Board of Commissioners
Work Session Agenda
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2020, 9:30 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.

9:30 AM

ASE Vision Committee Final Decision Discussion (2.5 hours)
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

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

2020 Budget Update and 3rd Quarter Budget Supplemental Requests  Connie Baker (1 hour)

2:00 PM

COVID19 Update, Jon Peacock (30 minutes)

2:30 PM

Break

2:45 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

4:15 PM

2:45 PM

Ballot Initiative Discussion (1 hour) no packet material

3:45 PM

Prep for Joint Meeting with Planning & Zoning Board on September 15, 2020 (15 minutes)

4:00 PM

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

Discussion Items/Open Discussion
No formal written materials
4:15 PM

4:30 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

Adjourn

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

September 8, 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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Attachment #3

ASE VISION
PUBLIC COMMENTS
9.8.20
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8/21/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Public Comment for ASE -- please have staff cut and paste into website

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…

1/2
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Pitkin County Mail - Public Comment for ASE -- please have staff cut and paste into website

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

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675341678712283908&simpl=msg-f%3A16753416787…

2/2
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8/18/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Fwd: Our Airport Goals and Vision

Charlotte Anderson <charlotte.anderson@pitkincounty.com>

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
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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.

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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Pitkin County Mail - Deciding the pass forward
Charlotte Anderson

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

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675319790280745380&simpl=msg-f%3A16753197902…
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Pitkin County Mail - Fwd:

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]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675321960174984720&simpl=msg-f%3A16753219601…
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Pitkin County Mail - ASEVISION

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

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0ycZGpr1PVWjfO8ApMeDKZOjxb_TCab68YWRpRVwCPC1-yS/u/0?ik=5b8583dfc6&view=pt&search=all&permt…

1/1

15

8/17/2020

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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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

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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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
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=55c4318ae9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1675332428461604226&simpl=msg-f%3A16753324284…
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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.
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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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:

>
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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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8/21/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Fwd: Airport Expansion means letter

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

38

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

43

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

46

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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9/2/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Airport

Charlotte Anderson <

>

Airport

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…

1/4

54

9/2/2020

Pitkin County Mail - Airport

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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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….

57

#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.
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Vision Committee Proposed ALP
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
REGULAR MEETING DATE:

September 8, 2020

AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

2020 Budget Update

STAFF RESPONSIBLE:

Connie Baker

ISSUE STATEMENT: Today’s budget update is focused on General Fund and Capital Fund year-to-date
results vs. budget and the effect on projected fund balances.
BACKGROUND:
2019 Results
The 2020 beginning fund balances for General Fund and Capital Fund are higher than projected in last year’s
budget process, due to increased revenues and savings in expenditures in 2019. Most notably, Community
Development revenues were 47.5% better than budget, and sales tax was 19.6% better than budget, resulting in
$2.36 million in additional General Fund balance. These positive 2019 results allowed the County to react
quickly to the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic and approve emergency supplemental requests from
General Fund balance totaling $1,225,000.
Sales Tax
The 2020 original budget was conservative, projecting an economic downturn and decreased sales taxes. Sales
tax revenue dropped precipitously in March, but performed better than anticipated in April-June. Year-to-date
results are down 7.5% vs 2019 and down 5.5% vs budget. The duration of COVID-impacts on our economy
will be much longer than staff imagined in the early days of the pandemic. Our current 2020 sales tax projection
is -15%, but this will be revised as the year progresses and more data is collected.
Other Revenue
Unlike a normal recession, the County has seen increases in some revenue streams even as sales tax declined.
There has been no slowdown in building permit applications, and Community Development revenue is on track
to match last year’s results ($1.8 million greater than budget). The Clerk & Recorder has also seen increases
in recording fees, while property tax is lower than budget due to abatements and the reclassification of adjacent,
vacant land.
Expenditures
At the beginning of the pandemic, the County reacted by delaying capital projects, holding open a number of
vacant positions, and cutting back in other areas of professional services, training and travel. The expenditure
projections are conservative, and results will likely be better than the numbers shown below.
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General Fund 2020 Year‐End Projections
Revenue
Property Tax
Sales Tax
MVSO
PILT
Indirect Revenue
Community Development
Clerk and Recorder
Expenditures
Personnel
Technical Services
Administrative Services
Training and Travel
Supplies
Less Budgeted Savings

Variance vs Budget
(129,321)
(464,927)
(31,832)
35,699
100,000
1,838,698
48,800
1,397,117
300,000
100,000
75,000
250,000
90,000
(422,500)
392,500

Capital Fund 2020 Year‐End Projections
Revenue
Sales Tax
Expenditures
Elections Printer
Admin/SO Bldg Improvements
Courthouse Renovation
HHS Bldg Boiler Replacement

Variance vs Budget
(99,627)

18,500
9,500
500,000
151,000
679,000

Fund Balances
The attached chart shows the four classifications into which General Fund balances are divided for
budgetary purposes: Tabor Reserve, Operating Reserve & Contingency, Other Fund Balances, and
Unassigned Operating Reserve. Other Fund Balances include restricted, committed and assigned balances
tracked within the General Fund (Tipsy Taxi, Clerk’s fees, and the Animal Shelter). The Capital Fund,
although a separate fund, is included on this chart because increases in General Fund Unassigned Operating
Reserve are often used to fund one-time capital projects. The 2020 Supplementals column includes all
proposed 3rd quarter supplemental requests. Unassigned General Fund balance is projected to be $143,293
higher than the original 2020 budget, and Capital Fund balance is projected to be $534,373 higher.
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LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Prosperous Economy
A key success factor to the Strategic Core Focus Area of Prosperous Economy is the responsible and
accountable stewardship of county assets, creating balanced five-year operating budgets and ten-year capital
plans that ensure long-term sustainability of services and infrastructure.
KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS:
 2020 Revenue and Expenditure Projections
 Fund Balance Projections
BUDGETARY IMPACT: 2020 projections provide the starting point for 2021 budget proposals and fiveyear plans.
RECOMMENDED BOCC ACTION: Information only
ATTACHMENTS:
 2020 General and Capital Fund Balances
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GENERAL FUND & CAPITAL FUND BALANCES
2020 Beginning
Fund Balance
General Fund

(net of carry forward's)

TABOR Reserve
Operating Reserve & Contingency
Other Fund Balances
Unassigned Operating Reserve
Capital Fund

1,041,674
5,460,906
523,875
5,498,015
1,717,063
14,241,533

2020 Approved
Budget
Addition/(Use of)
‐
‐
(54,073)
(570,046)
(528,306)
(1,152,425)

2020
Supplementals

Revenue
Projection
Increase/(Decrease)

‐
‐
‐
(1,646,324)
(45,000)
(1,691,324)

‐
‐
‐
1,397,117
(99,627)
1,297,490

Expenditure
Projection
Savings/(Overages)

