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Project Numbers: 

1. FTA Bus Livability 

a. Cooperative Agreement = 5309/LIV-13-FTA-54 

b. Project Number = FT13054 

2. Scenic Byways 

a. WYDOT Project Number = WY11001 

b. NSBP Project Number = SB11WY1 

3. TEAS Funding 

a. Federal Project Number = STP-E 153.05 N104089 

 

Dear Mr. Dailey: 

Pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, Jackson Hole 

Community Pathways and the Town of Jackson submits this Categorical Exclusion (CE) for the 

above referenced project. Justification for the determination of minimal and temporary impacts is 

presented in the following sections. 

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is located at WY22/ US89 along West Broadway and Hwy 22 in Jackson, 

Teton County, Wyoming. More specifically the proposed project is located in Section 32-33, 

Township 41N, Range 116W (Figure 1). The project will consist of constructing a paved 

pathway 6-18 feet wide with vegetative buffer between the highway and the pathway where 

possible. Approximately 1.3 miles of highway are involved in this project. The western terminus 

of the project is located at the intersection of WY22 and Spring Gulch Road and the eastern 

terminus is located at the western edge of the Flat Creek Bridge on US89 (West Broadway). The 

Flat Creek Bridge is not included in the project area, no work will be conducted in the active 

channel or fringe wetlands of Flat Creek. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The primary purpose of this project is to improve infrastructure for non-motorized travel (bicycle 

and pedestrian) through the Town of Jackson by constructing a paved pathway segment along 

WY22/ US 89. This pathway will serve the residents and visitors of Jackson Hole. The pathway 

will run on the west side of WY Highway 22 between Spring Gulch Road and the WY22/US89 

intersection with a cycle track on the east side of this road segment. Along US Highway 89, 
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between the WY22/US89 intersection and the Flat Creek Bridge, pathways and cycle tracks will 

run on both the north and south sides of US89. The improvements will include widened (6-10 ft.) 

pedestrian/bicycle sidewalks adjacent to the roadway, one-way cycle tracks (6 ft. wide) and 

possible shoulder improvements within the existing roadway. The improvements will be located 

within the existing highway right-of-way. Jackson Hole Community Pathways and the Town of 

Jackson received National Scenic Byways funding through the Wyoming Department of 

Transportation (WYDOT), Federal Transit Administration Bus Livability Initiative funds and 

Federal Highways Administration Transportation Enhancement Activities (TEAs) funds to 

construct this pathway project. 

The need for this project is to complete an additional segment of the Jackson Hole Community 

Pathways system that connects the Town of Jackson, Teton County and Grand Teton National 

Park. This pathway would increase public safety by providing a safe area to recreate and 

commute via non-motorized means along extremely busy sections of highway. Specifically, this 

project will provide pathway users a separate travel lane eliminating significant safety concerns 

of mixing slow-moving, non-motorized users (foot and bicycle travel) with high-speed motorized 

traffic on highways with narrow travel lanes and limited shoulders. 

Teton County residents strongly support the existing pathways and expansion of the network. 

Voters have continued to approve public funds for the pathways system. Pathways are also 

included as a major component of improved multimodal transportation systems in the 2012 

Jackson/ Teton County Comprehensive Plan.  

Alternatives 

The “No Action” alternative is to maintain the status quo with limited to no dedicated non-

motorized access along WY22 and US89 between Flat Creek and Spring Gulch Road. The 

dangerous conditions faced by bicyclists and pedestrians along this stretch of highway would 

only increase with higher traffic demands and increased usage by both motorized and non-

motorized users. Visitors to the area staying in hotels along this stretch would continue to be 

dependent on vehicles to access amenities (stores and restaurants) only a short distance from 

their lodging. 

The preferred alternative is to construct a pathway along WY22/ US89 to improve non-

motorized access to this stretch of busy highway and the local businesses located along this 

corridor. In addition to local access, this segment of pathway is a key segment to completing a 

pathways system linking Grand Teton National Park, Jackson, Wilson and Teton Village.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / IMPACTS 

Wyoming Department of Transportation Form 100, attached, summarizes potential 

environmental impacts associated with this project. There is potential for minimal and temporary 

impacts associated with construction. These impacts, and other pertinent issues, are discussed in 

more detail below.  
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SOCIAL IMPACTS 

Land Use Changes 

The land used for this project is within the WYDOT Right-Of-Way (ROW) along WY22 and 

US89. There will be no impacts to land use. Several adjacent business owners located within the 

project corridor currently use this ROW as parking and access to their properties. This use is not 

necessarily within the intended use of the ROW. Safe access to these business driveways will be 

maintained per the state statute requirements. This project will not alter the ROW width. 

Community Cohesion 

There will be no negative impacts to community cohesion. Positive impacts will result through 

increased non-motorized access to the north side of US89 and increased non-motorized users 

through the project corridor. This project will not separate or isolate any neighborhoods. 

Motorized travel patterns will not change. However, non-motorized travel patterns will be 

improved through greater and safer access to this commercial corridor. 

Relocation Potential 

This pathways project will not relocate any families. 

Churches and Schools 

The Mountain View Baptist Church is located on the west side of WY22. No other churches or 

schools are located in or adjacent to the project area. The project will have no impact on the 

Mountain View Baptist Church. 

Controversy Potential 

The pathway project is not controversial within the community at large. There is minimal impact 

creating controversy with adjacent business owners located near the WY22/ US89 intersection 

and along WY22. These businesses currently use the ROW for parking and have access points 

(driveways) that cross the ROW. Under the proposed pathway plan, located fully on land within 

the ROW, access points will be maintained. Changes to the access will require landowner 

approval. Business owners expressed their concerns and appreciation of the design team for 

working with their concerns at the Board of County Commissioners (Teton County) and Town 

Council (Jackson) Joint Information Meetings held on February 6, 2012, March 5 2012 and 

September 10, 2012 (Appendix A). Concerns expressed included safety of entrance and exit by 

vehicles to the businesses, impact on businesses during construction, safety concerns with 

increased use by multiple users, parking and potential alternative routes for the pathway. 

Concerns were addressed through individual meetings with landowners, a full turning 

movements report on Segment 5 for WYDOT demonstrating no impacts (Appendix B) and a 

redesign of this section to reduce the cross-section to a width that both landowners and WYDOT 

supported.  

Energy 

There are no energy resources (oil, gas, coal, uranium, etc.) in the area. 
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Utilities 

This project is located on a major transportation route through the Town of Jackson. Several 

utilities (electric, sewer, storm water, public water, cable, telephone and natural gas) are located 

within the project area. There will be minimal impacts to utilities resulting from this project. A 

Town of Jackson water main on the south side of US89 is in need of updating and discussion has 

taken place regarding coordinating this project with the pathway project. The utilities are 

primarily underground and will not need to move for this project. Several telephone and cable 

pedestals and fire hydrants will be relocated out of the Right of Way. 

Designated Emergency Routes 

There are no designated emergency routes in the project area. 

Environmental Justice 

The project is located on one of the main transportation arteries through west Jackson (US89) 

and to Wilson (WY22). The area from Flat Creek Bridge through the WY22/US89 intersection 

and the first .15 mile of WY22 contain commercial businesses. The socio-economic setting is 

commercial servicing a wide range of clientele, both residents and tourists alike. Businesses in 

this area include hotels, gas stations, restaurants, grocery stories, service-oriented (car detailing, 

car wash, general office buildings and dentists’ offices) and retail stores. There is no low-income 

housing or neighborhoods in this area. The project’s effect on neighborhoods adjacent to the 

project area will be to improve non-motorized bicycle and pedestrian access to the businesses on 

both sides of the highway. Currently, several of these areas are unsafe for pedestrians and 

bicyclists. This project will not alter the current zoning regulations or change the socio-economic 

setting of the area. There will be no environmental justice impacts resulting from this project. 

Public Transportation  

This project will have no negative impacts on the local public transportation system. The Jackson 

Hole Community Pathways system is a critical component of the Town and County’s public 

transportation plan and will be positively impacted by this project. The pathways system and 

public bus system design encourages multi-modal use. Bicycles can be loaded onto the front of 

the public transportation buses. This project is a critical segment in the pathways system and part 

of the larger public transportation vision for the Town of Jackson and Teton County. Therefore, 

completing this segment of the project will have a significant positive impact on public 

transportation. 

Right-of-Way 

The entire finished pathway will be located within the WYDOT ROW along the highways and 

therefore has no impact on the size of the ROW. During construction, some work will be done 

outside of the ROW. On an approximately 1,500 ft. stretch of the project within Segment 7 

(Appendix C), grading of the adjacent hillside is needed and will stretch approximately 60 ft. 

north on the hillside. The grading will be conducted through cooperative, temporary construction 

permits with neighboring property owners (Wyoming Department of Lands and private owners). 

The hillside will change from a 1.5:1 slope to a 2:1 slope adjacent to the pathway below. This 

reason for the grading is to limit the use of retaining walls and provide for safe wildlife 

(primarily mule deer) use of the hillside and movement south onto the pathway and highway.  
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Construction Permits 

Temporary construction permits are needed for grading, irrigation system impacts and 

replacement of impacted vegetation outside the ROW. There will be no long-term, negative 

impacts on the effected lands. These permits are needed throughout the project corridor with 

private and state landowners. Construction of the pathway project has been coordinated with the 

Town of Jackson, Teton County and WYDOT government agencies through the planning and 

design period. Review will continue to take place at the staff level within these organizations. 

WYDOT has reviewed the project plans at 50% complete and 90% complete. A traffic 

management plan will be prepared and approved prior to the commencement of construction. In 

the area of ST700+100, in Segment 7, the grading will exceed the ROW but will not impede the 

long-term development potential of this property (behind the 25-foot ROW development setback, 

Teton County Regulations). 

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

This project’s objective is to benefit pedestrians and bicyclists. There will be no negative impacts 

on pedestrians and bicycle traffic through this area. Currently bicycle traffic on this roadway is 

unsafe and pedestrian access is limited due to narrow road shoulders, high automobile traffic 

volume and limited sidewalks (located only on the south side of one roadway stretch within the 

project area). Therefore, this project will positively impact pedestrians and bicyclists. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL IMPACTS 

There are potentially no archaeological or historic sites in the project area. The State Historic 

Preservation Office was consulted for a determination on National Register of Historic Places 

eligibility and project effects (Appendix D).  

Consultation with The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was initiated on February 23, 

2012. SHPO concurred in a determination that “the proposed undertaking is in an area of 

previous disturbance and has a low probability of containing historic properties” on March 8, 

2012 (Appendix D) and recommends the undertaking proceed in accordance with state and 

federal laws subject to the following stipulation: 

If any cultural materials are discovered during construction, work in the area shall 

halt immediately, the appropriate State and Federal agency shall be contacted, and 

the materials evaluated by an archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary of 

Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR22716, Sept. 1983). 

SECTION 4(f) 

Recreational Areas 

There will be no impacts to recreational areas in this project corridor. There are no fairgrounds, 

parks, state game lands, or other recreation facilities located on or adjacent to the project area. A 

350 acre parcel owned by Wyoming Department of Lands is located to the north of US89. 

Humans rarely use this parcel and it is crucial winter mule deer habitat. Approximately 2 acres of 

grading will take place on this land. This grading may improve mule deer safety by providing a 

more gradual slope to the roadway. Karns Meadow, a 32.4 acre public open space owned by the 

Town of Jackson is located to the south of the private parcels immediately adjacent to the project 
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area along US89. There will not be any impacts to the Karns Meadow open space. Alternatively, 

the pathway and sidewalk will enhance pedestrian and bicycle access to the Karns Meadow area.  

Historic Properties 

There are potentially no archaeological sites, buildings or structures in or adjacent to the project 

area that are eligible for, or listed on, the National Register of Historic Places 

(http://wyoshpo.state.wy.us/NationalRegister/Site.aspx?ID=441). 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands 

The Waters of the U.S. in this project area include Flat Creek, adjacent fringe wetlands and other 

wetlands associated with the Spring Creek irrigation ditch network (Appendix E). Flat Creek 

borders the project area to the east running from the US National Forest and National Elk 

Refuge, through the town of Jackson and joining into the Snake River south of town (8 mi south 

of the project area). Adjacent wetlands are present along Flat Creek at the eastern terminus of the 

project area and to the west of WY22 at the western terminus of the project area. The wetlands at 

the western terminus of the project area have connectivity to Spring Creek. There are no impacts 

proposed to the Waters of the U.S. and wetlands. During construction, storm water will be 

detained within 150 ft. of waterways. No major bridge extensions will be made to the Flat Creek 

Bridge within the active channel or adjacent wetlands and all minor improvements will take 

place within the existing bridge footprint. 

