deemed appropriate.
Estimated Start Date: 2017
Financial Implications: Funds have already been allocated.

4.6 Commercial and Special Use Management Actions
4.6.1 Commercial Use
Commercial use on the property must be properly permitted through the Pitkin County Open Space
and Trails process. Commercial fishing guides are not allowed to access the river from the south
bank on Emma Open Space.
4.6.2 Special Use
Special uses of up to 15 people are allowed; applications will be considered on a case-by-case basis
through the Pitkin County Open Space and Trails process.
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2016 Emma Caucus Master Plan
Pitkin County caucus master plans are used as guidance to elected and appointed officials when reviewing
planning and development proposals within caucus boundaries. The 2016 Emma Caucus Master Plan was
developed by residents of the Emma Caucus area as the vision and goals for their neighborhood. The goal for any
proposed future of the Emma Store Buildings is to have it fit with the Emma Caucus Master Plan vision. Page 28
of the Master Plan specifically outlines the Historic Preservation Goal.
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2013 Traf fic Study
October 8, 2013
To:

Pitkin County Open Space and Trails
Attn. Dale Will, Director
530 East Main Street, 3rd Floor
Aspen, Colorado 81611

RE:

Land Use Alternatives
Traffic Impact Memorandum
Emma Town Site, CO

McDowell Engineering has prepared this traffic memorandum for Pitkin County’s proposed Emma Town Site land
use. The County owns an 18 acre parcel of land on the old Emma Town Site that includes a residence and the Old
Emma Store. The Open Space and Trails Department is considering different uses for the parcel. The County does
not desire to construct improvements or auxiliary turn lanes on SH 82 as part of this project, therefore land use will
be restricted by the site’s anticipated traffic volumes. The information provided in this memorandum is intended
to address the limitations on land use for the project in order to adhere to State Highway Access Code.
McDowell Engineering performed a trip generation analysis of multiple land uses for the old store and land. See
Table 1 – Project Trip Generation. The analysis assumed that the house on the property remained in use as a
single family residence. Per the trip generation analysis, six alternatives, A‐G, are given in Table 1 and discussed
further in the report.
In preparing this memorandum, discussions and site visit with Pitkin County staff were undertaken on April 24,
2012 to identify existing roadway and site conditions. Conversations with Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) staff included discussing the history of the property and current access permit status.
Site Description

Figure 1 – Project Location
The old Emma town site lies north of State Highway 82 (SH 82) between towns El Jebel and Basalt.
illustrates the project location.

Figure 1
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The 18 acre parcel of land the County is analyzing is shown in Figure 2. The property has an East Access at SH 82
and Emma Spur Road. There is a second West Access to the property at SH 82 and Emma Spur (Emma West) Road.
There is no vehicular access between the East Access and West Access, as Emma Spur is only a bicycle/pedestrian
trail adjacent to the Emma Store.
CDOT owns Parcel 309A, the small triangle of land directly west of the parcel. According to a letter dated
December 19, 2006, CDOT purchased this parcel with the purpose of providing access to the Emma town site
property. Parcel 309A could possibly be used as a parking lot to serve the site in the future.

Figure 2 – Site Vicinity
The property contains the old Emma store of approximately 8,400 sf (see Figure 3) and outbuildings, all of which
are vacant, and a residential building with one tenant (see Figure 4).

Figure 3 – Old Emma Store

Figure 4 ‐ Residence
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Site Access
The analysis considered the feasibility of accessing the site from both the East Access (SH 82/Emma Spur) and the
West Access (SH 82/Emma West Road.) Existing conditions at both accesses do not meet the Access Code
standards.
East Access: The existing East Access to the site at SH 82 and Emma Spur Road serves the residence
shown in Figure 4 and the maintenance facility to the east of the property. There are no existing turn
lanes on SH 82 at this intersection. In addition, SH 82’s horizontal and vertical roadway alignment limits
sight distance to approximately 600’ in either direction. Table 4‐2 of the Access Code requires 1,300’ for
access to a 65mph expressway. Therefore, because of safety considerations, the County’s proposed land
use will be directed to use the West Access and not the East Access.
West Access: The West Access at SH 82 and Emma West Road has existing auxiliary turn lanes at the
intersection. In addition, it has better sight distance than the east sight access. The sight distance to the
east is approximately 1,100’ and to the west is approximately 850’. Table 4‐2 of the Access Code requires
1,300’ for access to a 65mph expressway. Therefore, it has been assumed that the West Access will serve
the proposed land use alternatives discussed in the next section.
Trip Generation Analysis
State Highway Access Code Requirements: The land use for the land use will be restricted by the site’s anticipated
traffic volumes. The volumes have been determined by the Access Code’s volume threshold requirements to allow
the current East and West Accesses to function properly without the construction of additional lanes on SH 82.
Per Section 3.7 of the State Highway Access Code:
a.

“A left turn deceleration lane is required for any access with a projected average daily left turn
ingress volume greater than 10. The transition taper length will be included within the required
deceleration length. If the projected peak hour left ingress turning volume is greater than 10 vph,
a left turn lane with deceleration, storage, and transition taper lengths is required for any access.

b.

A right turn lane with deceleration and taper lengths is required for any access with a projected
peak hour right turn ingress turning volume greater than 10 vph.

c.

A right turn lane with acceleration and taper lengths is required for any access with a projected
peak hour right turning volume greater than 10 vph.

d.

A left turn acceleration lane may be required if such a design would be a benefit to the safety and
operation of the roadway or as determined by subsection 3.5. Left turn acceleration lanes are
generally not required where; the posted speed is less than 45 mph, or the intersection is
signalized, or the acceleration lane would interfere with the left turn ingress movements to any
other access.

East Access: Based upon the existing site conditions, it has been assumed that project site traffic will not
be accessing the site from the East Access.
West Access: The existing West Access turn lane storage volumes and sight distance on SH 82 are not up
to the Access Code requirements. Thus, it is assumed that the access will have no more than 10vph for
the westbound left movement and 10vph for the eastbound right movement turning into the West
Access.
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Existing Traffic Counts: Traffic counts were taken at the East Access at SH 82 and Emma Spur Road; and at the
West Access at SH 82 and Emma Spur (Emma West) Road on May 8, 2012. Please see enclosed Traffic Counts
pages 1‐6.
Project Trip Generation:
Table 1 illustrates the existing land use and six alternative land uses, A‐G, for the proposed land use. The standard
trip generation characteristics compiled by ITE in the Trip Generation, 9th Edition, revised 2012, have been applied
to the Proposed Project Site alternate land uses shown in Table 1 in order to estimate the average daily, AM peak
hour, PM peak hour, and Weekend peak hour vehicle trips. A vehicle trip is defined as a one‐way vehicle
movement from a point of origin to a point of destination. ITE provides trip generation rates based upon different
parameters including building and land size, number of units, or number of attendees.
None of the proposed alternative land uses include a high percentage of large truck traffic. Therefore, passenger
car equivalents for large trucks were not used in these calculations.
Directional Trip Distribution: As the proposed land use is unknown, it has been conservatively estimated that 75%
of the traffic is coming from each inbound direction. Refer to the projected trip assignment at the West Access in
Table 2.
Projected Trip Assignment: The projected volume of trips generated by each land use has been applied to the
assumed directional distribution.
East Access: The Existing Land Use at the East Access shown in Table 1 is well under 10 vph with only one
trip turning per peak hour. No project traffic is going to be directed to use the East Access.
West Access: The Proposed Project Site Alternative Land Uses, B‐F, shown in Table 2, have been adjusted
in size to generate 8 vph or less turning into the site from either direction. When added together with the
current traffic volumes (2vph) at the west access, the resulting 10vph is the maximum allowable traffic
volume for each movement at the West Access.
Based upon the trip generation calculations, this would allow for the following land use Alternatives:
B) 6 acre open space park
C) 7,000 sf administrative building
D) 5,700 sf commercial retail
E) 7,500 sf community center (recreation center)
F) 22,000 sf museum
The site is not conducive for either Alternative A, 18 acre entire parcel of Open Space, or Alternative G, hosting a
farmer’s market, due to the high volume of anticipated vehicle trips.
Conclusions and Recommendations
In summary, the site access from the East Access (SH 82 and Emma Spur Road) is not recommended for future land
use of the Emma site due to safety concerns. Therefore, the County’s future land use will be restricted by the
available traffic capacity of the current SH 82 facilities at the West Access (Emma West Road.) The total traffic
volume for each movement at the West Access cannot exceed 10vph per the State Highway Access Code.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the SH 82 access could support five possible land use alternatives as shown in
Table 2. Parking considerations will need to be addressed in the future for the selected alternative.
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Please call if you have any questions regarding this analysis.
Sincerely,
McDowell Engineering

Kari McDowell Schroeder, PE, PTOE
Traffic/Transportation Engineer
Enclosed:
1. Table 1 – Project Trip Generation
2. Table 2 – Project Trip Assignment at West Access
3. Traffic Counts at West Access and East Access
Reference Documents:
th
1. Trip Generation – 9 Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineer, 2012.
2. State Highway Access Code. State of Colorado, Revised March 2, 2002.
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Historic Building Information
Pitkin County Historic Designation
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Emma Store History & Summary