Projected
2020 Year‐End
Fund Balance

‐
‐
‐
392,500
679,000
1,071,500

1,041,674
5,460,906
469,802
5,071,262
1,723,130
13,766,774

15,000,000
1,717,063

1,723,130

1,188,757

10,000,000

5,498,015

5,071,262

4,927,969

Capital Fund
Unassigned Operating Reserve

523,875

469,802

Other Fund Balances

469,802

Operating Reserve & Contingency
TABOR Reserve

5,000,000
5,460,906

5,460,906

5,460,906

1,041,674

1,041,674

1,041,674

‐
1/1/20 Beginning Balance

Impact of Original Budget

2020 Supplementals
Emergency
Emergency
Emergency
Q2
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3
Proposed Q3

Public Health COVID Response
Economic Assistance COVID Response
Public Health COVID Positions
Employee Home Ownership Program
Human Services COVID Admin Costs
Mountain Voices Project
Jail Telehealth Equipment
Jail Based Behavioral Services
Wildfire Public Outreach
N‐40 Roof Replacement
Public Health Space Planning & Design
Reorganization Budget Transfers

Projected 12/31/20

operations
350,000
500,000
375,000
200,000
143,121
25,000
‐
‐
5,000
48,203
‐
‐
1,646,324

capital

restricted
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
45,000
‐
45,000

‐
‐
‐
‐
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
REGULAR MEETING DATE:

September 8, 2020

AGENDA ITEM TITLE:

3rd Quarter Budget Supplemental Requests

STAFF RESPONSIBLE:

Connie Baker

ISSUE STATEMENT: Staff will present their third quarter 2020 budget supplemental requests and allow
time for questions and clarifications.
BACKGROUND: Budget supplemental requests are submitted to the BOCC on a quarterly basis. County
departments may submit supplemental requests when a grant has become available, a new project or
acquisition has been identified, the scope of an existing project has changed significantly, or when budgetary
changes cross funds.
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Each supplemental request has identified its link to the County’s
strategic plan.
KEY DISCUSSION ITEMS: Does the Board support moving forward with a budget resolution to
appropriate the supplemental requests presented today?
BUDGETARY IMPACT: The requests presented would increase the County’s 2020 budgeted
expenditures by $1,217,730, offset by an increase in budgeted revenues of $873,630, for a net increase in
budget of $344,100.
RECOMMENDED BOCC ACTION: Direct staff to prepare a resolution to appropriate the attached
budget supplemental requests.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. 3rd Quarter Budget Supplemental Requests
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3rd Quarter 2020 Budget Supplemental Requests











Public Health Fund
o Harm Reduction Grant
Human Services Fund
o Emergency Solutions Grant
o Non‐Congregate Shelter Grant
o Veterans Assistance Grant
o Economic Assistance Eligibility Specialist
o Human Services COVID‐19 Admin Costs
Healthy Community Fund and General Fund
o Mountain Voices Project
General Fund
o Detentions
 Telehealth Equipment Grant
 Jail Based Behavioral Services Grant
o Emergency Management
 Wildfire Public Outreach
o Facilities Management
 N‐40 Fire Station Roof Replacement
Capital Fund
o Public Health Basalt Space Planning and Design
Housing Fund
o Housing Software Program
Open Space and Trails Fund
o Redstone to McClure Pass Trail NEPA
Reorganization Interfund Transfer
o From General Fund to Public Health Fund
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Harm Reduction Grant
Public Heath
Grant
Public Health Fund

Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment

Staff Responsible:
Jenny Lyons
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Kelly Pazar
Date:

8/6/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
This is a grant awarded from the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) to strengthen our PACT
Program – Pitkin Area Co-Responder Team. Since 2018, PACT has been solely funded by a grant from the Colorado Office of
Behavioral Health (OBH). This new grant will allow for additional resources and training for the Aspen Police Department, and
an additional mental health clinician and case manager (provider to be decided through the procurement request for proposal
process). The grant will also partially fund current program and financial positions in the Public Health department, resulting in
a net increase to fund balance.
The funding begins in SFY20, 7/1/2020. This budget supplemental is for half of the total annual amount.
The grant has the potential to be awarded for an additional 3 years, through 6/30/2024.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Liveable & Supportive Community – Safe Community, High Quality of Life, Healthy Community
A sense of personal and community safety
Self-sufficient individuals and families

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Food: Quarterly partner meetings
Office supplies
Travel for grantee meeting
Professional Services:
Aspen Police Department
Mental Health Contractor, TBD
Technical Services: Data Analysis
Contractor, TBD

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$180
$292
$985

Total Adjusted
Budget

11437372.554500
11437372.561000
11437372.553500

$0
$432
$3,824

11437372.531000

$389,532

$29,530
$90,630

$509,692

11437372.531500

$0

$10,000

$10,000

Total New Appropriations

$180
$724
$4,809

$131,617

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
State Grants

Account Coding
11437372.423005

Original Budget
Amount
$498,776

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$160,000

Total New Revenue

$160,000

Total Funding

$160,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$658,776

USE OF FUND BALANCE:
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5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$303,075
$28,383
$331,458

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The only other option would be not to accept the grant.
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PREVENTION SERVICES DIVISION- 12 MONTH BUDGET WITH JUSTIFICATION FORM
Contract Routing # 2021*0627
Jordana Sabella, Planning Prevention &

Program Contact Name, Title,
Partnerships Manager (970) 920-5062,
Phone and Email
jordana.sabella@pitkincounty.com

Contractor Name

Pitkin County Public Health

Budget Period

7/1/2020 - 6/30/2021

Fiscal Contact Name, Title,
Phone and Email

Kelly Pazar, Financial Analyst (970) 4296190, kelly.pazar@pitkincounty.com

Project Name

Strengthening PACT to Reduce Drug-Related
Health Risks

Contract (CT or PO) Number

CT FHLA 2021*0627

Expenditure Categories
Personal Services Salaried Employees
Position Title

Percent of

Gross or
Annual
Salary

Description of Work

Fringe

Time on
Project

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE

Project
Director/Supervision

The Project Director will provide project
oversight to include strategic planning and
visioning, partnership management, budget
oversight and oversight of future implementation
strategies of the project. (Fringe benefits include $ 85,840.00
medical, dental, vision, and life insurance, payroll
taxes, an annual wellness benefit, and
contribution to retirement plan. Paid time off is
included in salary.)

$

27,450.00

8% $

9,063.20

QI Oversight/Deputy
Director of PH

This position works with the PACT program to
improve processes, systems, and work flows in
order to continually improve outcomes, as well as
partner and participant experience. (Fringe
$ 112,783.76
benefits include medical, dental, vision, and life
insurance, payroll taxes, an annual wellness
benefit, and contribution to retirement plan. Paid
time off is included in salary.)

$

32,669.81

3% $

4,363.61

Mental Health Program
Administrator

Management and administration of the CoResponder program. Fringe benefits include:
payroll taxes; medical, dental, UI, STD, LTD,
AD&D and life insurance; fitness/wellness
benefit; retirement.