The Army Corps of Engineers was contacted in writing on February 23, 2012 to request written 

confirmation that the project is allowable under Army Corps permitting (Appendix D).  A 

written response from the Wyoming Regulatory office was still pending at the time of this report.  

Since the proposed pathway will not cause discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 

US, a Clean Water Act 404 permit is not required and a Pre-Construction Notification to the 

Army Corps of Engineers will not be submitted. 

Water Quality 

There are minimal potential surface or ground water impacts based on an increase in impervious 

surface resulting from a paved pathway. This increase in impervious surface may increase storm 

water runoff but may be partially offset through the implementation of green space between the 

pathway and the highway. Non-motorized traffic will have less impact on water quality than that 

of motorized traffic. During construction, storm water will be contained within 150 ft. of Flat 

Creek.  

There may be minimal impacts to water quality resulting from winter maintenance of the 

pathways. Currently, the sidewalk on the south side of US89 receives winter maintenance. 

Pathways winter maintenance may include traction sand and melting salts to insure user safety. 

Following best management practices could decrease the impacts of this maintenance. 

There are not any WY DEQ Class I waters located on or near the project area. Flat Creek is a 

Class 2AB waterway. 

 

 



Project No: WY11001 and see below 

WY22/ US89 Pathway Project 

Page 7 of 13  

 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

There are not any designated or proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers in or adjacent to the project 

area. 

Floodplains 

The bridge at Flat Creek is located within a 100-year FEMA floodplain (Zone AE). There will be 

no impacts or fill to this floodplain. 

Farmlands 

There is not any farmland being taken by this project. Minimal agricultural land is adjacent to the 

western terminus of this project area. No impacts will affect these agricultural lands. 

Wildlife and Habitat 

There will be minimal impacts to wildlife and habitat resulting from this project. There are 

moose and mule deer designated habitats in the project area (Figure 2). Crucial Winter Yearlong, 

Crucial Winter and Spring-Summer-Fall mule deer habitat are included in the project area. The 

Crucial Winter Range encompasses East Gros Ventre Butte, located to the north of US 89 and to 

the east of WY22. The Crucial Winter Yearlong range is located to the west of WY22 thereby 

encompassing the section of the project area along WY22 in either Crucial Winter Yearlong or 

Crucial Winter Range. The mule deer Spring-Summer-Fall habitat area is to the south of US89 

thereby enclosing this section of the project area in either Crucial Winter or Spring-Summer-Fall 

habitat areas. While the land to the south of US89 is designated Spring-Summer-Fall Mule Deer 

habitat, it is local knowledge that the in-town areas included therein, especially adjacent to the 

butte, are heavily used by mule deer in the winter months.  

Moose Summer and Winter Yearlong habitats contain the project area. South of US89 and west 

of WY22 is Winter Yearlong moose habitat while to the north of US89 and the east of WY22 is 

Spring Summer Fall moose habitat. Flat Creek is designated Bald Eagle Winter Range and Snake 

River fine-spotted cutthroat trout spawning habitat.  

The project is not located in a Sage Grouse core area and the project does not warrant a 

biological assessment. In 2011, Alder Environmental prepared a Pathway Deer Movement 

Design Guidelines & Wildlife Highway Crossings Identification report for the Jackson Hole 

Community Pathways (April 2011). This report summarizes local mule deer movements in the 

project area and potential design concerns affecting mule deer movements around roadways. The 

Highway Mitigation Opportunities for Wildlife in Jackson Hole, Wyoming report prepared by the 

Western Transportation Institute for the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance in December 2011 

also included the project area. 

Consultation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) was initiated on February 

23, 2012. WGFD responded in two letters dated March 21 and March 23, 2012 (Appendix D). At 

the time of initiating consultation (2/23/12), input was solicited on both this project and a 

separate pathway in nearby Karns Meadow. In their initial comments (2/21/12), the WGFD 

expressed concern for this project area and its relationship to designated mule deer habitat. The 

WGFD concerns focus on adding additional width to the existing ROW and any proposed 

pathway design (e.g. retaining walls) that would impede mule deer movement across the 

highway. In both letters, the WGFD requested additional information on project design from the 
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Jackson Hole Community Pathways and offered their expertise in making these designs as 

wildlife-friendly as possible. The ROW will not be expanded and the pathway design has worked 

to minimize the number of retaining walls needed and the height and design of necessary walls to 

allow safe movement corridors for mule deer. In particular, a wall in Segment 6 has been 

redesigned to provide possible wildlife movement through it (Appendix F). WGFD 

representatives have continued to be involved in the planning process and their concerns have 

been mutually resolved. 

The WGFD also expressed concerns regarding any pathway work that would be within the 150 

ft. setback for Cutthroat Trout along Flat Creek. In a letter dated March 21, 2012, WGFD 

requested that work be avoided within this setback from March 15 through July 31. WGFD 

clarified in an email dated February 13, 2013 this request was for in-stream work and not 

necessarily for work within the 150 foot setback (Appendix D).  There will not be any major 

work done on the Flat Creek bridge and all work done around the bridge will detain storm water 

within 150ft of the creek. Any work not able to control storm water from directly entering the 

Flat Creek channel (none expected) will not be conducted from March 15 through July 31 within 

150 feet of Flat Creek. Therefore, trout spawning should not be affected by this project. 

This project is located within an existing ROW, therefore changes to habitat are negligible. There 

are a few landscaping trees on the south side of US89 that will be removed and then replaced 

through the construction process.  

WGFD requested that deer crossing signs be installed. This request should be coordinated with 

WYDOT. There currently is a deer crossing sign at the eastern terminus of the project area. 

Additionally, no work will be conducted between November 15 and April 30 in crucial mule 

deer winter range (the north side of the project area).  

Threatened and Endangered Species 

There will be no impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species resulting from this project. 

While there are Threatened and Endangered Species in the valley, none are expected in the 

project area. There are no prairie dog towns, rock cliffs or large old trees on the project area. The 

project is not located in Sage Grouse core habitat. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was consulted and their correspondence indicated that the 

project is in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (Appendix D). 

Vegetation 

The project area is within the WYDOT ROW of an existing 5-lane roadway and therefore will 

have minimal impact to the vegetation. The current vegetation consists of a few ornamental trees 

along the roadway and grass strips between the adjacent businesses and the current highway 

and/or adjacent sidewalk. To the north (US89) and east (WY22) of the project area is the south-

facing slope of the adjacent butte vegetated with sagebrush-steppe plant community. To the 

south (US89) and west (WY22) of the project area is development and a small amount of rural 

agricultural lands.  

Areas this project disturbs will be re-vegetated or relocated using native plant species or 

bluegrass/fescue sod. The seeding mixes and plant species are provided in the Project 90% 

Design Landscape Plans (Appendix C). Establishment methods should be used and include 
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higher seeding rates for steep slopes, broadcast seeding in the fall, temporary and permanent 

irrigation, sterile cover grass and hydromulch on slopes steeper than 3:1. 

The greatest impacts to existing vegetation will occur in Segment 7 where extensive grading 

work will take place on the adjacent hillside. Currently, this area is heavily used mule deer 

winter habitat and will be reclaimed to continue as mule deer habitat outside of the pathway 

footprint. The pathway footprint will provide an approximately 20-foot setback between the 

hillside habitat and the edge of the vehicle roadway. 

Ecosystem 

Increased non-motorized traffic at the project, local and regional levels will have minimal 

impacts. While there may be short-term, negative effects from construction of the pathway 

(noise, exhaust, material use, etc.), the long-term effects will be positive (decreased automobile 

use resulting in decreased exhaust, noise, accidents, increased safety, etc.).  

PHYSICAL IMPACTS 

Noise 

The project area is in the WYDOT ROW of a 5-lane highway. Therefore, there is already a high 

level of automobile noise and no negative, long-term impacts will result from this project. 

Businesses line the highway. The area is primarily zoned Auto-Urban Commercial with a small 

portion zoned Rural on the west side of WY22 and an empty lot zoned Non-Commercial Single 

Family on the north side of US89. There are no residences or schools immediately adjacent to 

the project area. An increase in non-motorized transportation should decrease or maintain the 

level of background noise as transportation needs increase thereby having a positive impact 

overall.  

Air 

This project should help to maintain or improve air quality long-term through the increased use 

of non-motorized transportation. Therefore, there will be no negative impacts to air quality. The 

project area is not a non-attainment area. 

Hazardous Waste Sites / Contamination  

There will be no impacts to hazardous waste or contamination sites in the project area. There are 

three active gas stations and one inactive gas station in the project area. All four gas stations have 

buried fuel tanks. Appendix G lists all underground storage tanks. There are no lube shops, 

mechanics, industrial or refineries in the immediate project area. According to Wyoming DEQ, 

there are two unresolved contamination and five resolved contamination sites in or near the 

project area. The unresolved contamination sites are Reynolds Petroleum (1055 West Broadway) 

and Teton Gables Motel (1140 West US Highway 22). The resolved contamination sites are: 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction (1125 West Highway 22), Jackson Hole Motors (920 West 

Broadway), Cowboy Motors (125 Scott Lane), Wedco Manufacturing, Inc. (940 West 

Broadway) and Choice Meats Texaco (1255 West Highway 22).  

There are no hazardous waste sites along the project area. 
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Visual 

While the Jackson Hole valley is fortunate to have many breathtaking views, there are none 

along this stretch of the highway. The butte to the north of Hwy89 blocks all views in the 

direction of the Teton Mountain Range and to the south travelers can see the Snow King ridge as 

it parallels the roadway beyond the town limits. Once travelers head west of WY22, they do not 

encounter views of open space and the Teton Mountain Range until the terminus of the project 

area. The project will not have an adverse effect on the visual qualities of the roadway but will 

rather enhance users ability to enjoy views at a slower pace (non-motorized versus motorized 

travel speeds) as well as increase safe access to nearby views for bicyclists and pedestrians. An 

in-depth analysis is not needed. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways is a joint program of the Town of Jackson and Teton 

County. As a public entity, project planning integrated public participation in the planning 

process. The Town Council and County Commissioners jointly made all project final design 

decisions in public meetings. This project was included in a public open house held on March 8, 

2012 and attended by many property owners and interested citizens. 

MITIGATION SUMMARY 

Where vegetation is removed, it will be re-vegetated or replaced nearby using native species 

appropriate for the habitat, aspect and moisture regime. 

If any unanticipated impacts are discovered during project work, the appropriate personnel will 

be notified immediately to evaluate the impacts and determine the proper measures to be taken to 

prevent further impacts and mitigate any impacts that require mitigation.  

PREPARER 

Brian Remlinger, Owner/ Principle Scientist, Alder Environmental, LLC 

Megan Smith, Wildlife Biologist, Alder Environmental, LLC 

Aaron Japel, Professional Engineer, Jorgensen Engineering PC 

Brian Schilling, Coordinator, Jackson Hole Community Pathways 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







Wyoming Department of Transportation  

Form 100 - Environmental Impact Evaluation 
 

WY22/ US89 Pathway Project 
Teton County 

Project Number: WY11001 and see below 

WY22/ US89/Jackson 

SEVERITY OF IMPACTS 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS 

Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands           

Water Quality           

Wild and Scenic Rivers           

Floodplains     existing bridge in FEMA Zone AE Floodplain 

Farmlands           

Wildlife and Habitat     hillside grading may improve wildlife safety 

Threatened and Endangered     not expected in project area 

Vegetation           

Ecosystem           

PHYSICAL IMPACTS 

Noise     increase non-motorized use 

Air Quality     increase non-motorized use 

Temporary Impacts     temporary construction impacts 

Contamination           

Hazardous Waste Sites           

Visual     transportation corridor improvements 

PERMITS REQUIRED 

Temporary construction permits are required with adjacent private and state landowners.  