History of the Emma Townsite
The Emma Townsite is centrally located in the Roaring Fork Valley and is on the north side of the valley that is
bounded by Mt Sopris on the south, Basalt Mountain on the north and the valley of the Roaring Fork to the east
and west. Many settlers were drawn to this part of the valley at the turn of the 20th century, attracted by rich
ranching and farming opportunities.
From the text of the 1999 County sponsored survey:
“Emma was established as a railroad section stop on the Aspen branch of the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad
and included a small station, a section house, and water tank. The town was reportedly named after Mrs. Emma
Robinson Shehi, who cooked for railroad crews. A post office opened on 15 Feb. 1888, with Robert Morrison as
postmaster. Morrison operated a small store with the post office in the vicinity of the present buildings. Charles
H. Mather became the next postmaster, and he also operated a general store. Mather’s operation flourished,
and, in 1898, he built the brick commercial buildings, the storehouse and the associated brick dwelling. Mather
continued to operate the businesses until he sold them to Aspen businessman Harry Pinger in 1901. ….”
The two store buildings, the storehouse/powder house, the adjacent Mather House, and the original Emma
Schoolhouse (across highway 82) are all that remain of the townsite of Emma. The store buildings housed
various commercial enterprises until they were vacated sometime in the mid 1900s. The buildings remain in
original condition with very little alteration. The route of Highway 82, which runs along the original railroad
grade, has the largest impact on the character of the original townsite.
Emma Townsite Appendix | Historic Information
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The store buildings languished over the decades as very little maintenance was done. While the buildings
were always very prominent in the mid valley, they became a highly visible feature when State Highway 82 was
rerouted, passing through Emma and bypassing Basalt in 1988. A federally mandated Section 106 Evaluation
found the buildings to be historically significant and they were saved from demolition at that time. Though the
highway now passes very close by the southwest corner of the largest building. In 2000, the site was nominated
and listed on Colorado Preservation Inc’s Most Endangered Places list and remained on “alert” status.
In 2008, the owner, after several failed development applications, decided to tear the buildings down. At this
point the roofs of both store buildings had collapsed inward pulling some areas of wall inward as well. The
storehouse had lost a considerable amount of the west wall and was on the edge of full collapse.
The Pitkin County Open Space & Trails board made the determination that the 12.5 acres of property associated
with the buildings was a desirable acquisition for the Open Space & Trails Program and they also determined
that the preservation of the buildings on this site could further their mission in the valley. The final sale was
concluded in August of 2008. Immediately upon closing, a team was assembled to address both the immediate
structural needs of the building and the long term planning for the stabilization, ultimate rehabilitation
and reuse of the structures. The team determined that the buildings should be preserved as a whole and
that a phased plan was appropriate; with immediate stabilization followed by more permanent solutions
for rehabilitation and the ultimate reuse of the buildings. The phased plan also allowed for the use of State
preservation funds to assist in the costs of stabilization.
The Phase 1 stabilization project was designed and put out to bid in the fall of 2008. The work was funded by the
Open Space & Trails Program and was carried out over the winter of 2008/09. Phase 1 resulted in the removal
of most of the collapsed roof and unstable areas of brick wall on the store buildings and the stabilization of the
Powder House.
page 2 of 11
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The damaged west wall in 2008 before
stabilization, above
offset in east wall in 2008 before
stabilization, highlighted by snow,
above left

The collapsed west building roof in 2008
before stabilization

The Powder House in 2008 before
stabilization
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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The collapsed east building roof in
removed, completed phase 1

The remaining east building party wall
with removed roof framing, completed
phase 1

The east building east wall with plywood
protection in place, completed phase 1
page 4 of 11
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The rear of east building, completed
phase 1

The west wall with unstable masonry
removed, completed phase 1

The west building west wall with
partial roof and unstable wall removed,
completed phase 1
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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The interior of west building, roof
removed, upper floor partially remains,
completed phase 1

The east building decorative metals
temporarily removed, completed phase 1

The rear of west building east wall with
unstable wall removed, completed phase 1
page 6 of 11
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Stabilized Powder House, completed
phase 1

Phase 2
In 2009 a scope of work was developed to repair the exterior masonry shells of the east and west store buildings,
add new structure and install a new roof on both buildings. A successful application to the State Historic Fund
was made to fund the Phase 2 permanent protection of the buildings. The total construction cost was $477,819
of which $278,325 was funded by the State Historic Fund. The work was completed in 2010.

The east building east wall repaired,
completed phase 2

Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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Repaired main facades, with restored
metal fascia, completed phase 2

The interior of the east building with
new roof structure and stabilzed floor,
completed phase 2

The interior of the west building with
new interior structure, no floor was
constructed, completed phase 2
page 8 of 11
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South end of west building with old floor
framing and new structure, completed
phase 2

The west wall with rebuilt masonry,
completed phase 2

The north wall of both buildings with
repaired masonry and new roof edge,
completed phase 2. Note window
openings and partial masonry wall still to
be repaired.
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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Phase 3
In 2011 a scope of work was developed to repair the Powder House. This included substantial masonry repair, a
new interior structural frame, new roof framing and new roofing. A successful application to the State Historic
Fund was made to fund the Phase 3 permanent protection of the building. The total construction cost was
$141,353 of which $94,707 was funded by the State Historic Fund. The work was completed in 2012.

The west and north sides of the Powder
House, completed phase 3

The south and east walls with rebuilt
masonry, completed phase 3

page 10 of 11
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The interior of the main level of the
Powder House, completed phase 3.

The new roof structure of the Powder
House, completed phase 3.

Timeline and statistics
1898 - Construction of the store buildings and the Mather House
mid 1900’s - Store buildings are abandoned
1988 - Highway 82 bypass constructed
2008 – purchase by Pitkin County Open Space & Trails
2008 – phase 1 - stablization of all three store buldings
2010 – phase 2 - roof and masonry repairs to east and west store buildings
2012 – phase 3 - powder house roof and masonry repairs
Vitals
East Building – one story 2,250 sq. ft. has partial basement of additional 500 sq. ft
West Building – two story 2,000 sq. ft. per level
Powder House – two story 294 sq. ft. per level
Emma Store History & Summary • April 2019
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Snow Fence Ideas Discussed in 2010
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Emma Store Snow Debris Protection Barrier Memo

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO:

Lindsey Utter – Pitkin County Open Space and Trails

FROM:

Ashley Cline, PE – SGM Engineer
Mike Fowler, PE – SGM Project Manager

DATE:

August 2, 2019

RE:

Emma Store Snow Debris Protection Barrier

1.0 Introduction
SGM was asked to investigate a snow debris barrier to protect the existing Emma General Store
from the impacts of snow being thrown from SH-82 by CDOT snowplows. The purpose of this
memorandum is to summarize the following:
• Existing conditions
• Barriers that would reduce snow debris impacting the building
• Benefits and drawbacks of each option
• Preliminary cost estimates
2.0 Existing Conditions
It is our understanding from discussions with Open Space staff that snow thrown from plows
routinely impacts the Emma Store during snowplow operations. Furthermore, after significant
snowfall events snow has reportedly been thrown over the top of the building. To protect this
historical building from further damage, some type of barrier system is being considered to
reduce the amount of snow that impacts the building.
The building is approximately 60 feet long, measured along SH-82. The building is separated
from SH-82 by a Type 7 concrete barrier, a 10-foot asphalt trail, and a 4-inch concrete curb. The
building is approximately 11 feet from the edge of the concrete barrier. Figures 1 and 2 on the
next page depict the existing condition at the pinch point of SH-82 and the Emma Store building.
3.0 Barrier Options
We have investigated several barrier options and come up with three feasible options for the
site. These options include:
1. Chain link fence
2. Transparent acrylic panels
3. Glare screen barrier
Each option is discussed further in the following sections.

118 W. 6th St, Ste 200 Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 Phone: 970-945-1004
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Figure 1 - Existing Conditions Photo

Figure 2 - SH-82 Typical Section at Emma Store
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Option 1 – Chain Link Fence
Chain link fences are commonly used on traffic barriers to prevent debris and flying objects from
leaving the roadway area. These installations are typically on bridges, but also include retaining
walls. Standard chain link fence consists of wire woven together to form a mesh, or fabric, with
2” openings. This opening size is adequate for flying objects, but too large to effectively contain
plowed snow. For snow protection, CDOT uses a 3/8” mesh size. Chain link mesh is typically
vinyl coated for these types of applications. This coating can be colored, with dark brown
commonly used.
Various examples of chain link fence installations on traffic barriers can be seen on SH-82 in
Pitkin County. Some of these locations include:
• Upvalley direction at the Roaring Fork Club (near Basalt)
• Downvalley direction at Old Snowmass intersection
• Both directions at the Aspen Airport Business Center pedestrian underpass – Figure 3
Common heights of chain link fence vary from 4’ to 12’. Post sizes and spacing are based on
the desired fence height, mesh opening size and other variables. Preliminary calculations
indicate 4” diameter posts spaced at 5’ would be required to support an 8’ tall x 3/8” mesh
fence. Larger 6” diameter posts would be required to support fence heights beyond 8’ up to 12’
high. A 6-foot tall fence was installed at the AABC Underpass. However, for purposes of this
evaluation we are assuming an 8-foot tall fence may be more appropriate at the Emma Store
location.

Figure 3 - Chain Link Barrier on SH-82 at AABC Underpass

3
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Option 2 – Transparent Acrylic Panels
This is a proprietary system called ACRYLITE® Soundstop manufactured by Roehm
(www.acrylite.co). The system consists of acrylic panels and steel support frames that are
typically used as noise barriers. Another variation of this option is the ACRYLITE® Soundstop
TL-4 system that has been crash-tested for roadside applications requiring crashworthy
installations.
This barrier system can be fabricated to heights greater than 20’ and includes steel posts,
anchors and associated hardware required to install the barrier system to a concrete rail. Again,
for purposes of this evaluation we are assuming an 8-foot tall barrier.
This system has not been used in the Roaring Fork Valley, but Figure 4 shows an example of
what an installation of this system looks like installed on a bridge rail.
The view of the building would not be blocked by this type of barrier (only by the steel framing).
This transparency also allows sunlight to penetrate and prevents shadows on the roadway,
which can be a consideration for icing.
This barrier option is the most expensive system but achieves the key design elements –
reducing snow debris and providing transparency. The lightweight construction of the barriers,
approximately 200 pounds per panel, also adds to their ease of installation. A vacuum lifter can
be used for installation. Alternatively, holes can be drilled into the corners of each panel and
installed with clamps. Once installed, maintenance would be minimal, although if the product
was ever cleaned, special cleaning solutions would need to be used as to not damage its
surface.

Figure 4 - ACRYLITE® Snow Debris Shield in Milwaukee, WI

4
Emma Townsite Appendix | Snow Fence

504

141

Option 3 – Glare Screen Barrier
This is a proprietary system called Screen-Safe® Glare Screen Safety Shield manufactured by
Transpo Industries (www.transpo.com). Screen-Safe® is made from a unique double-reversed
corrugated (DRC) fabric, formed from hot-dipped galvanized sheet steel. The DRC fabric is
powder-coated to provide additional protection from salt and snow. The fabric is 24 inches wide
and available in 50’ rolls. Therefore, the barrier height is only 2-feet above the concrete traffic
rail and would likely not significantly reduce the amount of snow impacting the building.
This system has not been used in the Roaring Fork Valley, but Figure 5 shows examples of
typical installations.
The view of the building would not be blocked by this type of barrier due to its low height.