Financial Analyst

This position provides oversight of funds and
contracts through preparing and submitting
invoices, and providing guidance as to budget
adjustments and revisions. (Fringe benefits
$ 66,927.94
include medical, dental, vision, and life insurance,
payroll taxes, an annual wellness benefit, and
contribution to retirement plan. Paid time off is
included in salary.)

$76,630.00

$46,600.00

$

35,604.17

Personal Services Hourly Employees
Position Title

Description of Work

Hourly Wage

20%

4% $

Total # of

Hourly Fringe

Hours on
Project

Administrative Specialist

This position provides administrative project
support (copies, answering phone calls, mailing,
scheduling trainings, meetings, purchasing
supplies, etc.) ($23.99/hr x 1.6 hours/week for 50
$
weeks) (Fringe benefits include medical, dental,
vision, and life insurance, payroll taxes, an annual
wellness benefit, and contribution to retirement
plan. Paid time off is included in Salary.)

23.99

$

11.07

$24,646.00

4,101.28

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE

80.00 $

2,804.40

Total Personal Services (including fringe benefits) $

44,978.49

Supplies & Operating Expenses
Item

Original Contract Number: 2021*0627

Description of Item

Page 1 of 2

Rate

Quantity

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE
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Office supplies

General office supplies: paper, printing, folders, pens, pencils,
chart paper, meeting supplies

$

583.00

1.0 $

583.00

Food for partner meetings

Quarterly partner meetings 5 ppl X $18/pp x 4 meetings, to bring
partners and stakeholders together and increase attendance

$

90.00

4.00 $

360.00

Total Supplies & Operating $

943.00

Travel
Item

Description of Item

Rate

Quantity

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE

Mileage

Grantee meeting in Denver. Round trip is approximately 400
miles x 1 round trip X 3 staff = 1200 miles. Local travel between
law enforcement agency and community based organizations
throughout Pitkin County = 300 miles. 1200+300= 1500 miles.
Agency reimbursement rate is $.575/mile.

$

0.575

1500 $

862.50

Meals

Grantee meeting in Denver. Meal estimate is based on current
government per diem rate for Denver: Travel day per diem
reimbursement at $57.00 for 2 days X 3 staff.

$

57.00

6 $

342.00

Lodging

Overnight stay for 3 for grantee meeting in Denver. Estimate is
based on current government per diem rate for Denver.
$195/night x 1 nights X 3 staff.

$

195.00

3 $

585.00

Parking

Parking for grantee meeting - estimate $30/day x 2 days x 3 staff $

30.00

6 $

180.00

Total Travel $

1,969.50

Contractual
Subcontractor Name

Description of Item

Rate

Quantity

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE

Law enforcement officer assigned to the Pitkin Area Coresponder team, facilitate trainings for law enforcement,
Aspen Police Department
$
isupport co-responder program and provide coordination among
local law enforcement.

59,059.00

1.0 $

59,059.00

Contractor TBD

1 Full time Mental Health Clinician , 1 full time Case Manager, 5%
time for Supervisor, full time staff will provide behavioral health
services for program participants through the Pitkin Area Co$
responder team programs. Full time staff will support program
participants, provide referrals and data collection
measurements.

181,260.91

1.0 $

181,260.91

TBD

Data contractor to identify, develop and analyze key program
measurements and develop program data collection tools.

20,000.00

1.0 $

20,000.00

Total Contractual $
SUB-TOTAL OF DIRECT COSTS $

260,319.91
308,210.90

$

Indirect
Description of Item

Item

Total Amount
Requested from
CDPHE

Federally-Negotiated
Indirect Cost Rate
CDPHE-Negotiated
Indirect Cost Rate
De minimis Indirect Cost
Rate

10% MTDC de minimis rate

$11,789.10

Total Indirect $
TOTAL $

Original Contract Number: 2021*0627

Page 2 of 2

11,789.10

320,000.00
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Emergency Solutions Grant – CO-1
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Human Services
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment to Operations
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Human Services Fund

Staff Responsible:
Nan Sundeen
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Nan Sundeen / Kelly Pazar
Date:
8/21/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Pitkin County Human Services received $70,000 from the Division of Housing (DOH) Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG)
funding from the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act (Public Law 116-136) (ESG-CV). Funds can
be used to support COVID-related emergency homeless shelter, street outreach, data collection and administration from
March 27, 2020 through March 30, 2021. Pitkin will also receive an undetermined amount for homeless prevention program
that will be routed through the Coalition of the Homeless to the Continuum of Care (Catholic Charities).
Because these are federal funds, we cannot use the funds for anything FEMA Public Assistance might cover (NonCongregate Shelter). The plan is to use the funding in the following ways:
1. Emergency Shelter – On March 12, Pitkin County opened an emergency congregate shelter at the HHS building sheltering
anywhere from 3 to 15 people per night through May 20. A contract was extended to Aspen Homeless Shelter to provide
nightly case management and supervision at the shelter at a cost of $8,250.
2. Street Outreach –- On April 14, Pitkin County opened a Safe Outdoor Space (SOS) at the Brush Creek Intercept Lot. We
can use ESG funds to support case management and “street outreach” which includes wash stations, bathrooms, waste
management, supplies for the SOS or individual supplies to support people experiencing homelessness.
3. Data Analysis – Contract with West Mountain Regional Health Alliance to get a Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) license and begin to enter all vulnerability indexes into HMIS to ensure data collection as well as making sure all
people experiencing homelessness are assessed and are put on the regional “by name” list for housing.
4. Grant Administration Costs –The ESG grant allows for 3% reimbursement for administration costs (Nan Sundeen, Contract
Manager and Kelly Pazar, Finance Analyst). Since administration salaries are already budgeted, this is an increase to fund
balance.
The grant allows for 10% flexibility in each program area and allows for a recipient to submit an amended budget if needs change.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community – A sense of personal and community safety, diverse and livable housing options, selfsufficient individuals and families

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Emergency Shelter
Administrative Services
Materials and Supplies
Technical Services

Account Coding
11234100.545500
11234100.532000
11234100.561000
11234100.531500
Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$0
$5,000
$8,000
$3,000

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$25,375
$11,401
$3,500
$13,880

Total Adjusted
Budget
$25,375
$16,401
$11,500
$16,880

$54,156

76

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
Federal Grants

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

11234100.421005

$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$70,000

Total New Revenue

$70,000

Total Funding

$0
$70,000

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Total Adjusted
Budget
$70,000

$373,004
$15,844
$388,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The only alternative is to not accept the funds and use Human Services Fund Balance.
A second round of Cares Act, COVID related ESG-CV2 ($25 million) will be available in the fall. Pitkin is poised to submit a
subsequent application to support winter shelter and housing support programs.