WATERS OF THE U.S. FINDINGS 

There are no impacts to Waters of the U.S.  
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SOCIAL IMPACTS REMARKS 
Land Use Changes           

Community Cohesion     improved access to ammenities and fewer automobiles 

Relocation Potential           

Churches and Schools           

Controversy Potential     a few adjoining landowners who use ROW 

Energy           

Utilities     utility work may be done concurrently 

Designated Emergency Routes           

Environmental Justice           

Public Transportation     improvement of multi-modal transportation system 

Right-of-Way           

Construction Permits     temporary construction permits 

Pedestrian & Bicycle     improved pathways system 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL IMPACTS 

Historic Sites / Districts           

Archaeological Sites           

SECTION 4(f) 

Recreational Areas           

Historic Properties           
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JOINT INFORMATION PROCEEDINGS 
SPECIAL TOWN COUNCIL AND BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS MEETING  
 
FEBRUARY 6, 2012 JACKSON, WYOMING 
 
The Jackson Town Council met in conjunction with Teton County Commissioners in special 
Town Council session in the Council Chambers of the Town Hall at 150 East Pearl at 3:00 P.M.  
Upon roll call the following were found to be present: 
 
MAYOR & COUNCIL: Mark Barron, Bob Lenz, Mark Obringer, Melissa 

Turley, and Greg Miles   
CHAIRMAN AND COMMISSIONERS: Ben Ellis, Paul Perry, Andy Schwartz, and Hank 

Phibbs.  Paul Vogelheim was absent.   
STAFF: Bob McLaurin, Steve Foster, Roxanne DeVries Robinson, Sherry Daigle, Tyler 

Sinclair, Audrey Cohen-Davis, Paula Stevens, Larry Pardee, Shawn O’Malley, 
Brian Schilling, Michael Wackerly, Sean O’Malley, Heather Overholser, and 
Olivia Goodale  

 
Minutes.  A motion was made by Mark Obringer and seconded by Melissa Turley to approve the 
January 9, 2012 minutes as presented.  Mayor Barron called for the vote.  The vote showed all in 
favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A motion was made by Hank Phibbs 
and seconded by Andy Schwartz to approve the January 9, 2012 minutes as presented.  Chairman 
Ellis called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the 
County Commission.   
 
Transportation Advisory Committee Presentation of Local Recommendations for 2012 
State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  Sean O’Malley made staff comment 
regarding the purpose of today’s item, history of the recommendation/review/approval process, 
recommendations falling into either the planning or design and construction categories, vetting 
process for STIP, the financial value of proposed projects, the support of the Highway 22/390 
linkage study, the South Park Subarea Network Study and long term vision, the START Bus 
Facility Project, various pathways projects, the Snow King/Maple Way realignment project, a 
wish list of future projects, and the timing of the West Broadway gutter pan reconstruction 
project and WYDOT’s associated concerns.  Paula Stevens made staff comment regarding the 
Highway 22/390 linkage study and its purpose, the previous WYDOT study on Highway 22/390, 
WYDOT not having any plans for WY 22/390 scheduled and its recognition that there are 
improvements to be made, the importance of involving the community, and expanding the study 
to include other intersections.   
 
Sandy Shuptrine, representing the Safe Wildlife Crossings Group, made public comment 
regarding the possibility of collaborating with involved organizations with the Highway 22/390 
project.   
 
Discussion followed regarding wildlife crossing structures included in the 22/390 project, 
moving forward and pushing up the timing of the West Broadway gutter pan reconstruction 
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project and WYDOT’s associated concerns, the frequency that STIP requests may be submitted, 
and cycling on West Broadway and related safety concerns.  A motion was made by Melissa 
Turley and seconded by Greg Miles to approve the Local Transportation Project List prepared by 
the Transportation Advisory Committee moving the West Broadway gutter pan reconstruction to 
2012/2014 and further to direct staff to request the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
assists in identifying funding for these projects and, as appropriate, add these projects to the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  Mayor Barron called for the vote.  The vote showed 
all in favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A motion was made by Andy 
and seconded by Paul Perry to approve the Local Transportation Project List prepared by the 
Transportation Advisory Committee moving the West Broadway gutter pan reconstruction to 
2012/2014 and further to direct staff to request the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
assists in identifying funding for these projects and, as appropriate, add these projects to the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  Discussion followed regarding whether or not to add 
other intersections along 390. Chairman Ellis called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  
The motion carried on behalf of the County Commission.   
  
WY22 Pathway Snake River Bridge Alignment.  Sean O’Malley made staff comment 
regarding the north bridge alignment and related benefits, meetings held with Rendezvous Lands 
Conservancy, the granted easement that allows for a north alignment, the county vote to hold the 
easement in escrow, recording the easement upon town and county approval of pursing the north 
alignment, reserve mineral rights on private lands on the west side of the river and associated 
exploration risk, and that staff is looking into options to minimize the exploration risk.  Brian 
Schilling made staff comment regarding the history of the project and various scenarios that were 
explored, costs of north vs. south bridge alignment, and potential add-ons changing the total cost.  
 
A motion was made by Melissa Turley and seconded by Greg Miles to approve the “north” 
alignment for the WY22 pathway bridge across the Snake River.  A motion was made by Hank 
Phibbs and seconded by Andy Schwartz to approve the “north” alignment for the WY22 pathway 
bridge across the Snake River.   
 
Representative Pete Jorgensen made public comment regarding guarding the state’s funds, the 
easement for non-motorized use, accommodating emergency vehicles, pursuing both alignments 
until detailed plans are made, creating an interterm bridge until WYDOT builds its bridge, types 
of users all using the same facilities, and examining further cost considerations.  Mark Memmer 
and Mike Welsh, both representing Friends of Pathways, made public comment regarding 
moving forward with the north option, gratitude for work put into this project, and received input 
from involved partners and the community in support of the north alignment.  Aaron Pruzan 
made public comment regarding his personal use of the Snake River and pathways and the north 
alignment meeting the needs of all of user groups.  Gail Jensen made public comment regarding 
protecting wildlife. 
 
Discussion followed regarding the existing mineral rights, obtaining title insurance to protect 
against mineral rights exploration, gratitude for staff’s work with regard to the easement, the 
easement protecting the interests of the public, and that Emily Stevens would be proud to see 
both sides of the river connected.  Mayor Barron called for the vote.  The vote showed all in 
favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the Town Council and the County Commission.   
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Brain Schilling made staff comment regarding holding a design open house. 
 
Discussion followed regarding obtaining public comment, funding, and variables for future 
consideration.   
  
WY22 Pathway East Segment.  Brian Schilling made staff comment regarding 50% 
completion, design alternatives for consideration, moving forward with the design process, 
design alternative costs, maintaining buffer standards, areas that won’t meet buffer standards, 
cooperating with property owners, retaining walls being 24 inches or less along the entire east 
segment, wildlife considerations, the challenging topography of the ditch behind Spring Creek 
Animal Hospital, and identified underpass crossings.  
 
Reed Armijo, representing Jorgensen Associates, made public comment introducing team 
members, running the pathway along the north side of Broadway and the northeast section of 
WY 22, considering town water mains and other utilities that need updating along the south side 
of Broadway and timing, construction easements, buffer treatment alternatives, and the format of 
today’s discussion.      
 
Aaron Japel, representing Jorgensen Associates, made public comment regarding alternatives at 
Flat Creek Bridge, bridge options and aesthetics, potential conflict with utilities, expanding 
bridge sidewalks on both sides, pros and cons of the options, the recommendation for alternative 
B, preliminary comments from WYDOT regarding alternative B relating to construction and less 
with specific concerns. 
 
Aaron Japel continued public comment regarding section seven, parallel alignment, grading 
requirements outside of the right-of-way, pathway positioning options, the aesthetic benefits of 
alternative B, wildlife considerations, alternative A being a better option for lighting, retaining 
wall height, and the recommendation for alternative B.  
 
Aaron Japel continued public comment regarding section six, property owner concerns with both 
alternatives, pathway width, that WYDOT will not modify any access without permission from 
property owners, the recommendation for alternative B, maintaining existing accesses, cross 
sections and frontage width, and parking considerations.  Reed Armijo made public comment 
regarding coordinating the timing of the project with the town’s water and sewer project.  
 
Aaron Japel continued public comment regarding section five, alternatives, property owners 
concerns, meeting the needs of property owners, minimizing cross sections beyond what is 
standard, vertical separation, WYDOT review of this segment, minimizing this section, creating 
new access to businesses, creating one-way access to businesses, a needed variance from 
WYDOT in association with alternative B, the recommendation for alternative A, evaluating 
various options to use the irrigation ditch to the north and associated cost and needed easements, 
parking throughout the segment, and monitoring parking in the right-of-way.  
 
Reed Armijo made public comment regarding the Y Intersection, its current configuration and 
traffic volume, coordinating with WYDOT’s improvement project, crossing locations, creating 
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pathways across the grass, that WYDOT is concerned with an east crosswalk across Broadway, 
signage to alert motorists, existing foot paths in the area, underground wiring and conduits not 
being an issue, the existing turn lane to the south, and potential changes to the road intersection. 
 
Reed Armijo continued public comment regarding segment two, physical constraints, signing 
this section well, creating an underpass, a wider right-of-way on the south, the grade of this area, 
maintaining parking, making business access one-way, cooperating with the property owner, 
impacts to use, and waiting for redevelopment for this section.   
 
Brain Schilling made staff comment and Aaron Japel and Reed Armijo made public comment 
regarding alternatives to connect the pathways, retaining walls, continuing to work on refining 
the underpass, the Budge Drive grade, and the option to run a pathway up Budge Drive. 
 
Tessa Johnson made public comment regarding pathway widths, concerns with parking, the 
meeting notification, safety concerns, and congestion along the east segment.  Clint Steiert, 
representing the Pony Express Motel, made public comment regarding the difficulty in making a 
left hand turn at his property, enforcing parking in this area, narrowing the driveway, proceeding 
with a pathway along the ditch line, safety concerns with the area, and high traffic at the Y 
Intersection.  Charlie Schwartz, owner of the Thrifty Rent a Car property, made public comment 
regarding concerns with constructing a tunnel by his property, moving forward with a pathway 
on the south, and Thrifty Rent a Car requiring double access.  Jesse Freetag, representing Thrifty 
Rent a Car, made public comment regarding the speed of the roadway, the meeting notification, 
proceeding with a pathway on the south side of the road, the length of time it takes to build a 
tunnel, and the impact building a tunnel would have on his business.  Kevin Lee, representing 
Conrad Bischoff, made public comment regarding the meeting notification, proceeding with a 
pathway on the south side of Broadway, running the pathway along the ditch, conversations held 
with WYDOT, challenges with traffic in their access area, paid taxes, and impacts to business 
revenue.  Dennis Jones made public comment regarding the multimodal aspect of the pathway, 
safety concerns, high traffic and congestion levels, and using alternative pathways.  Dan Forman, 
representing Spring Creek Animal Hospital, made public comment regarding challenges with the 
access to his business, initial parking approval in the area, reducing parking below approved 
levels, challenges in the segment where his business is, granting an easement for a pathway 
along the ditch, high traffic volume, safety concerns, and WYDOT’s conclusion to not install 
speed bumps in front of his business.   
 
Brain Schilling made staff comment regarding utility conflicts on the south side of Broadway 
and the schedule to replace utility lines.  
 
Discussion followed regarding running the pathway on the south side of Broadway, adding a 
bike lane on the north side of Broadway, phasing of this project, challenges with the north side, 
continuing the design work on the north side, designing a safe pathway, studying the ditch option 
further, long term vision, existing pathways, meeting the needs of different users, south vs. north 
options and associated concerns with each, funding, access traffic, pedestrian use on the north 
side, moving forward, investing public funds elsewhere due to the high level of safety concerns, 
existing sidewalks, review of residential plans, examining the access by the Y Intersection 
further, and utilizing Budge Drive.  
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Reed Armijo made public comment regarding public comment received, current use of the 
corridor at Spring Creek Animal Hospital, and rethinking alternative routes around Budge Drive 
and presenting an associated scope.  
 
Aaron Japel made public comment regarding the utility lines and required landscaping 
treatments.   
 
A motion was made by Melissa Turley and seconded by Greg Miles to continue this item.  
Mayor Barron called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  The motion carried on behalf of 
the Town Council.  A motion was made by Andy Schwartz and seconded by Hank Phibbs to 
continue this item.  Chairman Ellis called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  The 
motion carried on behalf of the County Commission.   
 