Figure 5 - Screen Safe Glare – Left photo on US-285 near Morrison, CO
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4.0 Comparison of Barrier Options
Table 1 - Advantages / Disadvantages

Alternative

Advantages

Disadvantages

Chain Link Fence

• Consistent with other installations
in the SH-82 corridor
• CDOT standard details can be
utilized
• Moderate initial cost
• Height up to 12’
• Readily available, non-proprietary
• Easy to maintain and repair

• Less transparent than acrylic
panels – reduces visibility, inhibits
sunlight through and casts
shadows onto the roadway
• Chain link fence appearance
• Easily damaged/deformed
• May not be considered
crashworthy by CDOT

ACRYLITE® Soundstop
System

• Transparent – maintains visibility,
allows sunlight through and
prevents shadows from being cast
onto the roadway
• Noise abatement
• High impact strength
• Crash tested system available
(Soundstop TL-4)

• High initial cost
• Proprietary system
• Untested in Colorado

Screen-Safe® Glare Screen • Easy to install
• Minimal maintenance
System

• Can be easily removed and reinstalled
• Lowest initial cost

•
•
•
•
•

• Only 2’ high – minimal reduction in
snow throw over the railing
• Proprietary system

Both the chain link fence and Screen-Safe® barrier would be difficult to see through. With
the chain link’s 3/8” mesh the view of Emma Store would be diminished.
The Screen-Safe® could not be seen through, but due it it’s short height, wouldn’t disrupt
the view of the building from the roadway.
The ACRYLITE® Soundstop barrier would offer the most uninterrupted view of the
building.
The chain link and transparent barrier options give the most protection from snow impact
due to their heights.
All three options would be able to be mounted on the existing concrete barrier through
various methods.

6
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Cost estimates for each option have been developed based on available cost data from CDOT
and discussions with product representatives. It is worth noting that installed costs provided by
product suppliers may be significantly different than actual costs due to the higher construction
costs we typically see in the Roaring Fork Valley.
The system costs presented in Table 2 should be used for relative cost comparisons between
the different options.
The total project costs presented in Table 2 include 100 linear feet per system and additional
items such as traffic control, mobilization, overhead, etc. and may be used for preliminary
budgeting purposes
Table 2 – Cost Comparison

Alternative

System Cost

Project Cost

Chain Link Fence

$60 - $100 /ft

$16,000 - $26,000

ACRYLITE® Soundstop System

$600 - $800 /ft

$100,000 - $140,000

$25 - $40 /ft

$6,000 - $12,000

Screen-Safe® Glare Screen System
5.0 Conclusions

The Chain Link Fence option is the recommended option if cost and functionality are the primary
factors. We believe this option would greatly reduce the snow impact to the building and is
economically feasible. It is likely that the practical height limit for a chain link fence is 10’-12’ and
the posts would require project-specific design by a structural engineer. The main drawbacks to
this option are the visual appearance of a chain link fence and the diminished view of the
building from the highway.
The ACRYLITE® Soundstop system is the recommended option if the County has the funding
resources; and transparency and aesthetics are the overriding criteria. We believe this option
could reduce all snow impact to the building. Views of the store would remain essentially
unobstructed with this barrier type and the barrier would not result in increased icing potential on
the highway.
We do not recommend further consideration of the Screen-Safe® glare screen system for this
application because it is unlikely that it can achieve the primary objective of reducing snow
impacts to the building. It may be possible to double the height of the barrier by stacking a
second panel, but this would still only provide a 4’ tall panel.
If this project moves forward, additional discussion with CDOT maintenance personnel would be
recommended to determine an effective and practical fence height based on their experience
with snow removal operations at this location. Additionally, since any barrier installed on the
concrete railing will be in CDOT right-of-way further consultation with CDOT and approvals
would be required.
Recommendations provided in the memorandum are intended for discussion and consideration,
only, and do not constitute a level of system design. If Pitkin County desires engineering design
for the various options presented, SGM can provide this service.
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Building Relocation Evaluation
Emma Store
Building Move Issues

August 5, 2019

Summary of Building Move Process:
To move the building, steel beams are inserted under or through the masonry walls to support the
building on the move rails. The rails allow the building to be slid in one direction off the
existing foundation, while new foundations are built in the new location. This process requires
excavation to allow the steel to be threaded into the building; an armature to support the building
on the rails and a new foundation design that provides for the steel to be removed from the
building once in place. I did contact Bill Bailey House Movers and spoke to him about the
project. His equipment will not accommodate a building that exceeds 70 feet in any direction,
which the east building does. The previous owner of the buildings did contact a house mover in
Nebraska (recommended by Bailey) who gave him a rough cost of $1,000,000 to do this move
over 10 years ago. This mover is no longer in business.
There are a few conditions on this site that make a move more challenging.
1. The two store buildings share a wall, both buildings would need to be moved together.
Otherwise one of the two would have to be demolished to allow access to the other.
2. The new structure is a wood frame structure set inside of the existing brick walls. This
frame supports the roof and is tied to the brick walls. In order to complete the move a
temporary steel armature would have to capture the wood columns as well as
continuously support the brick wall, limiting differential movement between the two.
This project could not be approached like a typical masonry structure move.
3. The “powder house” outbuilding could also have to be relocated to facilitate the move and
new store location. Expenses described below would also apply to this building if it is
moved.
Cost considerations:
1. Excavation to allow steel to be threaded under base of brick walls - +/- 5 feet of depth at
perimeter of building.
2. Steel armature to carry 2009 wood structural frame, which is now carrying roof and wall
loads. This armature would be in addition to the steel rails required for the move and
would have to be designed to allow the wood columns and brick wall structure to be set
on the new foundations, before the steel is removed. Partially or all costs outside the
$1,000,000 for the move, there would be design and engineering costs beyond fabrication
costs.
3. New foundations for the new location, designed to support the exterior brick walls and the
new wood structure. Design and construction costs in addition to the move cost.
4. Demo of abandoned foundations built in 2009 and demo of historic stone foundations and
basement area of east store building. Cost in addition to the move.
5. Restoration of the landscape. Cost in addition to the move.
6. The move will most likely result in damage to the brick walls that would require repair. Its
also possible that roofing and structural members would also require repairs.

Page 1 of 2
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Preservation Considerations:
1. State Historic Fund holds a deed restriction on the buildings, which requires state review
and approval of any alterations to the buildings. It is possible that this relocation may not
be approved by the State. Some money would have to be spent to demonstrate the
viability of the project to the State to initiate the conversation.
2. Historic stone foundation and jail would be lost. Above does not include the replication of
the stone foundation wall and the jail. This would be cost in addition to the costs
described above.
3. If the State Historic Fund approves of the project from a preservation point of view, they
might not be willing to grant money toward the project. Particularly since much of what
they paid for in 2009 and 2010 would go to waste. Access to State Historic Funds could
provide considerable funding for additional restoration, reducing the need for fund raising
going forward.
4. The new foundation and structural system was designed specifically to preserve the
historic stone foundation and basement. These could be lost if the move takes place.
Other Notes:
1. It might be possible to construct one new bay of foundation, matching the existing
foundation scheme, on the north side, before the move. Then design the move to shift the
buildings 15’ to the north. Most of the existing 2009 foundation could be reused and this
may preserve some of the stone foundations and the jail space. This could reduce some
of the costs described above and be more acceptable to the State. Much more needs to be
done to determine if this is a feasible solution. – See attachment B. Still in the realm of
$1,000,000, but could be less.
2. With the above expenditures, $1,000,000 plus approximately $250,000 to $400,000, the
result would be just the shell as it is now, just further from the road. The move alone
could cost more than fitting out the buildings for reuse in the current location.
3. Depending on the final location the move could improve the relationship to the highway,
but may not alleviate the need for the snow fence, and would not necessarily sufficiently
mitigate the noise issue.
4. The new location is constrained by the leach field.
Attachments:
A1 – existing conditions
A2, A3 - diagrams show a traditional approach to the move, maximum move
B1 - shows a possible incremental slide to the north.
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approximate leach field
size and location

Mather House

out building

two store buildings

a1
7/5/19
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approximate leach field
size and location

Mather House
temp storage.
out building

current location

temp storage.

A2
7/5/19
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approximate leach field
size and location

permanent location of
outbuilding TBD
Mather House
maximum move creates
usable space at front,
mitigates noise and
other highway impacts

current location,
abandon exisitng
foundations and
reclaim land
80'-5"

20'-0"

Maximum Move Location

A3
7/5/19
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approximate leach field
size and location

preserves outdoor
space similar to
existing configuration

Mather House

slight relocation of
outbuilding
new foundation bays
utilize existing
foundation bays, add
an additional bay to
north, slip building
north approx 15'

+/- 15'

provides some mitigation, can reuse
front entries, but still need noise
mitigation and winter plowing
protection

B1
7/5/19
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Traffic & Safety Section
th

222 South 6 Street, Room 100
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501
(970) 248-7230

December 19, 2006
Owen Minney
1611 Emma Road
Basalt, CO 81621
RE:

Access to Old Emma Store (1611 Emma Road)
State Highway 82

Dear Mr. Minney:
I am responding to your request for access onto State Highway 82 system for 1611 Emma Road (the
property). As you indicated in your letter, you would like to have access on the west side of the property
from a frontage road serving several properties.
A pedestrian path is on Colorado Department
Transportation (CDOT) right-of-way which uses Emma Road and then parallels your property boundary to
get to the current west frontage road. Currently you have access from the east side of the property by
Emma Road. This was done by the CDOT project FC 082-1(6) Section 3 in the late 1980’s which
provided you access on the east side of the property.
Your letter stated that CDOT indicated that there was “a planned access and egress via the west
entrance”. At this time, there is no access to your property from the west. However, it appears CDOT
purchased Parcel Number 309A for the purpose of providing access to this property. In the
documentation that I found, CDOT purchased Parcel 309A for “future right-of-way purposes”. It indicated
that this parcel would provide future access to the west frontage road. In my research, I did not find any
evidence that the current pedestrian facility would provide access to the property from the west. The
pedestrian path was not designed for vehicular use.
Therefore, you may apply for an access permit to provide access to your property from the west frontage
road thru Parcel 309A. The construction of the roadway will be the responsibility of the applicant through
the access approval process. The pedestrian path must be retained for current use. The roadway shall
meet CDOT specifications and standards. I have enclosed an application for your convenience.
If I can be of further assistance in this or any other matter, please feel free to contact me at the office
listed above.
Sincerely,
Dan Roussin
Region 3 Unit Permit Manager
Daniel.Roussin@dot.state.co.us
Cc:

Darrel Lowder, R3 ROW Manager
Zane Znamenacek, R3 Permit Engineer
Brian Pettet, Pitkin County

Enclosures
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CDOT Conser vation

OST Memorandum
TO:

Emma Store Building Steering Committee

FROM:

Lindsey Utter, OST Planning and Outreach Manager

SUBJECT:

Summary on conversation with CDOT regarding Emma

DATE:

June 2019

CC:

June 2019
Summary of phone call with CDOT Resident Engineer in Glenwood Springs - Andrew
Knapp
At this time, CDOT has no improvements planned for the Emma area. CDOT has no budget for
improvements and, with the failure of the two ballots measures in the 2018 election, it does not
appear that there will be any money available any time soon. Traffic volumes have increased in
the area since the 2013 traffic study conducted by the Open Space and Trails consultant. If
another entity wanted to propose and fund improvements, CDOT could build it into a work plan
to potentially look at the proposal.
Regarding snow fences in front of the store buildings, there are some examples along Highway
82 that use a material similar to chain link. Any snow fence improvements would need to
consider where the snow would go and ensure proper removal of snow from Highway.
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Aspen Summer Design
Studio
University of Colorado, Denver
Architecture Students
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The Aspen program is a three-week intensive studio set in the Roaring
Fork Valley. This year’s version was done remotely and focused on
a macro to micro analysis of the region. Each of the three weeks
focused on an individual project: GIS analysis, redevelopment within a
preserved area, and design of an information kiosk. Each week was a
charrette, the project was introduced each Monday and reviews took
place Thursday afternoon.
The ﬁrst week was under the direction of Professor Amir Alrubaiy,
week two was with Harry Teague, and the ﬁnalweekwaswithCCY
Architects.
Sam Eckerson
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Emma Townsite
Redevelopment

154

Harry Teague Architects
The Emma Townsite is a historic building located in the Roaring Fork Valley. The introduction
of Highway 82 severely restricts comfortable use of the buildings. My proposal is a pedestrian
bridge linking areas North and South of the highway. In addition, the river would be accessible through a staircase allowing individuals to spend time on the river. FInally, an existing
orchard would be rejuvenated and the historic buildings renovated to create a pedestrian and
bike friendly “rest stop”.
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Emma Center for Agricultural Education
 Agriculture Education
 Historic Preservation
 User Experience Enhancement

Amaleed Elmehdiwi
Aspen 2020
Professor: Amir Alrubaiy
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Front Façade
The receding addition emphasizes the main
historic structure
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Interior Scene
Stepping back and up minimizes the noise
and pollution from the highway, and provides
a better view looking over the agricultural
open space
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The north side has a potential
for an outdoor gathering space
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ASPEN DESIGN WORKSHOP

Kyle Greenhill
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Lookout platform +
rafting dock

3

Tap
Room
2

Terrace

1

Museum

Terrace or patio space
Emma town structures
Proposed site improvements
(E) Trail to demo

Proposed site plan

(E) Trail to remain
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Proposed museum space
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Proposed path integration and common courtyard space
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Proposed river connection
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Emma Store
Existing Conditions
Proposed Program

Photo courtesy of Americanaffair.com

Juaquine Silveira
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Existing Conditions
Crossroads
Trails
Underdeveloped setting
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Proposed Program
Improved Arrival
Restoration
Rest-Stop
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Crossroads
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North Entry
Pavilion
East Entry
West Entry
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Plan
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Hospitality

Orchard

Emma Store
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North Entry
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Pavilion
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East Entrance
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West Entrance
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Trevor Thomas
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Attachment 2

STEERING COMMITTEE AND PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS*
Steering Committee Draft Recommendation Development
April 23 and May 3 2019 - Steering Committee Site Tours
May 28, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee discussed the strengths and challenges of the buildings, outlined
additional questions, and developed a vision statement for the buildings.

August 14, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee began brainstorming exercise for long-term future uses, uses that do
not meet the vision, champions and funding.

September 26, 2019 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee continued discussion around long-term future uses, uses that do not
meet the vision, champions and funding. Topics to include the in 				
recommendation were also outlined.

January 21, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee reviewed, edited and commented on Draft Recommendation.

July 21, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee reviews updates to the Draft Recommendation and discusses proposed
public process.

Draft Recommendation Public Comment
September 3, 2020 - Open Space and Trails Reviews the Draft Recommendations
OSTB reviews and comments on the Draft Recommendations, depending on the
comments, recommendation is released for public comment.

September 2020 - Community Outreach / Public Comment
OST will launch an outreach process that complies with Public Health requirements to
collect input on the draft recommendation.

September 15, 2020 - Board of County Commissioners Work Session Update
October TBD, 2020 - Public Comment Closes

Final Recommendation Development and Adoption
October/November TBD, 2020 - Steering Committee Meeting
Committee reviews Board and public comments, updates the recommendations
and approves for Open Space Board adoption.

January TBD 2021 - Open Space and Trails Board Recommendation for BOCC Adoption
TBD - Board of County Commissioners Adoption

* Subject to change
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Future Agendas
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Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2020, 1:00 PM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

10:30 AM SPECIAL MEETING  JOINT BOCC AND OPEN SPACE & TRAILS EXECUTIVE SESSION
12:00 PM ADJOURN SPECIAL MEETING  JOINT EXECUTIVE SESSION
12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

Staff/Community Presentations
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.
1:00 PM

1:30 PM

2:30 PM

Presentation on the Integrated Mobility System (IS) Phase 1 Study Results Funded by the
EOTC and RFTA  David Pesnichak (30 minutes) do not move

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
1:30 PM

AABC Traffic Study  G.R. Fielding (45 minutes)

2:15 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
2:30 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

2:45 PM

Break

3:00 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items (continued)
3:00 PM

5:00 PM

ASE Vision Committee Decision Discussion (2 hours)

Adjourn
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Board of Commissioners
Regular Meeting Agenda
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2020, 12:00 PM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611

Additions/Deletions to Agenda
Public Comments (please limit to 3 minutes per speaker unless otherwise advised by the Chair)
Call in numbers for public comment:
6699006833 or 9292056099
Webinar ID: 811 8995 6470
Password: 796056
If you are calling to make a comment on an item during public hearing, you can watch the meeting on the Pitkin County website
(pitkincounty.com) and make public comment as the item is presented and acknowledged by the Chair.

Commissioner Comments
Consent Items: Consent items are generally perceived as noncontroversial and allow the Board to spend its time on more
complex items elsewhere on the agenda. A Board member or member of the public may ask for a Consent item be removed for
individual consideration. Consent items typically have been discussed in work sessions with the Board and are approved by a single
motion.

Consent Items  Single Reading:
1. Minutes of
Individual Consideration Items:
Individual Consideration Items / First Readings set for Public Hearings on October 14, 2020:
2. Resolution Adopting the Redstone Coke Ovens into the Pitkin County Open Space & Tails Portfolio  Dale
Will
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, One Reading:
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, 2nd Readings:
3. Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners Approving Third Quarter Supplemental Budget Requests
 Connie Baker
Individual Consideration Items / Emergency Ordinance and Resolution Confirmatory Reading:
Land Use Items:
Land Use Public Hearings:
4. Resolution Approving the Kloser Investments LLC Activity Envelope, Site Plan Review, Special Review,
and GMQS Exemption, Tami Kochen  CONTINUE TO 10/14/20
5.

Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners Granting Approval of Aspen Fire Protection District
North Forty Substation Affordable Housing Project, Granting a Permit for Areas of State Interest  Areas
Around Airports and Heliports, Areas Around Interchanges Involving Arterial Highways, and Areas Around
Rapid or Mass Transit Terminals and Stations  Leslie Lamont (CONTINUED FROM 8/12/20)

6.

Aspen Valley Ranch Agricultural Facilities Parcel, Leslie Lamont (CONTINUED FROM 8/26/20)

a.

Ordinance Rezoning a Portion of the Agricultural Facilities Parcel (AFP) from the Affordable Housing (AH)
Zone District to the Resource20 (RS20) Zone District  First Reading

b.

Resolution Approving Minor Amendments to Resolution 0812008 and Resolution 0692014 for Aspen
Valley Ranch
Land Use Actions:
Open Discussion
Adjourn Regular Meeting
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Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2020, 10:00 AM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

10:00 AM SPECIAL MEETING  EXECUTIVE SESSION
11:55 AM Adjourn Executive Session
12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

Staff/Community Presentations
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.

2:00 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
3:00 PM

3:15 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
3:15 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

3:30 PM

Facilities / Construction Update, Jodi Smith (15 minutes)

3:45 PM

Break

4:00 PM

JOINT MEETING WITH PLANNING & ZONING BOARD

5:30 PM

Adjourn
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Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2020, 10:30 AM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

10:30 AM Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
10:30 AM Presentation of Proposed 2021 Budget, Connie Baker (90 minutes)
12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items (continued)
1:00 PM

Presentation of Proposed 2021 Budget, Connie Baker (90 minutes)

2:30 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

2:45 PM

Staff/Community Presentations
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.

3:00 PM

Break

3:15 PM

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
3:15 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

3:30 PM

Airport Curfew / Noise Update, Rich Englehart (15 minutes)

3:45 PM

Department Updates and Board Membership Reports
Department Updates provide an opportunity for staff to share accomplishments, trends, issues and
challenges with the Board. Board Membership Reports is time set aside for Board members to report on
the activities of other boards, commissions and entities they have been appointed to as representative of
Pitkin County.

4:45 PM

Adjourn
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Board of Commissioners
Regular Meeting Agenda
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 2020, 12:00 PM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611

Additions/Deletions to Agenda
Public Comments (please limit to 3 minutes per speaker unless otherwise advised by the Chair)
Call in numbers for public comment:
6699006833 or 9292056099
Webinar ID: 811 8995 6470
Password: 796056
If you are calling to make a comment on an item during public hearing, you can watch the meeting on the Pitkin County website
(pitkincounty.com) and make public comment as the item is presented and acknowledged by the Chair.

Commissioner Comments
Consent Items: Consent items are generally perceived as noncontroversial and allow the Board to spend its time on more
complex items elsewhere on the agenda. A Board member or member of the public may ask for a Consent item be removed for
individual consideration. Consent items typically have been discussed in work sessions with the Board and are approved by a single
motion.