77

Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

FEMA Public Assistance – Non-Congregate
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Shelter
Human Services
Budget Year:
2020
Grant
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Human Services

Staff Responsible:
Nan Sundeen
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Nan Sundeen / Kelly Pazar
Date:
8/21/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Human Services and Public Health were successful in receiving approval from FEMA - Public Assistance Program to provide
“65 rooms” (not to exceed $116,000) for Medically Necessary Non-Congregate Shelter (NCS) during COVID for 3 specific
populations:
1. People who have been diagnosed with COVID-19 but cannot isolate safely at home
2. People who have been exposed to COVID-19 and cannot quarantine safely at home
3. People at high risk of contracting COVID-19 due to illness, vulnerability, or housing situation
All three populations must have a physician or public health order on the necessity of NCS. The average anticipated length of
stay is 14 days.
A contract was initiated with Mountain Chalet in Aspen for hotel rooms and food 3x/day for each NCS resident. We have
successfully housed 10 people with a total cost to date of $27,000. There is also a contract with ECOS Environmental to deep
clean each room upon departure of the client for an average cost of $460 per unit. The Finance department reports the
expenditures through the FEMA portal. Adult and Family Services staff manage the referrals, transports, hotel communication,
case management and discharges.
Each month we get a notice from Colorado Department of Human Services notifying us that FEMA has extended the NCS
contract with the state.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community – A sense of personal and community safety, diverse and livable housing situations

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Rental of Land and Buildings

Account Coding
11234100.545500

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$116,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$116,000

$116,000

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
Federal Grants

Account Coding
11234100.421005
Total New Revenue

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$116,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$116,000

$116,000
78

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$0
$116,000

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$388,848
$0
$388,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
Every effort is made by the case manager to seek other housing solutions before NCS is considered. It has been helpful for
those who live in crowded roommate situations as well as for a few local people experiencing homelessness. Funds are currently
approved through September 8, 2020.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Veteran’s Assistance Grant
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Human Services – Economic Assistance
Budget Year:
2020
Grant
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Human Services Fund

Staff Responsible:
Samuel Landercasper
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Samuel Landercasper / Kelly Pazar
Date:
8/21/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
In March of 2020, the Economic Assistance Department applied for the Veteran’s Assistance Grant with the State of Colorado
Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and was awarded $20,000 for SFY21. The purpose of the grant is to provide
assistance to Pitkin County veterans who are experiencing housing instability. The funds will be available to veterans to help
them secure and/or maintain safe and stable housing. There is no negative fiscal impact to the budget in accepting these funds.
The $10,000 in this request is for the 6 months ending 12/31/2020. The additional $10,000 will be budgeted in 2021.
The structure of the Veteran’s Assistance Grant Program allows for various methods to assist veterans in securing their housing
needs. Emergency shelter such as hotels can be provided to veterans and their families who find themselves living outside in
inclement and/or dangerous weather. Temporary shelter assistance (hotels, short-term rentals) can be provided to veterans and
their families who find themselves in transition between housing options. Finally, the funds can be used to help veterans and
their families secure (first, last, deposit) stable housing and/or maintain their housing (rent/mortgage payments). This assistance
may also come in the form of a regular monthly stipend to help stabilize the household during times of hardship or transition.
The Veterans Assistance Grant was applied for with the expressed purpose of assisting veterans in Pitkin County who are
struggling to find safe, secure, permanent housing. By helping these veterans secure housing, it will increase the likelihood that
they will be successful in obtaining or maintaining their employment and contributing to our community.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community: Self-sufficient individuals and families
Prosperous Economy: Sustainable economy and employment

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Veterans Direct Client Benefits

Account Coding
11234344.559000

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$10,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$10,000

$10,000

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
State Grants

Account Coding
11234344.423005

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$10,000

Total New Revenue

$10,000

Total Funding

$0
$10,000

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

Total Adjusted
Budget
$10,000
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5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$388,848
$0
$388,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The only alternative is to not accept the funds.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Economic Assistance Eligibility Specialist
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Human Services – Economic Assistance
Budget Year:
2020
New Position
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Human Services Fund

Staff Responsible:
Samuel Landercasper
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Samuel Landercasper
Date:
8/24/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Due to the increased workload from COVID-19, the Economic Assistance department needed to hire a temporary worker to
assist with case processing to ensure that applicants received timely case determination and received the benefits for which
they were eligible. As the caseload for the department continues to remain high (nearly a 90% increase from pre-COVID levels,
primarily in SNAP cases from 180 to 340) and these cases require regular maintenance activities, the department foresees the
need for the continued assistance of the temporary eligibility worker for the next 18 months. Additionally, each of these SNAP
cases requires that eligibility be redetermined every 6 months. The redetermination process includes a mandatory interview
which is time consuming. The worker will be trained to process applications and maintain ongoing case information. With the
added assistance of this worker, the department will be able to maintain the mandated timeliness and processing standards.
This worker has completed much of the required training for the position and is actively providing assistance at this time.
The maximum total expense of the position for 2020 will be $30,004 (hourly rate including payroll expenses and benefits).
However, this worker will participate in 100% time reporting and the department expects to offset much of the expense by
maximizing grant dollars and other additional revenues such as: CARES Act funds, Community Support Block Grant (CSBG)
funds, Colorado Works allotment, and outreach funding from Hunger Free Colorado. Based on estimates of potential timetracking, 25% of the Temporary Eligibility Specialist’s time will paid by the outreach grant from Hunger Free Colorado ($7,501),
25% will be paid using regular CSBG funds ($7,501), 25% will be paid from the Colorado Works allotment ($7,501), and 25%
will be paid using CSBG CARES Act funds ($7,501). Only the CSBG CARES Act funds are a new revenue source. Any overages
in expenditures will be drawn from the Human Services Fund.
The request is for a term-limited position with benefits through December 31, 2021. The cost for 2021 is $65,472. As mentioned
above, existing allocations will be leveraged to minimize the financial impact, and any remaining cost can be taken from the
Human Services fund balance.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
This position advances the goals of the strategic plan in two areas. It promotes self-sufficient individuals and families which
contributes to a livable and supportive community. It also supports a prosperous, sustainable economy and promotes
employment. The Temporary Eligibility Specialist will ensure that the department is able to process all applications for assistance
within the required timeframes and maintain the ongoing caseload in a timely and consistent manner. By ensuring that these
services are provided to the eligible residents of Pitkin County, hundreds of thousands of state and federal dollars are delivered
to these households to support their access to childcare, medical assistance, nutritious food, and utility assistance.