Discussion followed regarding which Joint Information Meeting agenda to discuss this item 
further at.   
 
Discussion followed regarding holding an additional Joint Information Meeting to discuss items 
D and E listed on the agenda.  Michael Wackerly made staff comment regarding time sensitive 
aspects of a TIGER grant application.  A motion was made by Mark Obringer and seconded by 
Melissa Turley to continue items D and E listed on the agenda to a special Joint Information 
Meeting on February 17, 2012 at 3:00 P.M. in the Council Chambers.  Mayor Barron called for 
the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A 
motion was made by Hank Phibbs and seconded by Paul Perry to continue items D and E listed 
on the agenda to a special Joint Information Meeting on February 17, 2012 at 3:00 P.M. in the 
Council Chambers.  Chairman Ellis called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  The 
motion carried on behalf of the County Commission.     
 
Adjourn.  A motion was made by Greg Miles and seconded by Melissa Turley to adjourn the 
meeting to executive session to consider the selection of a site or the purchase of real estate when 
the publicity regarding the consideration would cause a likelihood of an increase in price in 
accordance with Wyoming Statute 16-4-405(a)(vii) and to discuss personnel matters in 
accordance with Wyoming Statute 16-4-405(a)(ii).  The vote showed all in favor.  The motion 
carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A motion was made by Andy Schwartz and seconded by 
Hank Phibbs to adjourn the meeting.  The vote showed all in favor. The motion carried on behalf 
of the County Commission. The meeting adjourned at 4:57 P.M. 
 
         TOWN OF JACKSON 
 
 
 
ATTEST:       Mark Barron, Mayor 
 
 
 
Olivia Goodale, Town Clerk 
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JOINT INFORMATION PROCEEDINGS 
SPECIAL TOWN COUNCIL AND BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS MEETING  
 
MARCH 5, 2012 JACKSON, WYOMING 
 
The Jackson Town Council met in conjunction with Teton County Commissioners in special 
Town Council session in the Council Chambers of the Town Hall at 150 East Pearl at 3:00 P.M.  
Upon roll call the following were found to be present: 
 
MAYOR & COUNCIL: Mark Barron, Bob Lenz, Mark Obringer, Melissa 

Turley, and Greg Miles 
CHAIRMAN AND COMMISSIONERS: Ben Ellis, Paul Perry, Andy Schwartz, Hank Phibbs, 

and Paul Vogelheim 
STAFF: Bob McLaurin, Steve Foster, Roxanne DeVries Robinson, Audrey Cohen-Davis, 

Sherry Daigle, Tyler Sinclair, Steve Ashworth, Larry Pardee, Brian Schilling, 
Charlotte Reynolds, and Olivia Goodale  

 
Mayor Barron announced that there will be a Special Comprehensive Plan Joint Information 
Meeting on March 14, 2012 at 5:00 P.M. at the Grand View Lodge. 
 
Minutes.  A motion was made by Greg Miles and seconded by Melissa Turley to approve the 
February 6, 2012 and February 17, 2012 minutes as presented.  Mayor Barron called for the vote.  
The vote showed all in favor.  The motion carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A motion was 
made by Hank Phibbs and seconded by Paul Perry to approve the February 6, 2012 and February 
17, 2012 minutes as presented.  Chairman Ellis called for the vote.  The vote showed all in favor.  
The motion carried on behalf of the County Commission.   
 
JHESP Presentation.  Shelley Simonton, JHESP Executive Director, made public comment 
regarding the importance of continually updating the Town and County on the JHESP, JHESP 
structure, MOU partners, her job structure, JHESP Joint Powers Board members, formation, 
bylaws and meeting schedule, gratitude for members of the community and Town and County 
staff who assist with JHESP, the Wolfensohn Challenge partnership, Jim Wolfensohn’s 
presentation last summer, Old Bill’s Fun Run participation, the PACE bill and associated support 
and challenges, grants that have been applied for, the 0% loan program, other financing options 
for homeowners, the concierge program, Enerlyte, the Water Heater program, the letter of 
support to the Chamber of Commerce to name Jackson Hole as one of the Top 10 Sustainable 
Resort Communities, TSCD #1 natural gas buses, the University of Wyoming study, Nest,  SPET 
funding and criteria, scoping audits, the three approved and funded efficiency projects, the SPET 
spending goal, assistance from Ennovate Corporation for audits, public outreach and 
partnerships, JHESP sponsorship of Eco Fair, the JHESP retreat and discussions held, the JHESP 
financial status and updated mission and goals, the cost of power, power rate increases and 
avoidance costs, a breakdown of local utility bills, the Jackson Hole legacy of conservation, 
energy independence, national security, the importance of being a messenger in the community, 
audits being available for electric heat only, fuel switching for buildings, the website launch, the 
Friends of JHESP Facebook page, and funding for JHESP operations.   
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No action was taken.   
  
WY22 Pathway East Segment – 50% Design Review.  Brian Schilling made staff comment 
regarding received feedback, recommendations and alternatives for each segment, wildlife 
considerations, needed cooperation from property owners along the Thrifty Rent A Car segment 
to move forward, Flat Creek bridge options, the viability of the approved conceptual plan, 
addressing safety concerns, goals of the project and pathways system, weighing the pros and 
cons of a bike lane on Broadway, cycle track patterns and examples, challenges with a cycle 
track, potential cycle track layout and treatment, preliminary public right-of-way widths, an 
examination of the option to go higher above the irrigation ditch and the inability to meet ADA 
standards and the needs of most users, challenges associated with private property, erosion 
concerns, conversations held with WYDOT regarding cycle tracks and improvements to the Y 
Intersection, examining cycle track vs. bike lanes, and ways to increase safety.   
 
Reed Armijo made public comment regarding width advantages and the use of the West 
Broadway shoulder with regard to installing a cycle track, determining how much public right-
of-way will remain after cycle track installation, and discussing with WYDOT coordination of an 
underpass at the Y Intersection.  
 
Discussion followed regarding addressing the overall challenges of the Y Intersection, the 
specific SPET proposal, servicing the businesses that go along the route, challenges with the 
potential underpasses, use of design dollars, cycle track treatments, route and alternatives, 
addressing safety concerns, cycle tracks meeting the intent of a pathway and the SPET ballot 
language, challenges with specific segments, and intersections along the north and south sides of 
Broadway. 
 
Mike Welsh, representing Friends of Pathways, made public comment regarding the vision for 
this project, the best use of the public right-of-way, benefits of the project, WYDOT input, 
accommodating all users, increasing access to businesses, and maintaining the current vision to 
move forward.  Jack Koehler made public comment regarding mitigating safety concerns, 
disadvantages of using the irrigation ditch as an alternative, challenges with the Y Intersection, 
and moving forward.  Tessa Johnson made public comment regarding safety concerns, potential 
alternatives, and coordinating with the bus system.  Tim Young made public comment regarding 
moving forward with the current vision, design benefits, bike lane alternatives, and the use of the 
public right-of-way.  Dan Forman, representing Spring Creek Animal Hospital, made public 
comment regarding safety concerns, being able to function as a business, businesses being part of 
the community, and creating an alternative to address the segment passing his business.  
 
Discussion followed regarding defining cycle tracks as paths, whether or not to continue to 
examine cycle tracks and cost implications, whether or not to continue to explore use of the 
irrigation ditch and the Budge Drive hillside, and segment alternatives and challenges.  
 
Brian Schilling made staff comment regarding the cost implications of examining cycle tracks, 
the town’s application for a Green Lane Project Grant, and examining the feasibility of an 
underpass at the Y Intersection.   
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Reed Armijo made public comment regarding costs of presenting further refined segment 
designs and of examining cycle tracks, the Spring Gulch Road segment, and segment design 
completion.  
 
Discussion followed regarding additional decisions that need to be made and preferred 
alternatives presented by the design team.  No action was taken.   
 
The Town Council and County Commission adjourned the special meeting and continued the 
workshop meeting.   
 
Set Agenda for Next Joint Information Meeting.  There was a general consensus that the items 
on the agenda for the April 2, 2012 Joint Information Meeting would include a presentation from 
Dr. JoAnne McFarland, the president of Central Wyoming College and to hear the START long 
range plan as soon as possible. 
 
Adjourn.  A motion was made by Greg Miles and seconded by mark Obringer to adjourn the 
meeting to executive session to consider matters concerning litigation to which the governing 
body is a party or proposed litigation to which the governing body may be a party in accordance 
with Wyoming Statute 16-4-405(a)(iii) and the selection of a site or the purchase of real estate 
when the publicity regarding the consideration would cause a likelihood of an increase in price in 
accordance with Wyoming Statute 16-4-405(a)(vii).  The vote showed all in favor.  The motion 
carried on behalf of the Town Council.  A motion was made by Paul Vogelheim and seconded by 
Paul Perry to adjourn the meeting.  The vote showed all in favor. The motion carried on behalf of 
the County Commission. The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:45 P.M. 
 
 
         TOWN OF JACKSON 
 
 
 
        Mark Barron, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
Olivia Goodale, Town Clerk 
 
minutes:yog 
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JOINT INFORMATION PROCEEDINGS 
TOWN COUNCIL AND SPECIAL BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MEETING  

 
September 10, 2012 JACKSON, WYOMING 
 
The Teton County Board of County Commissioners met in conjunction with the Jackson Town Council in 
a special meeting located in the County Commissioners Chambers at 200 S. Willow at 3:15 p.m.  Upon 
roll call the following were recognized to be present: 
 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS: Ben Ellis – Chairman, Paul Vogelheim, Hank Phibbs, and Andy 

Schwartz.   Paul Perry was absent. 
 
TOWN COUNCIL: Mark Barron-Mayor, Bob Lenz, Melissa Turley, and Greg Miles.  Mark Obringer 

was absent. 
 
STAFF: Sherry Daigle, Bob McLaurin, Steve Foster, Roxanne DeVries Robinson, Keith Gingery, Steve 

Ashworth, Larry Pardee, Michael Wackerly, Audrey Cohen-Davis, Sean O’Malley, Jeff 
Daugherty, Tyler Sinclair, Alex Norton, Shawn Hill, Olivia Goodale, and Sandy Birdyshaw. 

 
Minutes.   
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Schwartz moved to approve the August 6, 2012, August 13, 2012, August 
16, 2012 and August 20, 2012 minutes, with a correction on page 7 of the August 6, 2012 minutes.  Mr. 
Vogelheim seconded and the passed unanimously. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Mr. Miles moved to approve August 6, 2012, August 13, 2012, August 16, 2012 
and August 20, 2012 minutes, with a correction on page 7 of the August 6, 2012 minutes.  Mr. Lenz 
seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
National Preparedness Month Proclamation. 
  
Steve Foster presented a Proclamation declaring September 2012 “National Preparedness Month” in 
both Teton County and the Town of Jackson.  There was discussion on including ads in the Planet 
Jackson Hole and daily newspapers, the radio station, and websites; and the increased usage of Nixle 
media. 
 
PROCLAMATION for National Preparedness Month, September 2012  
 
WHEREAS, “National Preparedness Month” creates an important opportunity for every resident of Teton 
County and the Town of Jackson to prepare their homes, businesses, and communities for any type of 
emergency including natural disasters and potential terrorist attacks; and  
 
WHEREAS, investing in the preparedness of ourselves, our families, businesses, and communities can 
reduce fatalities and economic devastation in our communities and in our nation; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Ready Campaign, Citizen Corps, Community 
Emergency Response Teams and other federal, state, local, tribal, territorial, private, and volunteer 
agencies are working to increase public activities in preparing for emergencies and to educate individuals 
on how to take action; and  
 
WHEREAS, emergency preparedness is the responsibility of every citizen of Teton County and the Town 
of Jackson, and all citizens are urged to make preparedness a priority and work together, as a team, to 
ensure that individuals, families, and communities are prepared for disasters and emergencies of any 
type; and  
 
WHEREAS, all citizens of Teton County and the Town of Jackson are encouraged to participate in citizen 
preparedness activities and asked to review the Ready campaign’s websites at Ready.gov or Listo.gov (in 
Spanish) and become more prepared.  
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Teton County Commissioners and Jackson Town Council 
hereby proclaims September, 2012 as National Preparedness Month, and encourages all citizens and 
businesses to develop their own emergency preparedness plan, and work together toward creating a 
more prepared society. 
 