Consent Items  Single Reading:
1. Minutes of
Consent Items Set for Public Hearing on October 14, 2020:
Individual Consideration Items:
Individual Consideration Items / First Readings set for Public Hearings on DATE:
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, One Reading:
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, 2nd Readings:
2. Resolution Adopting the Redstone Coke Ovens into the Pitkin County Open Space & Tails Portfolio  Dale
Will
Individual Consideration Items / Emergency Ordinance and Resolution Confirmatory Reading:
Land Use Items:
Land Use Public Hearings:
3. Ordinance of the Board of County Commissioners Conditionally Rezoning Certain Real Property on
Richmond Ridge owned by the United States and the Aspen Skiing Company from Agricultural Residential
10 from Agricultural Residential 10 Acre and Rural/Remote Zone Districts to SkiRecreation Zone District
and Amending the Zoning Map to Reflect this Change, 2nd Reading  CONTINUE TO 1/13/2021 
Suzanne Wolff
4.

Resolution Approving the Schoeberlein Activity Envelope & Site Plan Review, Halene Burklow

5.

Aspen Valley Ranch Agricultural Facilities Parcel, Leslie Lamont

a.

Ordinance Rezoning a Portion of the Agricultural Facilities Parcel (AFP) from the Affordable Housing (AH)
Zone District to the Resource20 (RS20) Zone District  Second Reading

b.

Resolution Approving Minor Amendments to Resolution 0812008 and Resolution 0692014 for Aspen
Valley Ranch (continued from 9/23/20)

6.

Ordinance Approving a Land Use Code Text Amendment  Standards for Rock Fall Hazard Areas  Second
Reading, Suzanne Wolff & Catherine Christoff CONTINUED FROM 9/9/20

7.

Resolution Approving the Kloser Investments LLC Activity Envelope, Site Plan Review, Special Review, and
GMQS Exemption, and AM Summit 105 LLC Activity Envelope, Tami Kochen
Land Use Actions:
Open Discussion
Adjourn Regular Meeting
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Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2020, 10:00 AM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
Commissioner Clapper not attending
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

10:00 AM SPECIAL MEETING  EXECUTIVE SESSION
12:00 PM Adjourn for Executive Session
12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
1:00 PM

Update on Growth Management Public Outreach Effort, Cindy Houben, Elen Sassano, Zach
Hendrix (1 hour)

2:00 PM

Prep for EOTC Meeting, David Pesnichak (30 minutes)

2:30 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

2:45 PM

Staff/Community Presentations
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.

3:00 PM

Break

3:15 PM

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
3:15 PM

3:30 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

Department Updates and Board Membership Reports
Department Updates provide an opportunity for staff to share accomplishments, trends, issues and
challenges with the Board. Board Membership Reports is time set aside for Board members to report on
the activities of other boards, commissions and entities they have been appointed to as representative of
Pitkin County.
3:30 PM

APCHA, Board of Health, NWCCOG, RRR, CORE, QQ, CCI, Club 20, CRRTB, RWPA,
ACRA, RFTA, Senior Council, NC, Intermountain TPR, Colorado Communities for Climate
Action, Compact for Colorado Communities, Colorado Commissioners Acting Together
(CCAT) (30 minutes)
AGENDA and TIMES ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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4:00 PM

Adjourn
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Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 2020, 9:00 AM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611
A worksession agenda is structured to give the Board of Commissioners an opportunity to touch base with each other, staff, and
invited community members and organizations to discuss and work through issues the County is facing, but not ready to take official
action on at a regular board meeting. Work sessions are open to the public (with exception of executive session). However, public
input is typically not taken during a work session unless specifically asked for by the Board.

9:00 AM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items
This is time set aside for staff and community partners to formally present community or organizational
issues that may lead to future Board action.
9:00 AM

Livable & Supportive Community Budget Presentation  Connie Baker (3 hours)

12:00 PM Lunch Break
1:00 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items (continued)
This portion of the agenda is intended to: 1) Provide the Board and Staff an opportunity to discuss items
that will come before the Board and public for formal adoption at a future Regular Meeting/Public
Hearing, 2) To review the calendar of business for future Board Work Sessions and Regular Meetings
1:00 PM

Livable & Supportive Community Budget Presentation  Connie Baker (90 minutes)

2:30 PM

Break

2:45 PM

Upcoming Regular Meeting Items (continued)

4:30 PM

2:45 PM

Livable & Supportive Community Budget Presentation  Connie Baker (90 minutes)

4:15 PM

Review of Future Agenda Calendars  Work Session / Regular Meeting (15 Minutes)

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
4:30 PM

4:45 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

Adjourn
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Board of Commissioners
Regular Meeting Agenda
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 28, 2020, 12:00 PM
BOCC Meeting Room, 1st Floor
530 E Main St, Aspen, CO 81611

Additions/Deletions to Agenda
Public Comments (please limit to 3 minutes per speaker unless otherwise advised by the Chair)
Call in numbers for public comment:
6699006833 or 9292056099
Webinar ID: 811 8995 6470
Password: 796056
If you are calling to make a comment on an item during public hearing, you can watch the meeting on the Pitkin County website
(pitkincounty.com) and make public comment as the item is presented and acknowledged by the Chair.

Commissioner Comments
Consent Items: Consent items are generally perceived as noncontroversial and allow the Board to spend its time on more
complex items elsewhere on the agenda. A Board member or member of the public may ask for a Consent item be removed for
individual consideration. Consent items typically have been discussed in work sessions with the Board and are approved by a single
motion.

Consent Items  Single Reading:
1. Minutes of
Consent Items Set for Public Hearing on DATE:
Individual Consideration Items:
Individual Consideration Items / First Readings set for Public Hearings on DATE:
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, One Reading:
Individual Consideration Items / Public Hearing, 2nd Readings:
Individual Consideration Items / Emergency Ordinance and Resolution Confirmatory Reading:
Land Use Items:
Land Use Public Hearings:
2. Resolution Approving the MM Rosemary Circle LLC Activity Envelope Review and Affirming the Entitlements Granted Pursuant to
BOCC Resolution No. 1092001, as Amended, Tami Kochen CONTINUED FROM 9/9/20

Land Use Actions:
Open Discussion
Adjourn Regular Meeting
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
WORKSESSION MEETING
DATE:

September 15, 2020

AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

Joint Meeting of the Board of County Commissioners and
Planning & Zoning Commissioners Regarding Growth
Management in Pitkin County

STAFF RESPONSIBLE:

Cindy Houben, Community Development Director
Ellen Sassano, Senior Long Range Planner
Zachary Hendrix, Senior Administrative Assistant

ISSUE STATEMENT: In order to set the stage for potential Code amendments related to Growth
Management in Pitkin County, Staff wishes to accomplish the following objectives at this meeting:
1. Update the BOCC and Planning Commission on the results of nine weeks of public outreach
on the topic of Growth Management; and receive direction on prioritization of and timing
for the development of specific topics to be addressed in the Land Use Code
amendments; and
2. Initiate discussion regarding alternatives for modifying over-arching Land Use Code
directives relating to growth and resource capacity management, moving forward.
BACKGROUND:
Recent Meetings
May 19, 2020 On May 19, 2020, the BOCC and P&Z met in a joint worksession to refine broad
direction received from both Boards over previous months regarding community objectives that
should be addressed as part of an effective strategy for managing growth. As an outcome of that
meeting, Staff was directed to engage the public in an outreach effort to gather input on the same
topic.
June 2, 2020
The BOCC subsequently met in a worksession on June 2, 2020 to develop the
following vision statement for a viable, healthy community over the long-term, with the intent of
using the statement as both a starting and focal point for upcoming public discussion:
Utilize growth management and the Land-Use Code to create an equitable, sustainable and
resilient regional quality of life and economy for the future, and to meet our climate action
objectives.
It’s important to note that Climate Action is integral to the vision developed by the Board, with
equity, economy and quality of life as equally important factors.
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Public Outreach Process
A total of nine virtual public outreach meetings were conducted once a week for two hours from
June 22nd to August 20th, with upwards of 25 participants attending each meeting. Up to 90
individuals were included in the mailing list sent each week to provide information regarding
upcoming meetings. Though not all of those contacted participated, there were a variety of interests
represented in the weekly discussions, including members of the realty, design and land use planning
trades, caucus and homeowners association representatives, commercial recreation interests, public
utility interests, energy efficiency experts, as well as long-time locals and a few young people
representing their peers. It is important to note that throughout this unique process, those who
participated represented a broad swath of the citizenry that are not specialists in land-use policy, but
are committed to beneficial community outcomes.
Topics discussed over the nine meetings included but were not limited to:
 The Growth Management System as it currently exists
 Establishment of the vision for the future of Pitkin County, as expressed by individuals and
the group as a whole
 Identification of community needs/objectives that should be addressed as part of a growth
management strategy
 Appropriate location for and types of development/growth outside of Urban Growth
Boundary Areas
 Growth Management Exemptions for residences of 5,750 sf or less; and for the use of
transferable development rights
 Maximum House Size
Recorded meetings and resource data compiled to inform the public outreach and subsequent growth
management discussions may be found on the Community Development Department web page at
the following link: https://pitkincounty.com/1293/Growth-Management-Public-Outreach.
Highlights of Public Outreach Direction Staff will present a detailed matrix identifying specific
recommendations by topic at the meeting, as represented in Attachment A. While there was not
strong consensus on several of the issues raised, Staff did find alignment between many of the
community objectives identified as important to managing growth by the public outreach group, the
P&Z and BOCC. The following paragraphs summarize several of the areas of discussion where
there was some agreement, though there were few areas where full consensus was reached:


Simplify the Land Use Process
 Use development standards and zoning to achieve desired community objectives;
 Retain Growth Management competition for use only to establish development rights
on new lots created through 35 acre and County subdivision;


Update scoring criteria to reflect current community objectives and eliminate
“gaming” of the system;
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 Eliminate mitigation or “payment in lieu” options. Use zoning and development
standards to address/curtail development impacts;
 Implement a pacing system to control the rate of growth;





Explore limiting the number of building permits available on an annual basis;



Include remodels and demolition/replacement in accounting for available
square footage and permits.

Address Climate Change, including but not limited to residential impacts associated with
traffic, waste, job generation, energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions.
 Reduce the maximum house size allowed;
 Reduce the 5,750 growth management exemption to potentially allow for a continued
use of TDRs to achieve a reduced maximum house size;
 Repurpose TDRs for uses other than floor area;
 Require as close to a “net-zero residential” standard as possible;



 Recognize and address embodied energy and carbon footprint as components of
residential development;
 Social equity should be a factor in zoning decisions that affect all aspects of
climate related action, including how much and where affordable housing may be
built.
Managing Growth & Resource Capacity Consider whether we should be managing
growth per se, and/or managing resource and service capacity as it relates to both the
built and natural environments. Zoning, in and of itself may go a long way towards
managing capacity.