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Temporary Eligibility Specialist

Account Coding
11234341.511250.10160

Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$30,004

Total Adjusted
Budget
$30,004

$30,004
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4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
CSBG CARES Act Funds

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

11234341.421005.10160
Total New Revenue

$0

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

Total Adjusted
Budget
$7,501.00

$22,503
$30,004

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$7,501
$7,501

$388,848
-$22,503
$366,345

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
In order to maintain timeliness and case updates with the increased caseload, the department sees no other means of meeting
that goal other than increasing processing capabilities. An alternative approach would be to contract temporary workers with
another county, but this approach is substantially more expensive than the proposed solution. Pitkin County provided temporary
assistance in this manner to La Plata County earlier in the year and it requires paying the technicians at their overtime rate.
Additionally, these workers may become unavailable on short notice due to demands on their workload for their home county.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Human Services COVID Admin Costs
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Human Services
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment to Operations
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Nan Sundeen
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Samuel Landercasper / Kelly Pazar
Date:
8/21/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Due to the increased demand for Human Services programs and assistance in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Human
Services Department incurred significant expenses from increased staffing and supplies required to maintain levels of service
during the initial emergency. Both the Adult and Family Services (AFS) and Economic Assistance (EA) departments hired
temporary staff to provide assistance supporting application processing, the COVID Relief Program, and case management.
AFS hired a temporary caseworker in April to assist with increased referrals for Adults with Functional Needs (AFNs) as well to
assist with supporting the homeless encampment. Although the department maximized available county resources at no cost
(staff from the Library, Finance, BITS, Assessor, and the Town of Snowmass Village), it was necessary to hire a number of
temporary positions to assist with the COVID Relief Emergency Assistance Program which received more than 4,000
applications between March and June. In all, the EA department brought on 13 temporary workers at various intervals and for
various lengths of time to meet the increased workload. The department also hired one temp to assist the department with the
increase to its regular workload.
Hiring additional temporary staff allowed the Human Services department to provide timely and relevant services to families in
need during the COVID pandemic. Not only did the department carry on with its regular mandated programming, but it also
provided expanded pandemic-specific services to thousands of Pitkin County residents and brought in hundreds of thousands
of dollars in outside funding for emergency relief.
If the additional expenditures cannot be reimbursed by the General Fund, it will significantly reduce the balance of the Human
Services Fund.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community: Self-sufficient individuals and families
Prosperous Economy: Sustainable economy and employment

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Salary and Wages (AFS)
Salary and Wages (EA Overtime)
Administrative Services (Temp Help)
Communications (cell phones)
Supplies
Computers
Outreach

11234342.511000
11234341.511500
11234341.532000
11234341.551500
11234341.561000
11234341.574500
11234341.555000

GF Transfer to Human Services

10095195.599900
Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$375,116
$0
$0
$4,272
$4,000
$0
$8,776
$1,525,000

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$33,620
$12,168
$73,978
$3,537
$1,039
$9,143
$9,636
$143,121
$286,242

Total Adjusted
Budget
$408,736
$12,168
$73,978
$7,809
$5,039
$9,143
$18,412
$1,668,121

84

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
Human Services Transfer from GF

Account Coding
11234100.499900

Original Budget
Amount
$1,525,000

Total New Revenue

$1,668,121

$0
$143,121
$286,242

Total Funding

Total Unassigned General Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Total Adjusted
Budget

$143,121

USE OF HUMAN SERVICES FUND BALANCE:
USE OF GENERAL FUND BALANCE:

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Human Services Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$143,121

$366,345
$0
$366,345
$3,502,969
-$143,121
$3,359,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
Due to the increase in demand and need to provide relief services, there was no option to meet the staffing needs other than to
bring on the temporary hires.

85

Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Mountain Voices Project
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Human Services
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment to Operations
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Healthy Community Fund and General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Nan Sundeen
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Nan Sundeen / Kelly Pazar
Date:
8/21/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
The economic downturn related to impacts from COVID-19 has had a significant impact on tourist communities throughout
the country. Unemployment in Pitkin, Eagle and Garfield counties skyrocketed from an average of 3% to over 15%. When
businesses closed in March, over 11,000 people in the region became unemployed.
Mountain Voices Project (MVP) has designed the regional Landlord-Tenant Recovery Fund plan which would prevent
evictions by providing rent support for individuals and families from Aspen to Parachute, specifically calling for the landlord
to reduce the cost by 1/3, the tenant to pay 1/3 and the relief fund to pay 1/3. MVP presented their proposal for the project to
the BOCC on August 11, 2020, asking for $50,000 seed money from Pitkin with additional investments of $50,000
installments working towards a targeted amount of $250,000 for 2020. They intend to seek $100,000 from Garfield County
and already received approval of $30,000 from Eagle County and $20,000 from the COVID Rescue Fund, managed by the
Aspen Community Foundation.
At the August 11, 2020 work session there was unanimous support to provide seed money to MVP, while also applying
some guardrails including: determine how to fund the request, support to go to Pitkin County individuals and families, and
clarification in the contract on release of funds and a clear pathway for asking for additional funds.
Staff recommend approval of the $50,000 request with the following:
1. Share cost of the request through $25,000 contribution from Healthy Community Fund and $25,000 from General Fund
2. Contract with MVP to include:
a. Initial release of $25,000 and second release after proof of individuals/families supported, amounts, and
demographics including location, family size and demonstrated need.
b. All standard elements of HCF contracts
c.

Evidence that agencies using the funds can demonstrate that case managers exhausted all available state/federal
housing supports first including the Employee Housing Assistance Program (EHAP) and the Property Owners
Preservation Program (POP)

d. Future funding will depend on funding available and will only be considered with evidence regarding the success
of the program, more targeted and specific demand and utilization, and the participation of other jurisdictions

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community – A sense of personal and community safety, diverse and livable housing options, selfsufficient individuals and families

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
HCF Grants and Contributions
BOCC Grants and Contributions

Account Coding
11631196.581000
10010196.581000
Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$2,638,069
$15,750

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$25,000
$25,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$2,663,069
$40,750

$50,000
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4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

Total New Revenue
USE OF HCF FUND BALANCE:
USE OF GENERAL FUND BALANCE:

$25,000
$25,000
$50,000

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Healthy Community Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request
Total General Fund Unassigned Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$155,007
-$25,000
$130,007
$3,359,848
-$25,000
$3,334,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
Mountain Voices Project is providing an opportunity for Pitkin County to provide seed funding on an innovative idea to share the
burden of the economic downturn related to COVID-19. While there are other pots of money available (and they should be used
first) we need an array of options because the demand for rent assistance is substantial and will likely last throughout the next
year and no one solution works for everyone.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Tele-Health Equipment
Sheriff/Detentions
Grant
General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Kim Vallario
Budget Staff Review - Name:

Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Prepared By:

Connie Baker

Kim Vallario
Date:

8/17/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Currently, 36 of Colorado’s 64 counties, located in rural and frontier areas, are designated as Health Professional Shortage
Areas (HPSAs). This means that these counties have been identified as having lower than normal behavioral healthcare
access due to several factors, including but not limited to: challenges in recruiting and retaining behavioral health
professionals and cost effective delivery of services. Telehealth is emerging as a solution for these regions with the potential
of addressing rural and frontier community concerns of access to care, cost effective delivery and distribution of limited
providers.
Connecting behavioral health service providers to inmates through video technology can help to create a system that better
screens and assesses inmates and provides earlier treatment and continuity of care. Use of telehealth technologies
combined with a well-designed care model has been shown to significantly reduce the cost of care.
With the recent COVID-19 pandemic, and with jails having to follow strict guidelines as to who is allowed into the facility, this
type of equipment has become even more valuable so that our facility can continue providing care.
A request for proposal was released by OBH in April. Pitkin County has been approved to receive funds to purchase tele
health equipment. This is a net zero budget request.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable & Supportive Community: A sense of personal and community safety