DATED this _ Day of _ 2012 by the Teton County Commissioners and Jackson Town Council 
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Schwartz moved to approve the National Preparedness Month 2012 
Proclamation and request and require the Chair to sign.  Mr. Phibbs seconded and the motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Ms. Turley moved to approve the National Preparedness Month 2012 
Proclamation and request and require the Mayor to sign.  Mr. Miles seconded and the motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
WYOPASS Planning Award Presentation.  
 
Tyler Sinclair and Jeff Daugherty presented.  On August 8th, the Wyoming Planning Association 
(WYOPASS) awarded the Town of Jackson and Teton County with the WYOPASS Urban Planning 
Project of the Year for the 2012 Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan. The Plan was categorized 
as an Urban submittal because Jackson has a population of greater than 5,000.  WYOPASS also 
recognized the five-year process that prioritized public participation noting the volume and variety of 
opportunities to comment and enormous amount of public participation. Lastly, the Plan was commended 
for its organization as an adaptive plan with defined character at both the communitywide and more 
localized level. In addition, WYOPASS gave special recognition to Alex Norton as the lead planner for the 
completion of the Plan.  The Plan is also up for another award from the Daniel Burnham award through 
the American Planning Association and also the National Association of Environmental Professionals. 
 
No action was taken. 
 
Consensus Block Discussion. 
 
Steve Foster and Bob McLaurin presented.  Under the Office of State Lands and Investments Consensus 
Block Grant program Teton County has been allocated $1,847,619 for the 2013-2014 biennium.  The 
program requires that the county, jointly with its incorporated municipalities, identify eligible capital 
projects for which funding would be allocated.  Information has been collected for suggested projects and 
provided to the Electeds.  Based on today’s discussion, a revised recommendation will be presented at 
October Joint Meeting.  Projects include energy conservation, building retrofits, Fire/EMS projects, landfill 
project for phase 2, Sheriff’s department, Parks & Recreation projects, and Special District requests.  Mr. 
Foster asked the Electeds to provide priorities and recommendations to move forward with a plan totaling 
$1.8 million. 
 
There was discussion regarding projects related to funding from Jackson Hole Energy Sustainability 
Project and how often the CBG grants are awarded.  Sean O’Malley discussed the pathways project and 
funding that would be needed to complete certain sections. 
 
Tom Lewis, President of O Bar B ISD, spoke to the gravity sewer system projected at $38,000 and 
requested support for half of the cost, which is $19,120. 
 
Bob Norton, representing Teton Village Special Districts, spoke to the Apres Vous Road project which 
would replace County Road 26 and will have a significant impact on the area. The request for funding is 
$78,000, or 5% of the overall project cost.  There was discussion between the Electeds and Mr. Norton 
on the road project. He also spoke to the sewer main replacement of a system built in 1964 and in need 
of immediate repair. The funding request is $36,500 or 50% of the total project cost. 
 
There was discussion among the Electeds on letting the full $1.8 or to defer a portion for later.  There was 
general agreement on allocating the full amount now due to the critical nature of some projects.  It was 



September 10, 2012 Joint Information Meeting Minutes 
3 

suggested and general agreement, to consider all the special district requests as one block of $138,000.  
There was further discussion of allowing Mr. McLaurin and Mr. Foster to prioritize the Town and County 
projects within the grant allocation.  Another suggestion was to prioritize the Joint projects first, before the 
separate projects. 
 
No action was taken. 
 
SLIB Grant for START. 
 
Michael Wackerly stated START has drafted an application for a State Land and Investments Board 
(SLIB) Grant.  The proposal is to purchase a forty foot Gillig bus to be used to expand START Bus 
service between the Town and Teton Village. This bus will be ordered as soon as the funding is approved 
and delivered in November 2014.  It would be put into service in the winter of 2014-15.  The grant request 
is for 80% of the cost of the bus, or $320,000.  The remaining 20% would be split from local START 
funds.   
 
There was discussion between the Electeds and Mr. Wackerly on the success of past applications; 
reserve balances; and purchasing CNG buses. 
 
(Standardized Resolution Form Rev. 8/99 Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments) Resolution    
 
ENTITLED: A Resolution Authorizing Submission of an Application To The State Loan and Investment 
Board for a Grant and / or Loan from The Transportation Enterprise Fund on behalf of The Governing 
Body for the County of Teton.  For the Purpose of Purchasing One Bus 
 
W I T N E S S E T H 
 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body for the County of Teton desires to participate in the TRANSPORTATION 
ENTERPRISE FUND program to assist in financing this project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the County of Teton recognizes the need for the project; and  
 
WHEREAS, the TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE FUND program requires that certain criteria be met, 
as described in the State Loan and Investment Board’s Rules and Regulations governing the program, 
and to the best of our knowledge this application meets those criteria; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the County of Teton plans to match the requested 
TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE FUND GRANT AND/OR LOAN from the following source(s): 
(describe the source and status of all matching funds) Funds will be used from the START Bus Reserve 
fund to provide the required local match. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE  County of Teton , that a 
grant and/or loan application in County of Teton the amount of $320,000 be submitted to the State Loan 
and Investment Board for consideration at the November 15, 2012  grant meeting to assist in funding:   
Name of project- Additional Bus for Teton County 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Ben Ellis and Michael Wackerly are hereby designated as the 
authorized representatives of the County of Teton to act on behalf of the Governing Body on all matters 
relating to this grant application. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 10th day of September, 2012. 
 
There was no public comment on this item. 
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Schwartz moved to adopt the resolution to authorize the application for the 
Transportation Enterprise Fund grant for START Bus, to request and require the Chair to sign said 
resolution, and to authorize the use of START reserve funds to match the Grant.  Mr. Vogelheim 
seconded and the motion carried unanimously. 
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On behalf of the Town, Mr. Lenz moved to adopt the resolution to authorize the application for the 
Transportation Enterprise Fund grant for START Bus and to authorize the use of START reserve funds to 
match the Grant.  Ms. Turley seconded and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
WY22 Pathways Design.   
 
Sean O’Malley presented four options for the Electeds consideration and guidance regarding the WY22 
Pathway East Segment project. 
 
First, section 1-2 from Spring Gulch to the Y, the question is whether or not to expand from a 6 foot wide 
cycle track to a 10 foot pathway.  Today, staff recommends a 6 foot cycle tract and a future separated 
sidewalk in this area.  The pathway on the west side will serve pedestrians. 
 
Next for segment 5 near the Phillips 66 and the veterinarian clinic, the width of the cycle track and 
sidewalk is in question.  To meet the needs of the adjacent landowners the width has been reduced to 11 
feet with a handrail for a maximum section of 400 feet.  The team is trying to balance the needs of the 
landowners with the reduced width.  Reed Armijo of the Design Team stated the current median in that 
area is between 8.5 and 9 feet. 
 
The third question pertains to Segment 6 and types of retaining walls east of Scott Lane to Budge Drive.  
There is potential for a 7 ½ foot single wall or a stepped structure could be used.  There was discussion 
on which would provide for wildlife friendly crossing.  A possibility would be to separate the cycle track at 
road level and have a step up for the pedestrian walk which would provide for a much smaller wall against 
the hillside.  Mr. Armijo stated this was not identified as a key wildlife crossing area.  Mr. O’Malley asked 
to have flexibility during the design and especially the construction process since they don’t know what 
will be revealed during construction. 
 
The last question is in segment 7 and it is whether or not to have the pathway close to the road or higher 
on the hillside.  From a wildlife perspective there is not a lot of difference.  From a user point of view, it 
may not be nice to be by the road while others may not want to peddle up a hill. Staff prefers to put the 
pathway down by the road unless the Electeds objected. 
 
There was discussion between the Electeds and Mr. O’Malley which included  the first option in section 1-
2 related to WYDOT’s plans for that area and the Y being a difficult crossing; and the narrow width 
discussed in Segment 5 balances the needs of the vet clinic being able to accommodate their clients and 
deliveries. 
 
Public comment was open at 4:39 p.m. 
 
Allison XXXXXXXX with Wyoming Game and Fish voiced concern on the option involving the retaining 
wall at Scott Lane.  This is a hot spot for mule deer crossing, as well as up by the Shell station.  She 
recommends nothing over a height of four feet for Mule deer to cross.  She supported having the pathway 
close to the road in segment 7. 
 
Jack Koller of Friends of Pathways, voiced concern on the narrow section in front of the vet clinic. 
 
Dan Forman, owner of Spring Creek Animal Hospital, voiced support for width in segment 5 and 
appreciation for the design team working with his business needs. 
 
Kevin Lee with Conrad Bischoff the need for railings and supported the greater width; he appreciated the 
design team working closely with the business owners. 
 
Betty Johnson, representing her property referenced in section 7, commented on narrowing the width of 
the pathway in front of her building and requested that her parking lot size be enlarged. 
 
Tessa Johnson, representing the Johnson property also, commented on the look of the retaining walls 
and hoped it would represent the character of Jackson Hole. 



September 10, 2012 Joint Information Meeting Minutes 
5 

 
Public comment was closed at 4:55 p.m. 
 
There was discussion between the Electeds and staff on the options for Segment 1 and that Segment 1 
Alternative A has already been approved, so no motion was necessary if we go with that alternative. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Mr. Lenz moved to go with the original recommendation in the staff report of 
Alternative B for Segment 1.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Phibbs moved to go with Alternative A for Segment 5 for an 11 foot wide 
cross-section without a handrail.  Mr. Vogelheim seconded.  There was discussion on illegal parking in 
this section, pathways user safety, being fair to the other property owners, keeping the design at 12 feet. 
The motion failed 1-3 with Mr. Phibbs in favor. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Ms. Turley moved for design in Segment 5 with a 12 foot wide cross-section with 
no handrail.  Mr. Miles seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Schwartz moved for design in Segment 5 with a 12 foot wide cross-section 
with no handrail.  Mr. Vogelheim seconded and the motion passed 3-1 with Mr. Phibbs opposed. 
 
Direction was given to staff for the retaining wall in Segment 6.  To find an aesthetically pleasing but low 
cost solution and to consider using natural boulders and logs for the retaining wall, meeting engineering 
standards and being wildlife friendly.  Their recommendation should be brought back to the Electeds. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Ms. Turley moved to approve Alternative A in Segment 7 as presented by staff. 
Mr. Lenz seconded the motion carried unanimously. 
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Vogelheim moved to approve Alternative A in Segment 7 as presented by 
staff.  Mr. Phibbs seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Public Comment. 
 
Public comment was not taken due to the meeting running late. 
 
Matters from Council, Commissioners and Staff.   
 
Set date for combined November/December JIM – November 26 at 1:30 p.m.  There was discussion and 
agreement to cancel the November meeting and keep the December JIM date of December 3rd.  
 
Mayor Barron asked staff to research the pathway behind Giants field that was cut up into rock and to find 
a reasonable solution.  The Chairman stated they are working with the school for a solution. 
 
Set Agenda for Next Joint Information Meeting.   
 
The Mayor and Chair will work on the October agenda. 
 
Mr. Phibbs left the meeting at 5:10 p.m. 
 
Adjourn.   
 
On behalf of the County, Mr. Schwartz moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Vogelheim seconded and the 
motion passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 5:13 p.m. 
 
On behalf of the Town, Ms. Turley moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Miles seconded and the motion 
passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at5:13 p.m. 
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PATHWAY 22 EAST – PHASE 2 DESIGN 
KICKOFF MEETING NOTES 

 
Thursday, October 6, 2011 
 
8:00 - 9 a.m.  Internal Organization and Meeting Preparation 

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Thomas Kirsten, Aaron Japel 
 (Loris) Scott Belonger 
 (Flitner) Sara Flitner 

The design team went over basic strategy for the kickoff meeting, internal and project goals, Reviewed 
presentation materials from phase 1 and additional materials prepared for this meeting.  The basic 
goal was to define solid design direction to take the project to 50% plans and beyond. 
 