Open Space & Trails Board Input
As elements of Growth Management competition scoring and other provisions in the Land Use Code
specifically relate to the objectives of the Open Space & Trails Department, the Open Space & Trails
Board and Staff reviewed current GMQS provisions and weighed in with several recommendations
for modifications (see Attachment F.) The intent of their input is to more effectively align the growth
management provisions and scoring criteria with objectives for Open Space resource preservation
and management. Staff will briefly summarize recommendations at the meeting, and OST Staff will
be available to respond to questions.
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Assessing and recalibrating growth management strategies
supports the goal of sustaining a “Flourishing Natural and Built Environment;”
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KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS:
At the meeting, Staff will present the following items to facilitate discussion and direction from the
Boards:
1. Growth Topics Matrix
The Growth Topics Matrix, attached to this memorandum as
Exhibit “A”, identifies topics that have been raised to date by the BOCC, P&Z and the Public
Outreach Group as important to the discussion of growth management objectives, moving
forward; Topics all relate to the underlying themes of equity, economics, climate and quality
of life. At the meeting, Staff will present the document highlights and request direction
regarding which of these topics should be addressed as a component of an overall strategy for
addressing residential growth and resource capacity; and in development of subsequent Land
Use Code amendments. Staff also seeks direction on prioritization of and timing for Code
amendments necessary to address identified topics/objectives.
2. Alternative to Current Growth Management Structure
If there is time, Staff will present
a potential comprehensive scenario for recalibrating the current growth management
structure to more effectively address issues identified to date. This scenario was presented to
the public outreach group and while there was not a consensus reached, it received general
support, as compared to other scenarios presented, including a scenario with relatively no
change to the current system. See exhibits C & D
3. Next Steps
a. Staff has scheduled a continued Joint BOCC/P&Z worksession on Oct 6, 2020 to
ensure that there is sufficient time to develop and provide direction to Staff regarding
overall strategy and Code amendments relating to residential growth and capacity
management.
b. Based on priorities identified in these two worksessions, Staff anticipates the
following schedule for subsequent development and processing of Code amendments
related to growth management:
i. October-November, 2020: Draft Code Amendments
ii. December, 2020-January, 2021:
Process Code Amendments
BUDGETARY IMPACT: N/A
RECOMMENDED P&Z and BOCC ACTION: No formal action is requested of the Boards.
Staff seeks direction regarding prioritization of topics to address as a component of an overall
strategy for managing residential growth, intensity, resource capacity and in development of
subsequent related Land Use Code amendments.
ATTACHMENTS:
EXHIBIT A – Growth Matrix
EXHIBIT B – Development Impacts Based on House Size
EXHIBIT C – Alternative Growth Management Structures
EXHIBIT D – Other Alternative Growth Management Structures Presented to the Public
Outreach Group
EXHIBIT E – Current Status of Pitkin County Data
EXHIBIT F – Open Space & Trails Board Recommendations
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Attachment A.

Topic:

Climate Change:

Social Equity:

Growth Matrix
For more information on the following topics, please go to:
https://pitkincounty.com/1293/Growth-Management-Public-Outreach
BOCC Feedback:
P&Z Feedback:
Outreach Feedback:
 Homes need to be more efficient
 The embodied energy of development needs to be accounted
 Improved
for
The Land-Use Code
energy
o Incentivize embodied-energy-free materials for building
and GMQS should be
efficiency of
 Traffic generation needs to be addressed as this directly
recalibrated to
homes
contributes to emissions
encourage
 Installation of
 Green energy sources should be incentivized
development through
EV facilities
 Consider an airport carbon fuel tax for private planes to fund
the lens of climate

Move
to
solar arrays, car-charging ports, electric cars and use of
action
electrification
“clean” concrete on airport property; and/or expand airport
enterprise zone to allow fuel tax to fund solar installations off
the airport property
Need more equitable
development
Those who live, work,
and commute here
need to be given
consideration

Social equity underlines all other discussions
Promoting climate action promotes social equity



Land-Use Code
Requirements:

More stringent requirements are needed for development –
less mitigation and more direct offsets
 Incentivize deed-restricted caretaker dwelling units instead
of as just a voluntary option (and enforce occupancy)
 Assess impacts of, and regulate short-term rentals
 Accelerate the adoption of the revised employee housing
impact fee (not over 5 years, over 1 year).
 To limit buildable sites (and growth,) prohibit
development in any rockfall hazard zone
 To address use of CDUS as guest houses, establish
provisions for multiple residences on one site (family
compounds,) and establish a separate activity envelope for
a CDU

Need to be adjusted
further to improve
development quality.
Climate Action Lens
should be applied to
Land-Use Code
requirements
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Attachment A.

Growth Matrix

System is flawed
and needs
reevaluation

GMQS may not be the best way to regulate growth and
development going forward - Competition should be limited to
establishment of development rights related to new subdivision,
with no ability to use growth management for additional floor area
above a specified size

GMQS Scoring &
Competition:

System is flawed and
needs reevaluation

Exemptions (Those not
otherwise listed in this
matrix):

Exemptions are a
powerful tool worth
utilizing, but need to
be recalibrated to
incentivize the
community benefits
we wish to encourage

Redevelopment and demolition should not be exempt from the
growth management system – provide incentives to build smaller

Are TDRs still
achieving the benefits
originally desired?

 TDRs are worth too much square footage
 The system may be outdated
 If they remain in use, re-purpose TDRs for uses other than additional
sq. footage, potentially including TDR(s) in exchange for
o Caretaker dwelling units that are fully deed restricted and
occupied
o Increasing density on parcels in the UGB in the form of a 2nd
small rental unit
o Short-term rental permit
o Up-zoning
 If there’s a desire to create more “supply” of TDRs, issue TDRs in
exchange for:
o A covenant to build 3,250 sq. ft. or less on a property where more
square footage is allowed
o Building a net positive residence, producing more renewable
energy than it uses to feed back to a local grid
 Consider allowing one to purchase only as much floor area as
needed for their residential expansion to avoid building more than
needed to use full square footage value of a TDR

TDRs:

 System works
well and should
be kept
 Greater
protection of the
RR Zone should
be provided
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Attachment A.

5,750 ft2 Exempt House
Size:

Community Benefits:





Environmental
Preservation
Community Character
Traffic/Infrastructure
Affordable Housing
 Commercial

Growth Matrix

The exempt house size is too large and needs to be reduced from
5,750 to 3,250

Maybe too large?

Generated traffic is
too great
A strong need for
affordable housing

 Greater use of
conservation easements
for larger parcels
 More incentives and
backing of local
agriculture
 Greater preservation of
upper valley
 Reduce paving and
greater preservation of
rural character
 Greater air quality
control
 Reduced
waste/improved waste
management
 Incentives for public
transit or reducing
VMTs
 Funding for public
transit and intercept
lots
 More efficient vehicles
 Require commercial
development to meet
renewable guidelines
 Encourage commercial
activity near habitation
of workers
 Encourage AH upvalley near public
transit
 Require donations to
AH for development

 Service capacity increase from development needs to be
addressed
 Contributions to schools need to be increased
 Transportation of students and teachers should be dealt with
 Recreational capacity needs to be maintained at a level that
preserves quality of experience and natural resources
 Need to address compounded transportation demand – multi
modal transit, last mile transfer
 Public Health and HHS capacity strain addressed by
development
 Waste diversion market created for development’s waste
 Creation of recycling opportunities
 Water use and conservation addressed
 Improves the connectivity of open space
 Limit sub-grade space
 Job Generation needs to be addressed – housing, transport, etc.
 Rebalance affordable housing – don’t just keep building new
stock but repurpose existing inventory
 Pace development to be consistent with road, water (& sewer)
infrastructure capacity
 Material use-clean concrete is an innovation and should be
recognized in the “innovation category” in GMQS. Same for
solar windows or solar shingles, until a material or method is
common place.
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Attachment A.

Max House Size:

Growth Matrix

Larger than necessary

 Limit number of
permits for large
homes
 Develop
locational
restrictions on
large homes
 Require homes
larger than
exemption to be
net-energy
producers and to
provide AH
rather than allow
pay-in-lieu

 Square footage or number of units need to be paced – too many
developed at once – use permit system?
 The environmental impact of larger homes is too great
 There may be areas in the county where larger homes should be
located
 Consider applying one max house standard county-wide
 A FAR calculation may be better than a one size fits all zone
approach
 For most of the county, 15,000 ft2 is too large

4
560

Attachment B.

Impacts of Development Based on House Size

House
Size (ft2)

*

Annual
Energy
Use
(kBTU)

*

Waste
Generated in
Construction
(tons)

*

Average Number of
Jobs Added PostConstruction (Total
FTEs)

Additional
Daily VMTs

3,250

-

175,994

-

61.75

-

.13

4.41

5,750

77%

407,427

131.5%

109.25

76.92%

.23

7.8

8,250

154%

777,443

341.74%

156.75

153.85%

.76

11.2

10,750

231%

1,092,421

520.71%

204.25

230.77%

.99

14.6

13,250

307%

1,380,895

684.62%

251.75

307.69%

1.22

17.98

15,000

362%

1,421,870

707.9%

285

361.54%

1.38

20.36

*: All percentages are baselined to 3,250 ft2; i.e. the 10,750 ft2 home is 231% larger, uses 520.71% more energy and produces 230.77% more
waste during construction than a 3,250 ft2 home
**: All numbers are based off of previous Pitkin County studies and are an average for the particular house size.
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Impacts of Development Based on House Size

House Size
(ft2)

*

Annual Energy Use (kBTU) Projected under New
Energy Code

*

3,250

-

52,798.2

-

5,750

77%

122,228.1

131.5%

8,250

154%

233,232.9

341.74%

10,750

231%

327,726.3

520.71%

13,250

307%

414,268.5

684.62%

15,000

362%

426,561

707.9%

*: All percentages are baselined to 3,250 ft2; i.e. the 10,750 ft2 home is 231% larger, uses 520.71% more energy and produces 230.77% more
waste during construction than a 3,250 ft2 home
**: All numbers are based off of previous Pitkin County studies and are an average for the particular house size.
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Majority Public Outreach Group Growth Management Structure Recommendation

Alternative B. – Greatest Change from the Existing Growth Management System

GMQS is only used for new development
rights (subdivision of parcels). Additional
square footage may no longer be obtained
through GMQS.

*All example square footage
numbers are purely for
illustrative purposes and not a
recommendation of what square
foot limitations should be.

A new reduced maximum house size
standard is established via zoning applying
to all areas of the county.