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Tele-Health Equipment

Account Coding
10013130.558505.10186

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$22,877

Total Adjusted
Budget
$22,877

$22,877

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
State Grant

Account Coding
10013130.423005.10186

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$22,877

Total New Revenue

$22,877

Total Funding

$0
$22,877

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

Total Adjusted
Budget
$22,877
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5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total General Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Unassigned General Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Unassigned Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$10,307,230
$3,334,848
$0
$3,334,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The funds are available to Pitkin County to purchase the equipment with no matching funds needed.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Jail Based Behavioral Services
Sheriff/Detentions
Grant
General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Kim Vallario
Budget Staff Review - Name:

Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment Type:
Change to Annual Budget
Prepared By:

Connie Baker

Kim Vallario
Date:

8/17/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
The Jail Based Behavioral Health Services (JBBS) has been operational since October 2011 with funding from the
Correctional Treatment Cash Fund pursuant to C.R.S. 18-19-103 (5)(c)(V). The goal of the JBBS Program is to provide
appropriate behavioral health services to inmates while supporting continuity of care within the community after release from
incarceration by:
a. Providing adequate staff to complete behavioral health screenings, prescribe psychiatric medications as necessary,
Provide mental health counseling, substance use disorder treatment and transitional care coordination.
b. Train jail staff on behavioral health disorders and best practices in working with individuals with mental health,
substance use and co-occurring disorders.
c. Fund administrative costs to jails.
d. Prioritize jails with minimal behavioral health services, including but not limited to rural jails.
To carry out the JBBS program, Sheriff’s Offices may partner with local community providers who can demonstrate the
ability to provide services within the jail, and the capacity to provide or link individuals releasing from jail to free or low cost
services in the community. This approach should result in shorter jail sentences and decreased recidivism through better
identification and treatment of behavioral health needs.
Pitkin County Sheriff’s Office was previously in an OBH catchment grant with Garfield, Mesa, Summit, Eagle, and Routt,
counties to provide JBBS services in all of these jails. This provided limited substance use disorder treatment. This
catchment grant was dissolved June 30, 2019 which provided Pitkin County Sheriff’s Office the opportunity to ask for and
receive substantial additional funds to increase substance use disorder treatment and to add significant mental health
treatment along with the opportunity to add additional transitional care coordination.
Pitkin County Sheriff’s Office will subcontract with a provider for psychiatric and clinical provider time at the jail. The clinician
will provide for individual and group therapy, provide focused transition planning back into the community. The clinician will
support the creation of behavior management plans in collaboration with the detention facility staff. The psychiatric provider
will provide assessments related to medication for behavioral health issues.
These awarded funds will also enable Pitkin County Sheriff’s Office to provide some additional services to inmates
transitioning back into the community such as clothing vouchers, childcare, life skills training, medications, basic hygiene
items, bus passes and much more.
This is a net zero request.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable & Supportive Community: A sense of personal and community safety

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
JBBS Professional Services

Account Coding
10013130 531000.10183

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$239,798

Total Adjusted
Budget
239,798
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Total New Appropriations

$239,798

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
State Grants

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

10013130.423005.10183

$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$239,798

Total New Revenue

$239,798

Total Funding

$0
$239,798

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Unassigned Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Unassigned Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Total Adjusted
Budget
$239,798

$10,307,230
$3,334,848
$0
$3,334,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
These funds are available to Pitkin County with no matching funds needed.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Wildfire Public Outreach
Sheriff - Emergency Management
Adjustment to Operations
General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Valerie MacDonald
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Prepared By:

Valerie MacDonald
Date:
8/25/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
The three Fire Protections Districts in Pitkin County contributed $5,000 each to our Emergency Management Department to
help pay for a multimedia wildfire public outreach campaign regarding wildfire preparedness and fire restrictions. Pitkin County
is also contributing $5,000, for a total $20,000 increase to budget.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Livable and Supportive Community: A sense of personal and community safety
Flourishing Natural and Built Environment: Conserved natural resources and environment

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Wildfire Public Outreach

Account Coding
10013132.555000

Original Budget
Amount
$26,500

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$20,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$46,500

$20,000

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
Fire Department Contributions

Account Coding
10013132.462000

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$15,000

Total New Revenue

$15,000

Total Funding

$5,000
$20,000

USE OF FUND BALANCE:

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Unassigned Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Unassigned Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

Total Adjusted
Budget
$15,000

$10,302,230
$3,334,848
-$5,000
$3,329,848

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

North Forty Fire Station Roof Replacement
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
County Share
Facilities Management
Budget Year:
2020
Capital Improvements
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
General Fund

Staff Responsible:
Jodi Smith
Budget Staff Review - Name:

Prepared By:

Jodi Smith
Date:

Connie Baker

8/3/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Pitkin County leases space from the Aspen Fire District for the Emergency Communications Center located in the North Forty
Fire Station, located at 43 Sage Way. As part of the lease agreement, the County is obligated to pay for capital replacements,
such as the roof replacement, which is prorated at 19% for the County leased square footage.
The current roof has had many leaks since County Dispatch moved into the space in 2016. The Aspen Fire District has entered
a contract with Umbrella Roofing, Basalt, Colorado in the amount of $253,700 to replace the entire roof in 2020 and is requesting
the County’s 19% or $48,203 of the contract.
Facilities had budgeted $50,000 in 2022 for this work; however, the work is scheduled this year and we ask the Board to fund
this request now and remove it from 2022 in the 5-year plan.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Flourishing Natural &
Built Environment

Livable & Supportive
Community

Prosperous Economy

☒ Conserved natural resources &
environment

☒ A sense of personal and community
safety

☐ Sustainable economy and
employment

☒ Responsibly maintained &
enhanced County assets

☐ Diverse and livable housing options

☐ Affordable and quality health
care options

☐ Ease of mobility via safe & efficient
transportation

☐ Self-sufficient individuals and
families

☐ High performing County leaders,
teams and employees

☒ Well planned & livable built
environment

☐ Access to recreation, education,
arts and culture

☒ Responsible and accountable
stewardship of County assets

☐ Improved community engagement
& participation

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Aspen Fire District – N40 Roof
Replacement

Account Coding
10021214.581500

Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$48,203

Total Adjusted
Budget
$48,203

$48,203
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4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

Total New Revenue
USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$48,203
Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Unassigned Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Unassigned Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$10,254,027
$3,329,848
-$48,203
$3,281,645