9 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. Morning Session    

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Thomas Kirsten, Aaron Japel; 
 (Loris) Scott Belonger;  
 (Hershberger) Bonnie Hershberger 

(Flitner) Sara Flitner 
(Alder) Brian Remlinger 
(JH Pathways) Brian Schilling 
(TC) Sean O’Malley 

INTRODUCTION 

Review Agenda and Goals of Kickoff Meeting 
The group reviewed the agenda. The focus for the morning was geared toward the Public Involvement 
and the afternoon toward the Preferred Design Elements.  The goal of the kickoff meeting is to provide 
direction for the design team to advance the plans to the 50% design level. 

Review Project Purpose and Goals 
Generally, the group in attendance is familiar with the project and the Purpose and Goals were briefly 
discussed.  For reference, the goal of the project is: 

o The purpose of this project is to provide connectivity for pedestrians, cyclists, and other non-
motorized users between the Spring Gulch intersection and the Flat Creek bridge with facilities 
that are safe, functional and attractive for all users. The pathway design will prioritize the user 
experience, along with wildlife safety, and affected business and property owner interests. 
Project designers are committed to a predictable and collaborative process, prioritizing input 
from local constituents, businesses and recreational users. 

Review Adopted Vision and Segment Definition 
The Adopted Vision as approved by the JIM was presented and briefly discussed. The team will take 
all segments with the exception of Segment 1 to final design as a part of this phase.  The JIM 
designated the project as Phase 1 – South Side and Phase 2 – North Side.  The team will keep the 



PHASE 2 DESIGN KICKOFF MEETING 
WY22 /US HIGHWAY 89 PATHWAY CONNECTOR PROJECT 
EAST SEGMENT  
 

 

 
   

PAGE 2  
L   O   R   I   S 

entire corridor as one project with the ability to phase construction in any manner, dependent on the 
construction funds at the time the plans are complete.   

Confirm Roles, Responsibilities, Deliverables, Schedule 
The group discussed the schedule and milestones.  The design team will revise the schedule upon 
further review after the kickoff meeting.  The team will push for 50% plans in mid-November which 
would potentially allow for a presentation of the 50% plans to the JIM in December.  Brian S. said we 
could consider a specific meeting in mid-December depending on readiness and the agenda for the 
December JIM. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT STRATEGY 

Communication strategies to property owners 
The group discussed how to best accommodate the needs and desires of the adjacent property 
owners while keeping the best use of the public right-of-way in mind.  To date, the majority of the 
properties expressing concerns lie within the North alignment corridor.  The design group expressed 
the need to approach the owners that did not have specific concerns to be sure all parties are familiar 
with the project.  This is especially crucial along Segments 3, 4, 8, 9, and 10 where little or no 
involvement from adjacent land owners has taken place. There are potential opportunities along the 
project to enhance the adjacent property with the inclusion of the pathway project. The group 
discussed composing a letter to the adjacent property owners that re-defines the schedule/game plan 
and outlines specifics relevant to the owners.  The letter should include questions related to owner 
interest in improvements to the streetscape. 

Action Items:  JA/Loris to provide Flitner a list of items for each property to prepare correspondence.  

Specific areas of concern 
The group went through the project area starting at Spring Gulch and discussed specific areas of 
concern, both positive and negative, with regard to private property and current use of adjacent land.  
The focus was mainly on public involvement but the discussion also included many design elements of 
the project.  The specific discussion points are listed below: 

• Hwy22 Underpass – keeping the underpass construction within the right-of-way will require tall 
retaining walls on either side of the pathway.  There may be an opportunity to create a more 
pleasurable aesthetic on the east side by stepping smaller walls outside the ROW.  The group 
discussed HD preparing a rendering of what that may look like to consider going to the owner 
for easement permission/negotiations.  

• Segment 2 Conrad Bischoff Truck Access – the existing access to the fuel tank lot is much 
wider than necessary.  We are proposing to reduce the width where reasonable. The owner 
has concerns that this is already a difficult area to pull out and the pathway will increase the 
congestion.  The group discussed a further review of the current operations and specific daily 
truck counts/schedule to incorporate into the layout in this area.  

• Segment 4 American Mercantile – the existing frontage to the yellow building in front of the Old 
West Storage is paved from the back of curb to the building. The group discussed HD 
preparing a concept layout that incorporates some landscaped areas outside the pathway and 
some definition of parking for this building to avoid conflict.  There may be an opportunity to 
consolidate the access points in this area. This landowner acknowledges the existence of the 
ROW and has offered to relocate the main building entrance to the east side of the building. 
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• Segment 4 Cutty’s – there are concerns with the existing frontage road and free form parking in 
this area. Although the pathway has limited improvements planned for the area around the Y 
intersection, this area will be reviewed further and should include discussion with the owner. 

• Segment 5 Phillips 66/Spring Creek – there are congestion concerns with the current use of the 
ROW in this area.  The property owners have been vocal with their concerns.  Sean 
questioned if all options had been explored.  He suggested the team look at a potential 
overpass to avoid this area.  Bonnie suggested the group also look further at an alignment 
around the backside of the development along the old irrigation ditch.  The team had concerns 
with the use of Budge Drive because of the longitudinal grade and feasibility of the alternate 
alignments due to cost and site restraints, primarily gaining elevation on the east side and the 
existing retaining walls. In the concept phase, the team had explored an overpass at the Hwy 
22 underpass location and was dismissed due to cost related to the long approaches and 
related structures.  Brian R had concerns related to Federal funds (NEPA) and going outside 
the ROW could take the project out of the categorical exclusion.  He suggested we look at the 
specific limitations of the funding with regard to encroachments and land acquisition. The team 
will take a closer look at the alternate alignments to be sure that the current alignment 
represents the best fit given the project vision, cost and feasibility, Consideration will also be 
given to colored and/or raised crossings. 

• Segment 6 Johnson frontage – the adjacent owner has concerns with change to the existing 
use of the ROW and access points as well as potential conflict with a pathway in the vicinity. 
The team plans to prepare exhibits for potential improvements showing drive lanes, parking, 
etc. The adjacent lots are not currently served by the Town water and sewer.  Reed mentioned 
the town plans to connect this area in the near future.  The team will help facilitate the 
infrastructure improvements in conjunction with this project. The team will continue to 
coordinate with the owner as the project develops. This segment was discussed in further 
detail in the afternoon session. 

• Segment 7 Karns/State Lands – the alignments in this segment require grading outside the 
ROW for a cost effective solution.  Preliminary discussions with Pete Karns suggest he is 
amenable to grading/easements as long as development rights are not sacrificed. Preliminary 
discussions with the Game and Fish show more favorable support for a pathway within the 
ROW with concerns related to winter closures. For the purpose of data collection, Alder will 
consider 100’ outside the ROW. The group looked more specifically at the 3 alignments 
evaluated to date: 

ALT 7A – 8’ separation from existing road, mass grading to +/- 25’ outside ROW 

ALT 7B – maximize separation from existing road, pathway within ROW, small walls 
(majority 30” high with a short section of wall 4’ high) required to keep grading +/- 25’ 
outside ROW. 

ALT 7C – pathway outside ROW up on bench, no grading required in steepest section 
of existing road cut, 5% slopes required to gain bench, grading +/- 25’ outside ROW. 

The group discussed the need to balance the advantage/disadvantage of each alignment with 
respect to aesthetics/experience/wildlife/cost.  The Town Council had mixed preference on the 
alignments.  Specifically, Bob Lenz expressed concerns with the steep longitudinal grades in 
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7B & 7C while the Mayor preferred the pathway away from the road.  Brian R. discussed how 
each alignment would affect wildlife.  The grading in 7A would improve sight distance slightly 
and provide a small landing zone for the animals coming off the hill onto the road. The walls in 
7B would likely require barrier fencing to navigate wildlife around but was seen as a mitigation 
effort as the area requiring walls is directly adjacent to the location of the most wildlife 
collisions. The 7C alignment on the bench does not change the area of most concern for 
better/worse.  He suggested if the 7C alignment were pursued, the Game and Fish would 
prefer the section along the state lands be located within the ROW. Scott suggested 
examining a hybrid alignment that included positive elements of each alignment. 

The team will continue with follow up discussions as the preferred alignment develops. This 
segment was discussed in further detail in the afternoon session. 

• Segment 8 Wells Fargo/McDonalds – the area near the highway overhead sign may require 
grading outside the ROW in order to maintain the desired cross section and separation from 
the sign structure and guardrail.  This area was also identified as a potential “Rest Node” or 
public/local art facility.  The group discussed coordinating with the owners to see if there was 
interest in coordinating improvements outside the ROW. 

• Segment 9 Virginian/Karns Vacant Lot – Due to the grade south of the existing sidewalk, 
grading outside the ROW or small retaining walls will be required to maintain the desired cross 
section. This area was also identified as a potential “Rest Node” or public/local art facility.  The 
group discussed coordinating with the owners to see if there was interest in coordinating 
improvements outside the ROW or a preference of grading outside the ROW or small walls. 

• Segment 10 Centennial/Shell/Pawn Shop – the existing ROW width is sufficient in this area to 
maintain the desired cross section. Several areas within this segment were identified as a 
potential “Rest Node” or public/local art facility.  The group discussed coordinating with the 
owners to see if there was interest in coordinating improvements within the ROW.  As with any 
of the “Rest Node” areas, it is preferable if the maintenance were handled by the property 
owner. 

• Area 4 Flat Creek Bridge – the group discussed the separate pathway bridge over Flat Creek 
and the desire to seek Conservation District Funds for some of the improvements outside the 
immediate project area/ROW. Bonnie suggested regardless of which side the bridge is located 
the project should explore improvements to the vegetation on both sides. Brian R brought up 
potential coordination with the proposed storm facility on the northeast side (Staples).  The 
Town would like to improve the treatment/conveyance of the stormwater from the 5-
way/Staples to Karns Meadow.  The existing untreated collection system needs attention and 
currently discharges directly into Flat Creek. Apparently WYDOT did not have strong interest 
in the project.  The team will follow up with WYDOT and TOJ as the bridge design component 
advances. 

 

Action Items:  JA/Loris to provide HD base drawings for Underpass, Segment 4 Mercantile, Segment 6 
Johnson frontage to prepare renderings. JA/Loris will incorporate discussion items into design. 
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1:30 p.m. to 4 p.m. Afternoon Session    

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Thomas Kirsten, Aaron Japel; 
 (Loris) Scott Belonger;  
 (Hershberger) Bonnie Hershberger 

(JH Pathways) Brian Schilling 
(TOJ) Tyler Sinclair 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT STRATEGY continued 

Reed recapped the morning’s agenda discussion for Tyler and the group continued the discussion on 
areas of concern. 
 
Segment 7 Karns/State Lands - Tyler felt the grading outside the building setback would not affect the 
developable area but the Town could not make development exceptions beyond the regulations. The 
concern with wildlife was discussed as a high priority. The team will define the preferred alternative 
and meet with Karns again prior to 50% plans and presenting to the council. 

Segment 6 Johnson frontage – the group discussed the current use of the ROW in this area and the 
undefined frontage road type behavior. Tyler felt it would be difficult for the planning department to 
accommodate preserving the current activities or planning around the existing conditions given the 
non-permitted, non-conforming use of the property.  The team will continue to develop a plan for this 
area with the existing hazards/safety in mind. 
 
PREFERRED DESIGN ELEMENTS 

Refine Alternatives for each Area and Segment  
The previous discussions touched on the refinement of each area and segment. The preferred cross 
section remains 10’ path/sidewalk with maximum buffer, 5’ minimum. In most cases the buffer width 
will be consistent throughout the Segment length. The team will incorporate the elements above into 
the property owner discussions and 50% plans. 

Refine specific buffer treatment: width and materials 
The group discussed the specific buffer treatment width will be on a case by case basis given the area 
available and generally made up of a hardscape (concrete/pavers) on the south side and soft scape 
(native grasses) on the north. The width will be maximized to the extent possible. The team will explore 
options for the hardscape treatment and also keep in mind the materials in place on the North Cache 
and Redmond projects. 

Existing signage and utilities 
Jorgensen is currently conducting a field review of the corridor comparing the information on the 
ground with the data gathered in the aerial topo. This effort also includes cataloging all the signs in the 
ROW. As the plans advance to 50%, the team will coordinate with WYDOT and the utility companies in 
areas of conflict.  