No new TDRs are created and the system is
revised. The remaining 135 TDRs are still
recognized and new uses will be developed.

More stringent development regulations
are put in place to address impacts and
community benefits of development.
Regulations apply to all development.

A system (TBD) of pacing of development
is set by the issuance of building permits.
A set number of building permits are
allowed to be issued each year. For
example, if the annual number of permits is
set at 30, then the 31st development must
wait until the next year for a permit,
including redevelopment.
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Other Alternative Structures for Growth Management in Pitkin County from Public Outreach Discussion

Alternative A. – Minimum Change from Existing Growth Management System

Exempt floor area square footage is
reduced from the existing 5,750 ft2 to a
smaller exempt square footage.

Maximum house size allowed is either kept
the same at 15,000 ft2 or reduced.

In order to get halfway to the maximum house size an applicant must go through GMQS. For example, if the max
house size is kept at 15,000 ft2 then an applicant must go through GMQS to get to 9,000 ft2.
The GMQS scoring system is revised to be in line with the newly defined community benefits. With more
applicants required to use GMQS, more projects must compete for square footage creating “better projects”. Direct
impacts are required to be offset rather than mitigated for via payments.
Pacing of development is determined by the available amount of square footage annually. With all “larger home”
projects now going through GMQS, this aspect of growth management is restored. For example, if the exempt
square footage is 3,250 ft2, then an annual allotment of 17,250 ft2 allows 3 homes a year to be built to 9,000 ft2.

To go from the halfway point to the max house size, use of TDRs are
required. TDRs are reduced from 2,500 ft2 per TDR to 1,000 ft2.
For example, if current max house size of 15,000 ft2 is kept, then to go from
9,000 ft2 to 15,000 ft2 would require the purchasing of 6 TDRs.

*All example square footage
numbers are purely for
illustrative purposes and not a
recommendation of what square
foot limitations should be.
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Other Alternative Structures for Growth Management in Pitkin County from Public Outreach Discussion

Alternative C. – Hybrid Option

*All example square footage numbers are
purely for illustrative purposes and not a
recommendation of what square foot
limitations should be.

Exempt floor area square footage is
reduced from the existing 5,750 ft2 to a
smaller exempt square footage.

Maximum house size is reduced. Max
house size is permitted only in specific
areas within the county.

In order to get halfway to the maximum house size an
applicant must go through GMQS.
The GMQS scoring system is revised to be in line with the
newly defined community benefits. With more applicants
pushed into GMQS, more projects are forced to compete for
square footage creating “better projects”. Direct impacts are
required to be offset rather than mitigated for via payments.

To go from the halfway point to the max
house size, use of TDRs are required.
TDRs are reduced from 2,500 ft2 per TDR
to 1,000 ft2.

Pacing of development is partly determined by the available
amount of square footage annually. With all “larger home”
projects now going through GMQS, this aspect of growth
management is restored.

No new TDRs will be issued, causing the
system to gradually phase out. At existing
numbers, this would leave 135,000 ft2
available via this system.

More stringent development regulations
are set for all development. This addresses
impacts not dealt with via GMQS or
caused by smaller developments.

Final pacing of development is set by the
issuance of building permits. A set number of
building permits are allowed to be issued each
year.
2
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Current Status of Pitkin County

Currently in Pitkin County There
Are:

Total Number of Primary Residences in
Unincorporated Pitkin County

 3,860 Primary Residences

 1,375 are larger than 3,250 ft ,
which is 36% of the total
inventory
 583 are larger than 5,750 ft2,
which is 15% of the total
inventory; and
 159 are larger than 10,000 ft2,
which is 4% of the total inventory
2

Number of Residences

3,860

Of these:

4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
0

1,375
583

Total Number Number of
Number of
Number of
of Primary
Homes
Homes
Homes
Residences: Greater than Greater than Greater than
3,250:
5,750:
10,000:

Total Residential Square Footage of
Primary Residences in Pitkin County
Is:

Total Square Footage

Total Square Footage of Unincorprated
Pitkin County

 12,900,554 ft2

12,900,554
14,000,000
12,000,000
10,000,000
8,000,000
6,000,000
4,000,000
2,000,000
0

159

Of this:

8,629,555

 8,629,555 ft2, or 67%, is from
residences that are greater than 3,250
ft2
 5,249,834 ft2, or 41%, is from
residences that are greater than 5,750
ft2; and
 2,087,364 ft2, or 16%, are from
residences that are greater than
10,000 ft2

5,249,834
2,087,364

Total Square Total Square Total Square Total Square
Footage in
Footage of
Footage of
Footage of
County:
Homes
Homes
Homes
Greater than Greater than Greater than
3,250:
5,750:
10,000:

Total Rural & UGB Primary Residences
In the UGB and Rural Areas There
Currently Are:
 1,131 Primary Residences in the
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB),
which is 29% of the total inventory
 2,729 Primary Residences in the
Rural Area, which is 71% of the total
inventory

3,860
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
0

2,729

1,131

Total Number of
Primary
Residences:

Number of UGB
Residences:

Number of Rural
Residences:

1
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Current Status of Pitkin County

Total Rural & UGB Square Footage

Total Square Footage of Primary
Residences in the UGB and Rural
Areas:

 A total of 8,424,174 ft2 are located in
the Rural Area, which is 65% of the
total residential square footage in the
county

12,900,554

12,000,000

Square Footage

 A total of 4,476,380 ft2 are located in
the UGB Area, which is 35% of the
total residential square footage in the
county

14,000,000

8,424,174

10,000,000
8,000,000

4,476,380

6,000,000
4,000,000
2,000,000
0
Total Square
Footage in
County:

Total UGB
Total Rural
Square Footage: Square Footage:

* Primary Residence refers to a residence that is the main building on a parcel and in no way relates to the yearly occupancy of a
residence.
** All square footage and residence numbers relate to residentially classified buildings and exclude all commercial, government,
and non-residential uses.

2
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OST Memorandum
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:
CC:

Board of County Commissioners & Planning and Zoning Commission
Open Space and Trails Board
Growth Management Quota System- Recommendations
9/3/2020
Cindy Houben