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
Due to the short notice of this work and County planned funding this in 2022, The Aspen Fire District has offered to cover the
full cost of the contract in 2020 with a plan in place for the County to reimburse to the Fire District within the next 2 years if
needed.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Public Health Space Planning & Design
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Basalt River Park Building
Facilities Management
Budget Year:
2020
Capital Improvements
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Capital Fund

Staff Responsible:
Jodi Smith, Facilities Director
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Jodi Smith
Date:

8/3/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
In 2017 the County approved and developed a new Public Health Department. Since that time, the Public Health team has
been growing based on careful planning and program development. However, with the COVID 19 pandemic in early 2020, the
need to expand and develop the team’s needs has been exponentially expedited and they are in dire need to office space.
They are currently using the Basalt River Park 2nd floor suite, known as Health One; however, the space is inadequate for safe
distancing, inability to have confidential conversations due to the open concept space, and there is a need for 14 full time
employees and space for 8 employees. The overall plan would be to incorporate both the Health One and Ho Palace suites to
accommodate all their needs, along with maintaining current offices at the Health and Human Services building.
The Basalt River Park building is owned by the County, where we currently lease space to Stubbies Bar & Grille, Subway and
Mountain Family Health Services. In addition, Ho Palace has a lease that is expiring Feb 28, 2021. Pitkin County gave Ho
Palace notice or our plans to not renew the lease 12 months ago as the County planned to convert it to offices that more
aligned with public health services.
Now that there is a high need for Public Health offices that meet the needs for social distancing, private contact tracing and
ability to have a highly effective team. The Facilities Director has created a team to develop department needs. That team
includes the Public Health Director, Assistant Public Health Director, and Business Process team member.
This Public Health team is requesting $45,000 to begin space planning, design and construction documents this budget year
allowing construction to move forward once the leased space is vacated in early 2021. Funding for the construction will be
submitted in the 2021 budget cycle.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN: Link to Success Factors
Flourishing Natural &
Built Environment

Livable & Supportive
Community

Prosperous Economy

☒ Conserved natural resources &
environment

☒ A sense of personal and community
safety

☒ Sustainable economy and
employment

☒ Responsibly maintained &
enhanced County assets

☐ Diverse and livable housing options

☒ Affordable and quality health
care options

☐ Ease of mobility via safe & efficient
transportation

☒ Self-sufficient individuals and
families

☒ High performing County leaders,
teams and employees

☒ Well planned & livable built
environment

☐ Access to recreation, education,
arts and culture

☒ Responsible and accountable
stewardship of County assets

☐ Improved community engagement
& participation
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3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Public Health Planning and Design

Account Coding
15021215.573000

Original Budget
Amount
$0

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$45,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$65,000

$45,000

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

Total New Revenue
USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$45,000
Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Capital Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Capital Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$1,188,757
-$45,000
$1,143,757

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
1) Remain at status que, by asking contact tracers and other Public Health employees to work at home, alternate hours/days
at the office for the long term as services are expected to remain beyond the pandemic.
2) Rent space large enough to accommodate this team, for example the old grocery store in downtown Basalt; however, this
would require renovation, new networks and furnishings as well.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Pitkin County Housing Software Program
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Telecommunications, Bits, and Facilities
Budget Year:
2020
Technology
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Housing Fund

Jodi Smith, Michele McClinton
and Melissa Jodis
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker
Staff Responsible:

Prepared By:

Jodi Smith, Michele McClinton
Date:

8/26/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
Over the past several years Pitkin County has acquired several County-owned and managed affordable housing units. We
have also added rentable commercial space and recently added the Phillips Trailer Park to our portfolio. Both Open Space
and Trails and the Airport own and manage their own housing units in addition to APCHA managing the county employee
and community units. We found there was no established centralized tracking of what the County owned and who was
managing it. It was difficult to track both revenue and expenditures. With that, a team was developed through exiting staff
of the Facilities Director, Telecommunications Administration Specialist and BITS to review, track, and develop a cohesive
property management plan.
What we found we needed most is a software program to centralize the housing and property management information and
are requesting Board approval of $25,000 from the Housing Fund to purchase a system that can track leases and deposits,
document repairs, monitor expenditures and revenues for both housing units and our commercial leased space.

2) STRATEGIC PLAN: Link to Success Factors
Flourishing Natural &
Built Environment

Livable & Supportive
Community

Prosperous Economy

☒ Conserved natural resources &
environment

☐ A sense of personal and
community safety

☒ Sustainable economy and
employment

☒ Responsibly maintained &
enhanced County assets

☒ Diverse and livable housing options

☐ Affordable and quality health
care options

☐ Ease of mobility via safe & efficient
transportation

☒ Self-sufficient individuals and
families

☒ High performing County leaders,
teams and employees

☒ Well planned & livable built
environment

☐ Access to recreation, education,
arts and culture

☒ Responsible and accountable
stewardship of County assets

☒ Improved community engagement
& participation

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Original
Line Item Description
Account Coding
Budget
Amount
Housing Software Program
12233100.576500
$0

Total New Appropriations

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$25,000

Total Adjusted
Budget
$25,000

$25,000
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4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Original
Budget
Amount

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

Total New Revenue
USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$25,000
$25,000

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$365,961
-$25,000
$340,961

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
Continue to track properties on spreadsheets with multiple agencies performing duplicating or unknown tasks with no oversight
to what each agency is doing.
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Redstone to McClure Pass Trail NEPA
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
(Carbondale to Crested Butte NEPA Work)
Open Space and Trails
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment to Operations
Adjustment Type:
One Time Adjustment
Open Space and Trails

Staff Responsible:
Lindsey Utter
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Lindsey Utter
Date:

8/25/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
ERO Resources Corp. (ERO) is working the White River National Forest (WRNF), and other partners, to complete the thirdparty National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance process for the proposed “Redstone to McClure Pass Trail”
project. Since initiating the public scoping process in January, ERO has been conducting the resource analysis necessary
to complete a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for public review and comment. Based on the current status of the
project, public comments and additions/changes to the project scope that have occurred to date, ERO is requesting
additional scope and budget to complete the NEPA process.
Out-of-scope tasks that have been completed to date, per WRNF request, are described below.
Out-of-Scope Task
Additional field surveys for
wildlife and vegetation
Paleontological resource
evaluation
Consideration of additional
resource topics
Public scoping comments
CDOT coordination

Rationale
Multiple surveys for species of concern that may be affected by the project,
including Forest Service Sensitive birds; completed at request of WRNF
biologists
Data review and memo by paleontologist, based on geological conditions
in the project area. Conducted based on the WRNF Interdisciplinary Team
input
Based on WRNF Interdisciplinary Team input: Geology and soils,
paleontological resources, hydrology, Wild and Scenic River, air quality,
noise, climate change, realty authorizations, and mineral resource (some
may be dismissed after initial evaluation)
Compilation and analysis of public comments on the scoping process,
including comment tracking and summary report; not included in original
scope
Early coordination with Colorado Department of Transportation staff for
NEPA compliance consistency, based on activities within the Highway 133
right of way; not included in original scope

Based on the public and stakeholder input received so far, and the desire of all parties to complete a thorough process, the
following tasks are anticipated to complete the NEPA analysis (and will be updated in the contract once funding is
approved) :
1. Public Draft EA Compilation – Development of Draft EA for public review and comment, following review and
comment on an internal draft EA by WRNF staff.
a. Compile comments from WRNF on internal draft EA
b. Incorporate changes into final draft document
c. Prepare maps and graphics
d. Document review and publication
e. 508 Compliance
2. Draft EA Public Comments – Coordinate public and stakeholder outreach to review and compile comments on the
Draft EA.
a. Compile public notification documents
b. Prepare for and attend two public and stakeholder input meetings (in person or online, pending COVID
conditions)
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c.