Access and side street crossing/approach treatments 
Scott shared photos of several options for crossing treatments for concrete and asphalt (colored, 
stamped, textured, etc). The group discussed utilizing bulb outs on the non-Broadway legs of the major 
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intersections on the south side.  The team will coordinate with the Town Engineer for the standard 
dimension as well as whether to consider incorporating gutter pan crossings. The team discussed 
primarily using signage and markings for the approaches (shared use/watch for pedestrians) but in 
some cases rumble strips may be appropriate. 

Landscape/aesthetic elements – lighting, furnature, etc. 
Brian S suggested the level of landscape treatment to be similar to North Cache. The parks and rec 
will be consulted for the level of maintenance they will be able to accommodate (plowing, sweeping, 
trash receptacles, benches, mutt mitts). The group discussed minimal down cast lighting, perhaps a 
white edge on the path and primarily at the ends of the project area. Furniture will be limited to the 
“resting nodes” described above and dependent on coordination with the adjacent property owners 
and parks and rec’s willingness to maintain.  As previously mentioned there are potential locations 
along the entire corridor and some specific areas were identified as the pawn/gas/centennial, 
Virginian, 1st Interstate, RM Bank, Food Town, Mc D’s, Wells Fargo, etc. Resting nodes were not 
identified on the north side but could be considered as the project develops. 

Treatments and finishes to be considered  
Scott presented many photo examples of treatments to be considered. The group discussed 
incorporating a detail sheet of the aesthetic elements in the 50% plans. HD will lead the effort to show 
the preferred treatments/colors/suggestions within a collage of examples.  

NOTE:  
WYDOT District Engineer Bob Hammond stopped by while the group was out to lunch. He perused the 
plans and had the following comments: 

1) The typical section on wyo 22 with walls on either side - think about snow plows throwing 
snow onto people down there.  Maybe something to protect them from that would be wise. 
People will want to ski on these paths, right? 

2) At the Flat creek bridge you show a median.  I very much doubt that will be placed. 
 WYDOT has them in the plan for the Jackson Streets project only because that section of 
roadway is plowed by the town. 

The team will prepare a list of items specifically for WYDOT and meet to discuss the solutions prior to 
the 50% plans.  The median at the Flat Creek Bridge was discussed and Brian S suggested talking to 
the Town maintenance department about expanding their coverage to include this area.  
 
NEXT STEPS 
The team will incorporate the discussions from the Kickoff meeting into the next phase of design for 
the project. Also, the team will build the list of property owner concerns/enhancements 
correspondence. The team will shoot for 50% plans in late November with hopes to present the project 
to the JIM in December.  Depending on the desired content of the 50% plans, the public involvement 
coordination could hinder the schedule.   
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DATE: 11/14/2011 TIME: 2:00 pm 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 6 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: JA – Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel Johnsons – Betty, Tessa  
 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen met with Betty and Tessa Johnson to go over the concept site plans for the 
Segment 6 area near the Sands building. In the conversations leading up to the meeting, the 
Johnsons expressed the importance of the existing center access that had been removed in 
previous sketches.  Site Plans A & B were discussed and are identical with the exception of 
the center access is removed in Plan A and adjusted to the east in Plan B. 

Jorgensen explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently 
the team is fine tuning areas where there was concern in the phase 1 stage. In an effort to 
maintain the current use of the right-of-way to the extent possible, the team utilized minimum 
design criteria to build the concept layout. The layouts shown incorporate a 5’ buffer from 
Broadway, a 10’ pathway, and 3’ buffer on the north side while maintaining a 20’ wide two 
way frontage road with parking extending out of the ROW to the north.  Jorgensen also 
explained the benefit of removing the center access from a pathway user safety perspective 
as well as from the WYDOT perspective as it does not line up with any access on the other 
side of the road and does not meet the current separation criteria from the adjacent access to 
the west. Overall, the Johnsons were receptive to the parking concepts shown but were 
doubtful that the 20’ width drive was sufficient. They suggested a few modifications to the 
layout shown and wondered if the path in this section could be reduced to 8’ to allow more 
space. Jorgensen explained the nature and consistency of the dimensions used and the 
supporting documentation.  

From the Johnson’s perspective, the center access is very important for current and future 
use. The family considers the access important to future development of the center parcels. 
Currently, the center access is used for a school bus pick up, public turn around, a place for 
semi-trucks to pull in and park for the Virginian, and occasional police staging.  The family is 
concerned that this is the only place in town for these activities and would like the uses to 
continue. From their perspective the location and width of the center access fits the use. 

Currently, the Johnsons maintain and remove snow in the portion of ROW in front of their 
property with the exception of an occasional re-grading by WYDOT. Even though there are 
several public uses of this portion of ROW, they have not requested that WYDOT include this 
area in their snow removal. They have always taken care of this area and are concerned that 
it would not get done carefully or timely if it were WYDOT’s responsibility. 

 Jorgensen explained the Town’s plan to extend water and sewer in the section between the 
east end of Segment 6 and Budge Drive in conjunction with this project.  Currently the Sands 
building has an onsite wastewater system leachfield and it would likely be in the Town’s best 
interest to connect the building to the main. Also, water and sewer taps for connections to the 
other parcels in the vicinity would likely be a part of the Town project. The Johnsons were 
receptive to the ability to connect to city utilities.  

MEETING 
RECORD 

 

 



 

Overall, it seemed evident that the Johnsons could support the pathway project if the current 
use could continue to the extent possible.  Primarily, maintaining the center access and  
providing parking stalls to make up for the area removed.  In order to provide parking next to 
the Sands building, the existing leachfield would have to be removed and the building 
connected to the town utilities. The extended family will review the site plans presented 
further and give additional comments accordingly.  Jorgensen agreed to open the discussion 
on the items above with the town officials.        
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
      



  

DATE: 12/14/2011 TIME: 11:30 am 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 5 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: JA – Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 

Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

Kevin Hill 

  

 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen and Flitner met with Kevin Hill to go over the concept site plans for Segment 5 
area near the Y Intersection, Pony Express, Phillips 66 and Spring Creek Animal Hospital. In 
the conversations leading up to the meeting, Kevin expressed concerns with the project and 
the increased congestion that the pathway will bring to the area in front of the Phillips 
66/Spring Creek. Site Plans A & B were presented and discussed. Plan A incorporates 
AASHTO minimum standards and shows a 9’ wide path with 5’ buffer on either side and the 
access locations identical with the existing conditions. Plan A does not take into account the 
current private use of the right-of-way and may be built without permissions from the adjacent 
land owners. Plan B modifies the access points, direction of traffic and flow. The modification 
of traffic flow and direction allows the buffer width to be reduce to a minimum 3’ width and 9’ 
wide path. WYDOT has stated that any change to the current access locations and widths 
will require consent from the adjacent landowner. 

Jorgensen explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently 
the team is fine tuning areas where there was concern in the Phase 1 stage. The Segment 5 
Area currently has high use and traffic flow congestion. In an effort to maintain the current use 
of the right-of-way to the extent possible, the team utilized minimum design criteria to build 
the concept layouts. For the most part the parking parallel with the median and right of way is 
removed in both plans to accommodate the pathway. The layouts shown incorporate a 9’ 
wide pathway, a 5’ buffer where possible, and 3’ buffer at a minimum where not directly 
adjacent to two-way traffic while maintaining a minimum 13’ wide one way frontage road with 
parking extending out of the ROW to the north. In Plan B, a center access was added 
between the gas station and vet. Although it will add another crossing for the pathway user, it 
will allow the two businesses to function independent of one another and allow the parking in 
front of Spring Creek to meet dimensional criteria. Currently, the perpendicular parking in 
front of the vet clinic does not meet the standard 24’ dimension and the addition of the 
pathway will require the parking to be diagonal and the frontage road to be one direction.  

From Kevin Hill’s perspective, the Segment 5 Area is presently a problem and adding 
anything to it will not result in anything that he can accept. He feels the pathway belongs on 
the south side of the road because the Segment 5 area is far to congested to accommodate 
a pathway.  Although the parallel parking in the right-of-way is not encouraged, it will continue 
whether there is space or not to accommodate.  The Plan B shows the new access point and 
changes the accesses on the west and east to one way which will force the patrons leaving 
the pony express to use the frontage road that will be blocked by the illegally parked cars.   
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Given the two plans, Kevin would choose Plan B, but overall does not support the idea of a 
pathway on the north side of West Broadway. From his perspective, the pathway on the north 
is very expensive and a waste of tax dollars because no one will use it. He mentioned that he 
had tried for many years to get WYDOT to grant another access in the vicinity. He thought 
the parallel parking along the median/island was allowed and included in the parking count 
per the development plan for the convenience store addition.  He will provide Jorgensen the 
currently approved site plan for the addition. 

Note: Kevin provided Jorgensen the site plan for the convenience store addition. The plan 
does not count any parking in the WYDOT right-of-way.   



  

DATE: 12/14/2011 TIME: 9:30 am 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 7,9,10 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: JA – Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 

Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

JHCP – Brian Schilling 

Pete Karns 

  

 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen, Flitner and JHCP met with Pete Karns to go over the concept site plans for 
Segment 7 area near the Flat Creek Bridge, Segment 9 area near Jackson Whitewater, and 
Segment 10 near the Centennial building and Shell gas station. In the conversations leading 
up to the meeting, Karns expressed support of the pathway project and was open to allowing 
the pathway grading to extend into his private property. Alternative alignments for Segment 7 
were presented for comment as well as the current design for the pathway along Segments 9 
and 10. 

Jorgensen explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently 
the team is fine tuning the pathway design.  Along Segment 7, the team is considering 3 
alternative alignments that extend from the east end of the Sands building parking lot to the 
Flat Creek Bridge.  The alignments were presented as follows: Alternative 7A maintains a 
parallel alignment with West Broadway and the 10’ wide pathway is separated by an 8’ buffer 
from the back of curb.  On the opposite or north side, the proposed grading extends at a 2:1 
slope approximately 25’ outside the ROW into the Karns property.  Alternative 7B climbs up 
the sidehill and meanders along the roadway, while the entire pathway remains within the 
ROW but the 2:1 grading extends into the Karns property.  Alternative 7C climbs up the side 
hill and gains the bench outside the ROW and a portion of the pathway is entirely located on 
the Karns property. 

Overall, Karns preferred the Alternative B alignment foremost, then Alternative A.  Although 
not entirely opposed to Alternative C, he preferred the pathway be located within the ROW.  
In any case, Karns did not have any issues with the grading into his property as long as the 
property did not lose any developable area. 

Along Segment 9 between the Virginian and Jackson Whitewater, the team discussed the 
benefit of grading outside the ROW in order to alleviate the need for retaining walls.  Also, an 
idea was presented to locate a small “rest node” bench area near the existing public art 
exhibit on the property. Karns was open to the ideas but felt a “rest node” on his property 
would be a temporary, year-by-year easement as the future of that lot is unknown.  

Along the portion of Segment 10 near the Centennial building and the Shell gas station the 
team presented exhibits that show a buffer on the backside of the pathway within the ROW 
and slight modifications to the access locations.  The team also presented the cross section 

MEETING 
RECORD 

 

 



 

rederings showing the 4 options for the buffer treatment.  In the event a landscaped buffer 
treatment were selected, the team explained the advantage of tieing into existing irrigation 
systems and future maintenance.  Karns was open to the ideas presented but deferred to the 
tenants of the particular locations as those business owners were currently on a long term 
lease arrangement.  

Overall, Karns showed support for the project.  The team will continue to coordinate the 
particular design components that are adjacent to his properties.    
       



  

DATE: 12/20/2011 TIME: 9:00 am 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 7 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: Jorgensen - Aaron Japel 

Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

Cliff & Donna Martin 

  

 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen and Flitner met with Cliff and Donna Martin to go over the concept site plans for 
the Segment 7 area near Grand Design and the Flat Creek Bridge. In the conversations 
leading up to the meeting, the Martins expressed concern with losing a portion of their 
parking area at Grand Design and had safety concerns with pathway users crossing 
Broadway. The current site plans for the area were presented along with the cross section 
renderings showing the options for buffer treatments. 