On July 29, we met with Cindy Houben and other Com. Dev. Staff to go over background and
process and discuss some initial OST suggestions for changes that might further our mission.
On September 3, the Open Space Board determined its specific recommendations, as described
below. We are thankful for the opportunity for you to consider these at your September 15,
2020 joint meeting. Our written comments are included in bold, below.
Background: The Mission of the Open Space program is to acquire, preserve, maintain and
manage open space properties for multiple purposes including, but not limited to, recreational,
wildlife, agricultural, scenic and access purposes; and to acquire, preserve, develop, maintain
and manage trails for similar purposes.
The Open Space Department’s acquisition effort rests on a regulatory backdrop defined by the
Land Use Code (LUC). The need for Open Space purchases is essentially a question of what
protections are appropriate for a given property to bolster those already found in the baseline
of the LUC. Furthermore, the incentive structure in the LUC can generate dedications of both
property interests and monetary contributions that extend the capacity of the Open Space fund
to otherwise secure these assets.
Land Use dedications have played a very significant role in the County’s open space and trail
protection overall. Some examples are the 8,879 acres preserved by the TDR program (thru
2018), thereby avoiding the cost of otherwise purchasing those development rights. In other
instances, landowners were allowed to pull a TDR and then sell the “carcass” to Open Space;
we were able to sterilize all of Avalanche Creek in this manner. And critical trail linkages, such
as on the Brush Creek trail, that were dedicated and helped us complete this important trail
connection. Given this, the Open Space and Trails Program has a critical interest in the current
review of the GMQS system.
The purpose of the GMQS is “to manage the rate, type, location, quality, and ultimate quantity
of growth within the Rural and Urban Areas of unincorporated Pitkin County.” The growth
management mechanism is a competition system, whereby applicants compete for a predetermined square footage allotment capped on an annual basis. All applicants seeking new
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square footage must obtain a GMQS allocation unless they have an exemption. Our
recommendations regarding the scoring, as well as the exemptions, are discussed below.
GMQS Scoring System: The scoring of GMQS applications is done by the Planning and Zoning
Commission in reference to a set of standards that can earn points for the applicant. See LUC 650-20 attached. All of the basic conservation values contained in the Open Space Mission
statement above are mirrored in the GMQS scoring system. Points are available for trail
dedications and land use restrictions that would protect habitat, agriculture, and scenic open
space. In addition, points are available for other community benefits that are outside the scope
of our program, such has housing, fire mitigation, etc.
Ironically, in both the “habitat/wildlife” and “open space” categories, properties that have no
onsite assets worth protecting are given a two point score (the highest available) for doing
nothing. See 6-50-20(c)(1)(4) See 6-50-20(b)(2) – attached scoring criteria. While we
acknowledge that some parcels do not possess open space or wildlife attributes that merit
permanent protection under the Open Space program, we also note that any development will
increase pressure on our protected lands and habitat simply by increasing our valley
population. These off site impacts should be recognized and addressed. We strongly
recommend we eliminate these “free ride” provisions and instead allow cash in lieu for both
categories, as discussed further below.
Two other recommendations for the Open Space Conservation section of the scoring are 1.
points should not be available for placing a conservation easement or covenant on areas that
are not otherwise developable such as steep slopes or stream setbacks, and 2, in most
circumstances a conservation easement should be the preferred mechanism for conserving
areas due to the annual monitoring and accountability provided.
The current code scores cash in lieu proposals in the “trails and transit” category but not in the
“open space” category. The concept is that the impact of the development in the trails and
transit category should be mitigated either by direct dedication of a trail easement or by cash in
lieu if the property is not traversed by a desirable link. The current scoring criteria offer points
for a “(3) Commitment of the applicant to finance or provide capital improvements (such as a
bus, bus shelter, or trail connection) that enhance the ability of the transit or trail system to
serve the proposed development, or to provide an easement for a trail that has been identified
in the Pitkin County Comprehensive Plan; and/or an easement for a trail that has generally
been identified as a public access need.” In the past several years, we have had numerous
instances of applicants offering cash contributions to selected Open Space recreation projects.
We currently lack any policy, metric, or other objective guidance for determining the adequacy
of cash proposals. Applicants who might be rebuffed by our program can usually find another
trail entity such as RFTA more willing to accept any contribution. We recommend that the
Open Space Department procure an economic impact study to analyze appropriate levels of
“finance” with due consideration of the impact of the development on trails/transit and open
space in the County. This study might also analyze the proportionality of such cash in lieu
allowances on alternatives offered under the TDR program to better understand how cash in
lieu may impact the relative viability of each mechanism. Should the County decide to
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undertake a broader impact study regarding other community values, we would contribute to
such as an alternative way to address the issues noted above. And, we recommend that a
maximum of one point be available for a cash in lieu payment.
An additional problem/challenge with the trails element as quoted above is that it is tied to the
Pitkin County Comprehensive Plan (which relies on individual caucus plans) or “generally”
recognized needs. The Open Space program has a series of Management Plans and one trail
corridor plan (the Crystal). In addition, we have several other corridors (such as Castle Creek)
that are informal areas of interest to the Open Space Board but have not yet been subject to
planning in a formal sense. Therefore, we recommend that the language of the trails scoring
element be amended to acknowledge all of OST adopted management and corridor plans and
to also require consultation with OST to determine what potential there may be. To buttress
this change, additional qualitative language could be added to describe some of our priorities
more generally, such as “easements for trails or access that connect to public lands, or
facilitate connectivity between easements or within desirable trail corridors.” Finally, we
recommend that the “trails” and “transit” be separated into their own scoring categories.
Finally, similarly to the TDR receiver site criteria discussed below, the current GMQS scoring
criteria implicitly allow consideration of impacts on adjacent Open Space Lands, but does not
explicitly require any special consideration there. We recommend that the scoring criteria in 650-20(b)&(c) be amended to explicitly address projects adjacent to, or impacting, County
Open Space lands, trail corridors, and sensitive wildlife habitat. We also recommend that
where an applicant has land with conservation values and does not propose some way to
conserve those lands that they would fail to reach the minimum point threshold to receive an
allotment.
Annual allotments. The County Commissioners recently (in May) tweaked the program by
reducing that annual available residential allotments. We recommend that further reduction of
allotments be reviewed within a set period.
Allotment Expiration; Allotments will now expire if a building permit application has not been
filed within three (3) years. The code allows a one-time extension of one year, which is
approved administratively. We recommend that any time extensions be tied to permanent
protection of conservation interests. In other words, that if the applicant is willing to grant a
permanent conservation easement or trail easement that is desired by the County, the
allotment could be extended– potentially without an expiration date.
GMQS exemptions: Two examples of GMQS exemptions are the 5,750 ft. sq. allowance for
existing lots, and the use TDRs.
A. House size limits. The 5,750 ft. sq. exemption is one of the key LUC elements setting the
backdrop for the context the Open Space program navigates in seeking to conserve
land. This exemption also limits the application of the GMQS incentive structure. With
the Open Space program seeking to protect scenery, habitat, and agricultural lands
across the County, a fundamental question worth asking is whether the 5,750 threshold
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best serves the County’s objectives. Some caucus areas have crafted master plans that
reduce this number and/or prohibit additional floor area, to better protect their rural
character (these limits are now codified in LUC). Others such as the Crystal Valley, have
done neither, and this has directly impacted the Open Space program; a recent example
was our concern that large house development could significantly alter the Thompson
Divide Ranch and its environs, leading us to prioritize funding for this purchase.
Given these dynamics, it is evident that a reduction in allowable house size could benefit the
mission of the Open Space program by lessening the threat on rural lands, and thereby
decreasing the cost, or even the need, for open space purchases. We support an overall house
size reduction to any lower threshold deemed appropriate by the P&Z and BOCC.
B. TDRs: A second notable GMQS exemption is the TDR. At their most basic, TDRs can do
two things: (1) be used to establish a development right – new dwelling unit – in the
Urban Growth Boundary and allow development up to the final maximum house size
allowed in the zone district; and (2) be used in the Rural Area to increase Floor Area up
to the maximum size permitted in the zone district. TDRs can no longer be used to
establish a new development right on in a Rural Area. To obtain a new development
right in the Rural Area all applicants must now compete in GMQS. All floor area
approved via TDRs and GMQS allocations 2009-2019 is shown on the attachment. See
too attached map showing TDR sending and receiving sites as of 2018.
Increasing square footage via TDRs has occasionally generated tension with the Open Space
program. A notable example was the redevelopment of the Bob Lewis parcel aka “Stella Polare”
adjacent the North Star Preserve (James H. Smith Property). In that instance, the OSTB
successfully urged the BOCC to condition the approval of the TDR receiver site on architectural
restrictions that protected the scenic context of North Star.
The criteria for approval of TDR receiving sites is defined jointly by LUC 6-70-40(b) and the
Special Use Review Criterial in LUC Section 2-30-30 (h). The 6-70-40(b) criteria addresses black
and white categories of lands that are eligible to be considered for TDR receiving for either new
development rights or square footage augmentation. Once a site is determined eligible, as
noted above, the Hearing Officer or BOCC must exercise discretion using to the standards of
LUC Section 2-30-30 (h) to decide whether to allow the TDR to land. Several of these qualitative
standards can apply to sites adjacent to Open Space properties, or other properties of
environmental concern. In particular, the standards in 2-30-30 (h) include the following:
“(c) The proposed development must not materially endanger the public health, safety or welfare.
(d) The proposed development must not substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting property.
…
(f) The special review use shall be compatible with the character of the immediate vicinity of the parcel
proposed for development and surrounding land uses, or shall enhance the mixture of complimentary
uses and activities in the immediate vicinity of the parcel proposed for development.
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(g) The location, size, design and operating characteristics of the proposed special review use must be in
harmony with the surrounding area and minimize adverse effects, including visual impacts, impacts on
pedestrian and vehicular circulation, traffic generation, parking, trash, service delivery, air/water”

All of these criteria can apply to find that a proposed TDR receiving site is not appropriate for
the development right or additional square footage. We also relied on these criteria to
negotiate appropriate architectural conditions on the Bob Lewis site. We recommend that
these criteria be amended to explicitly address situations where the proposed receiving site is
adjacent or near Pitkin County Open Space properties, or to important wildlife areas, and to
require consultation with the Open Space Department in those instances.
A more strict change to the code regarding TDR receiver sites could be to revisit the eligibility of
rural lands in total. The code was amended in 2006 to make these lands ineligible to receive
TDRs for creation of new development rights. We recommend reducing the square footage
augmentation ratio in rural areas from 2500 ft sq/TDR to 1000 ft sq/TDR.
Finally, we believe the County needs a more integrated mechanism for evaluating the issuance
of new TDRs. TDRs are available for several categories of land:







Any legally created lot/parcel within the Rural/Remote (R/R) or Transitional Residential
(TR-1 and TR-2) Zone Districts .
Lands within the Conservation Development PUD (CD-PUD) Zone District.
Lands subject to an Open Space Preservation Master Plan.
A “constrained site” or a “visually constrained site” not within the R/R, CD-PUD, TR-1 or
TR-2 Zone Districts.
A “Limited Development Conservation Parcel” located within the AR-10, RS-20, RS-30,
RS-35 or RS-160 Zone Districts.
Properties designated to the Pitkin County Historic Register.

Some of these categories have set ratios to determine allowable TDR numbers, while others,
such as constrained lots and historic properties, are purely discretionary. In those situations,
the applicants can ask for any number, and negotiate the approval on an ad hoc basis.
Meanwhile, the County has over time tended to favor Open Space allocations for land
preservation as a way to avoid the impacts on potential TDR receiver sites. For example, some
of our early ranch master plan/conservation easement efforts relied on a mix of cash and TDRs
for compensation, the current Open Space Master Plan code requires cash only. While we
support a reliance on the Open Space fund, it has sometimes appeared that the ad hoc TDR
allocations for constrained lots and historic structures have undermined any coordinated effort
to limit the TDR supply. Similarly, the choice of whether to redirect a constrained lot applicant
to the Open Space Board, as was recently done with the Harvey lot, is also handled on an ad
hoc basis. To better achieve some coordination between the generation of new TDRs and the
Open Space Fund, we recommend that the County set annual targets for the issuance of
TDRs.
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Carbon Footprint by House Size

House
Size (ft2)

Annual
mmBTU

GHG
(tons)

Waste During
Construction
(tons)

GHG
(tons)

FTEs
Added

GHG
(tons)

Annual
VMTs
Added

GHG
(tons)

1-Year Total
GHG (tons)
Including
Construction
Waste

3,250

1,759.94

9.32

61.75

181.54

0.13

0.091

1,609.65

0.64

191.61

10.06

5,750

4,074.27

21.59

109.25

321.19

0.23

0.161

2,847

1.14

344.09

22.90

8,250

7,774.43

41.20

156.75

460.84

0.76

0.532

4,088

1.64

504.22

43.38

10,750

10,924.21

57.89

204.75

601.96

0.99

0.693

5,329

2.14

662.70

60.73

13,250

13,808.95

73.18

251.75

740.14

1.22

0.854

6,562.7

2.64

816.83

76.68

15,000

14,218.7

75.35

285

837.9

1.38

0.966

7,431.4

2.99

917.21

79.31

Annual Total
GHG (tons) from
Occupancy

* All numbers are based off of previous Pitkin County studies and are an average for the particular house size.
**All GHG in tons conversions are based on EPA data
*** All GHG numbers are tons of CO2 Equivalent
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10-Year Carbon Footprint by House Size

House Size
(SF)

GHG (tons) of Construction
Waste

Annual GHG (tons) from
Occupancy

10-Year GHG (tons) from
occupancy

Total 10-Year GHG
(tons)

3,250

181.55

10.07

100.67

282.22

5,750

321.20

22.90

229.02

550.21

8,250

460.85

43.38

433.84

894.68

10,750

601.97

60.74

607.39

1,209.35

13,250

740.15

76.69

766.86

1,507.01

15,000

837.90

79.32

793.20

1,631.10

House
Size (SF)

10-Year GHG (tons)
from occupancy

Equivalence in
Gallons of Gas

Equivalence in
Acres of Forest

Total 10-Year
GHG (tons)

Equivalence in
Gallons of Gas

Equivalence in
Acres of Forest

3,250

100.67

11,328.20

479.40

282.22

31,756.35

1,343.90

5,750

229.02

25,770.19

1,090.57

550.21

61,912.31

2,620.07

8,250

433.84

48,817.31

2,065.90

894.68

100,673.39

4,260.40

10,750

607.39

68,345.79

2,892.33

1,209.35

136,081.24

5,758.83

13,250

766.86

86,290.32

3,651.72

1,507.01

169,574.33

7,176.22

15,000

793.20

89,253.93

3,777.14

1,631.10

183,537.71

7,767.14

*All GHG numbers are tons of CO2 Equivalent
**All GHG in tons conversions are based on EPA data
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