Compile and summarize comments received

3. Agency and Partner Coordination – Ongoing coordination with WRNF staff, CDOT, CPW, and other project partners
a. Ongoing coordination with WRNF staff
b. Additional coordination with CDOT and CPW
c. Follow-up site visits to evaluate questions or issues
4. Final EA – Completion of Final EA document, including updated content based on comments on the Draft EA.
a. Incorporate changes into final document
b. Prepare final maps and graphics
c. Document review and publication
d. 508 Compliance
5. Decision Notice – Completion Decision Notice, to be signed by the WRNF Forest Supervisor.
a. Develop Decision Notice for internal review
b. Compile final Decision Notice
6. Project Management – Additional project management and coordination associated with the above tasks.
a. Coordination meetings with WRNF and Pitkin County
b. One in-person meeting or site visit, as needed
c. Administrative record
d. Internal project management
ERO requests a modification to our scope and budget for this project to include the above tasks to complete the NEPA
process. The requested modification, by task, is summarized in the following table.
Task
Public Draft EA Compilation

Estimated Cost
$10,000

Draft EA Public Comment
Agency and Partner
Coordination
Final EA Completion
FONSI and Decision Notice
Project Management
Total Modification Request

$13,000
$9,500
$4,000
$4,200
$8,800

Elements
Incorporate comments, formatting, publication
Notification, public meetings, comment analysis and
summary
Coordination with CDOT, CPW and other partners;
follow-up site visits
Completion of final EA document
Draft and Final FONSI and Decision Notice documents
Team coordination meetings, admin record, and
internal project management

$49,500

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Flourishing Natural and Built Environment and Livable and Supportive Community

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Professional Services – Crystal Trail

Account Coding
11836361.531000.10043
Total New Appropriations

Original Budget
Amount
$126,795

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)
$49,500

Total Adjusted
Budget
$176,295

49,500
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4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

Total New Revenue
USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$49,500
$49,500

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Total Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Use of Fund Balance
Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$16,434,196
-$49,500
$16,384,696

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
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Budget Supplemental Request
For increases above budgeted revenues or expenditures; new or increased programs, services, or personnel;
or transfers across funds.
Project/Service Name:
Department:
Request Type:
Fund:

Reorganization Budget Transfers
Work Session Date:
September 8, 2020
Multiple
Budget Year:
2020
Adjustment to Operations
Adjustment Type:
Change to Annual Budget
General Fund, Housing Fund, Public Health Fund

Staff Responsible:
Connie Baker
Budget Staff Review - Name:
Connie Baker

Prepared By:

Connie Baker
Date:

9/1/2020

1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND FISCAL IMPACT:
The COVID-19 pandemic has put much strain on a number of County departments. Staff have been very flexible, jumping into
new and different roles in order to assure the continuity of County services as some departments see less activity and some
see an excessive increase in activity. This supplemental request transfers budget from the General Fund to the Public Health
fund to reflect these changes. It is a net zero budget request; no new funding is required.
The following changes are included:
 75% Policy and Project Manager (Kara Silbernagel) moving to the Public Health Fund
 $25,000 in Community Relations advertising budget moving to the Public Health Fund

2) STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL(S) ADVANCED:
Prosperous Economy: High performing County leaders, teams, and employees
Livable and Supportive Community: A sense of personal and community safety

3) REQUESTED EXPENDITURE APPROPRIATIONS: Full Cost of Project
Line Item Description
Manager’s Office
- Salary
- Health Insurance
- Retirement & Benefits
Public Health Administration
- Salary
- Health Insurance
- Retirement & Benefits
Community Relations Advertising
Public Health Advertising
GF Transfer to Public Health Fund

Account Coding

Original Budget
Amount

Expenditure
Increase/
(Decrease)

Total Adjusted
Budget

10014100.511000
10014100.521000
10014100.522000

$775,608
$98,330
$107,535

-$47,882
-$8,627
-$7,824

$727,726
$89,703
$99,711

11437100.511000
11437100.521000
11437100.522000
10014142.552000
11437100.552000

$846,058
$141,412
$111,254
$35,000
$0

$47,882
$8,627
$7,824
-$25,000
$25,000

$893,940
$150,039
$119,078
$10,000
$25,000

$1,176,287

$89,333
$89,333

$1,265,620

10095195.599900
Total New Appropriations

4) FUNDING
NEW REVENUE APPROPRIATIONS:
Line Item Description
PH Transfer from General Fund

Account Coding
11437100.499900
Total New Revenue

Original Budget
Amount
$1,176,287

Revenue
Increase/
(Decrease)
$89,333

Total Adjusted
Budget
$1,265,620

$89,333
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USE OF FUND BALANCE:

$0
$89,333

Total Funding

5) NET CHANGE TO FUND BALANCE
Public Health Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
Public Health Fund Balance after Supplemental Request
General Fund Unassigned Fund Balance projected at 12/31/2020
Addition to Fund Balance / (Use of Fund Balance)
GF Unassigned Fund Balance after Supplemental Request

$331,458
$0
$331,458
$3,281,645
$0
$3,281,645

6) ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The alternative is to keep employees in their original roles and hire temporary or contract help to fill the increased needs. This
would have a greater budgetary impact.
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Future Agendas
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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

9:55 AM

Adjourn Executive Session

10:00 AM ASE Vision Committee Final Decision Discussion
Packet Material
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)
invited guests  do not move

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

3:15 PM

Board Open Discussion (15 Minutes)

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.
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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

4:15 PM

JOINT MEETING WITH PLANNING & ZONING BOARD

6:15 PM

Adjourn Joint Meeting
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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

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 (1 hour)

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)

4:00 PM

Department Updates
Department Updates provide an opportunity for staff to share accomplishments, trends, issues and
challenges with the Board.

4:45 PM

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 Kloser Investments LLC Activity Envelope, Site Plan Review, Special Review, and
GMQS Exemption  CONTINUED FROM 8/26/20, Tami Kochen
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. Schoeberlein Activity Envelope & Site Plan Review  cont PH from Admin, Halene Burklow
4.

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)

5.

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

6.

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  CONTINUED FROM 7/8/2020 
Suzanne Wolff
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)
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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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