Jorgensen explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently 
the team is fine tuning the plans to a 50% level of construction drawings. In an effort to 
maintain the current use of the right-of-way to the extent possible, the team utilized minimum 
design criteria to build the concept layout. Since the Phase 1 Concept, the team is evaluating 
an extension of the existing sidewalk on both sides of the Flat Creek Bridge. The layout 
shown adjacent to Grand Design utilizes a portion of the parking lot within the right-of-way as 
a buffer between the pathway and the parking lot.  The team analyzed the remaining 
dimensions and is comfortable that the parking area will still have adequate space to meet 
the needs of its current function.  Jorgensen also explained the benefit of the pathway on 
both sides of the bridge and utilizing the Pearl Avenue crossing for pedestrians. 

Overall, the Martins show support of the project.  They mentioned that there is an existing 
irrigation system at Grand Design that could potentially be connected to for this project but 
details would have to be worked out. Though, their preference is for the pathway treatments 
on the south side rather than the north side as the north seems expensive.  The Martins 
prefer the hardscape buffer treatment with no trees for limited maintenance reasons and 
concerns with vehicle sight distances. They suggested that the team include the Deer Ridge 
Townhouse HOA in the discussions and recommended the HOA president Tom Ogle as the 
primary contact.  The team with follow up with the Deer Ridge HOA and continue to keep the 
Martins informed as the project develops.       
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DATE: 01/03/2012 TIME: 2:30 p.m. 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 5 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102   

PARTICIPANTS:  Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

Spring Creek  – Dan Forman 

  

 
 SUMMARY OF CONVERSATION:  

Sara Flitner called Dan Forman to go over the concept site plans for Segment 5 area near the 
Y Intersection, Pony Express, Phillips 66 and Spring Creek Animal Hospital. In the 
conversations leading up to the meeting, Dan expressed concerns with the project and the 
increased congestion that the pathway will bring to the area in front of his business at the 
Spring Creek Animal Hospital. His concerns include that the increased congestion could hurt 
access to his business/property; thus, it could negatively affect his business profits, and he 
expressed that that could cause a lawsuit.   

Flitner explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently the 
team is fine tuning areas where there was concern in the Phase 1 stage. The Segment 5 
Area currently has high use and traffic flow congestion. Dan expressed that he would need to 
give more consideration to the project.  

Sara Flitner will follow-up with Dan Forman after he’s had a little more time to digest the 
project and consider it more fully. 
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DATE: 01/10/2012 TIME: 9:30 am 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Area 2 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: JA – Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 

Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

Charlie Schwartz, Michael Pruett 

  

 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen and Flitner met with Charlie Schwartz and his representative Michael Pruett to go 
over the concept site plans for the Area 2 Underpass near Charlie’s property at the Thrifty 
Car Rental site at the crest of Highway 22 between the Y Intersection and Spring Gulch 
Road. In the conversations leading up to the meeting, Charlie expressed concerns with the 
impact of the underpass and the potential for impact on the future development of his 
property. Site plan Alternatives A & B were presented and discussed. Plan A utilizes tall 
retaining walls to keep construction within the right of way and likely requires a construction 
easement for installation.  Alternative B utilizes shorter stepped retaining walls and the walls 
and grading extend outside the right of way Alt B requires a permanent easement for 
construction.  In either case, a modification to the north access is required to keep the grading 
reasonable. WYDOT has stated that any change to the current access locations and widths 
will require consent from the adjacent landowner. 

Reed explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently the 
team is fine tuning areas where there was concern in the Phase 1 stage. During the Phase 1 
stage, the team evaluated many options for crossing at-grade and with grade separation. The 
current location for the underpass was identified as the most convenient and cost effective 
location of all of the options evaluated.  

Charlie expressed support for the idea of a pathway connecting the town to the west bank but 
did not support the location of the underpass because of the impact to his property and the 
cost of the structure.  At this point, the future development of that property is unknown and 
the underpass is a potential detriment to the development potential. He understands the 
aesthetic advantage to the stepped walls in Alternative B but it has a more permanent impact 
to his property and thus less support from his perspective. From his perspective, following 
Segment 1 to an at-grade crossing of Spring Gulch makes more sence.   

Pruett has concerns for Charlie’s property with the pathway in the right-of-way. In a previous 
development plan, he recalls a right turn lane installed where the pathway would be and 
thought the pathway in the frontage area would limit the potential ingress/egress to the 
property.  Also, from his perspective any future development would have to accommodate 
the pathway users and potential conflicts. He anticipates the pathway will see heavy traffic. 
Pruett questioned crossing to the west side only to cross back if there is a north bridge across 
the snake or perhaps utilize Segment 1 and the existing crossing at the Teton Science 
School (TSS). 
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Jorgensen explained the cost of Segment 1 was in the neighborhood of $700K while the cost 
of the Underpass is around $1 million.  Required upgrades to the existing crossing at the TSS 
would likely far exceed the $300K difference.  Also, utilizing Segment 1 would require an at-
grade crossing at Spring Gulch Road and while there is a traffic light at that location, the 
existing free right from Hwy 22 is a dangerous crossing. Although the current direction leans 
toward a north bridge over the snake, up to this point there has been more support from 
adjacent landowners for the middle section of the 22 pathway to be on the west and south 
side of 22.  

Jorgensen gave Charlie the materials from the meeting to further study and let him know of 
the next steps of incorporating the comments from the Staff and the JIM meeting in early 
February.  The team will follow up prior to the JIM meeting for additional feedback.  

   



  

DATE: 01/18/2012 TIME: 4:00 pm 

PROJECT NAME: Pathway 22 East – Segment 5 PROJECT NO.:  11001.12.102  

PARTICIPANTS: JA – Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 

Flitner Strategies - Sara Flitner  

Mayor Mark Barron – TOJ 

JHCP – Brian Schilling 

Spring Creek Vet – Dan Forman 

 

 
 SUMMARY OF MEETING:  

Jorgensen, Flitner, Schilling, and Mayor Barron met with Mr. Forman to go over the concept design 
plans for the East Pathway through the Segment 5 area near the Y Intersection, Pony Express, 
Phillips 66 and Spring Creek Animal Hospital. In the conversations leading up to the meeting, Mr. 
Forman expressed concerns that the project will increase congestion to the area in front of his 
business at the Spring Creek Animal Hospital. Site Plans A & B were presented and discussed. Plan 
A incorporates AASHTO minimum standards and shows a 9’ wide path with 5’ buffer on either side of 
the pathway and the access locations from West Broadway are identical with the existing conditions. 
Plan B adds an additional access from West Broadway between the Phillips 66 and Spring Creek 
properties and modifies the existing access points to maximize parking and allow a one-way direction 
of traffic in front of the Vet Clinic. The modification of traffic flow and associated diagonal parking 
allows the buffer width to be reduced to a 3’ on either side of the 9’ wide pathway. WYDOT has 
stated that any change to the current access locations and widths will require consent from the 
adjacent landowner. 

Flitner & Jorgensen explained the Phase 1-Concept and Phase 2-Design process and how currently 
the team is fine tuning areas where there was concern in the Phase 1 stage. The Segment 5 Area 
currently has high use and traffic flow congestion. In an effort to maintain the current use of the right-
of-way (ROW) to the extent possible, the team utilized minimum design criteria to build the concept 
layouts in an effort to leave as much ROW as possible. For the most part the parking parallel with the 
median and ROW (which is currently signed “no parking”) is replaced in both plans with the pathway. 
The design team articulated the reasons they believed Plan B provided better functionality. Although 
the additional access added between the gas station and vet will add another crossing for the 
pathway user, it will allow the two businesses to function independent of one another and vehicle 
movements will be more predictable. Currently, the perpendicular parking in front of the vet clinic 
does not meet the Town standard 24’ dimension. In either plan, the pathway reduces this dimension 
and the majority of the parking in front of the vet clinic would be required to follow a diagonal layout. A 
diagonal layout reduces the number of parking spaces from the current arrangement but allows the 
current use of the ROW to remain. The group discussed the land directly adjacent to the vet where 
the vet dumpster and current TOJ pump house are located.  From discussions with the Town, they 
plan to relocate that building to an area near Scott Lane. The group discussed looking into the 
possibility of an easement that would allow the vet to extend their parking to the east once the pump 
house were removed and possible alternative dumpster locations.  

Mr. Forman thanked the group from including him in the discussion and appreciated giving him the 
opportunity to voice his concerns.  He made it clear that though he and his wife/business partner are 
avid cyclist and generally support bike paths, a pathway in this location does not seem practical. Mr. 
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Forman questioned why this area was selected for a pathway instead of Snow King Avenue as 
Broadway is much too congested. He has serious concerns with the safety of cyclist and pedestrians 
in this area based on the present congestion. He is willing to keep an open mind in review of the plan 
but has to protect his business and livelihood. He questioned whether WYDOT was in support of the 
additional access shown in Plan B. At this point, the team has received positive feedback from 
WYDOT but will know more after the 50% review comments are submitted. Mr. Forman was briefed 
on the overall vision of JH Community Pathways, with regard to their prioritization of  West Broadway 
ais an essential piece in the overall connectivity of the valley’s master plan for pathways.  

One of Mr. Forman’s main concerns with the revised layout is related to commercial vehicle drop off. 
Currently, the vet receives packages and animal food drop off from FedEx and other  oversized 
vehicles several times per day. The existing layout allows vehicles to drive thru while the trucks 
unload goods. He questioned how that operation would function under the new plan. The group 
identified an area on the west end that may be able to accommodate a loading zone. The team will 
look further into the “loading zone” concept and model the turning movements of potential delivery 
vehicles. 

Another major concern of Mr. Forman is the parking. The current layout only accommodates an 
average day and any reduction of spaces will not be acceptable. Ideally the vet could use 3 more 
spaces. On maximum occupancy days, cars and trucks park parallel with the median. If that parallel 
parking area were replaced with pathway, the parked vehicles would block access. From Forman’s 
experience, there are numerous emergency situations where pet owners park in the parallel area 
regardless of open parking in an effort to get into the vet as soon as possible. Mayor Barron 
suggested that the vet clinic ask their employees to park elsewhere. The Mayor explained that at his 
business location they have a similar problem with parking and his employees are required to park 
off-site. Mr. Forman explained that the employees were required to park on the outside east and west 
sides and many had disabled animals that traveled to work with them so parking offsite was not an 
option. The team will continue to explore options for additional parking.   

Another concern of Mr. Forman is the oversized trucks that use the frontage of his building to access 
the adjacent gas station. He questioned how 18-wheelers would access and exit the area. He 
explained that they were currently able to pull into the east entrance, fuel up and then back out the 
frontage area all the way into the Bank drive-thru and then exit out the same access location. If the 
east entrance were exit only, they would not be able to perform that same operation. The group 
identified options for the semi-trucks to access the gas station that may be possible. In Plan B, the 
trucks would be less likely to use the area in front of the vet to enter or exit the gas station and may 
not be a concern of the vet. In any case, the design team will model larger vehicles in each business 
location for possible options. 

Given the two plans, Mr. Forman would choose Plan B, but overall does not support the idea of a 
pathway on the north side of West Broadway. He said the plan may be possible to work through but 
he would have to be able to visualize the new layout and certainly could not lose parking. He asked 
the group to consider each of the access locations to be two-way and not restrict the traffic to 
entrance or exit. He also asked that the team look at the area from his perspective. He understood 
that the area in front of his business is public right-of-way but it is a critical piece of his business. Mr. 
Forman also requested notification in advance of any public meetings in the future. 

Jorgensen will continue to analyze the area for solutions to Mr. Forman’s concerns. A more detailed 
map with dimensions will be built to help visualize the layout. Weather permitting, the team will 
“rough” stake the layout for field review.   
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PATHWAY 22 EAST – PHASE 2 DESIGN 
WYDOT 50% WORKSHOP NOTES 

 
Thursday, November 30, 2011 
 
10 a.m.– 12 p.m. Review of 50% Design Concepts 

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 
 (Loris) Scott Belonger – by phone 
 (WYDOT) Bob Hammond 

(JH Pathways) Brian Schilling 

The design team met with Bob Hammond, Jackson Resident Engineer – WYDOT to go over the 50% 
Design concepts for the Pathway project.  Overall, the team wanted to present ideas and get feedback 
prior to advancing plans to the 50% level.  The material presented were limited to items that the team 
felt have a direct effect on WYDOT operations. 
 
Area 1 - Spring Gulch Road 
The current plan shows minimal improvements to this intersection and utilizes the existing crossing 
locations. Hammond did not express any concerns with the plan, he suggested checking the push 
buttons for ADA compliance and making the cross bars perpendicular to the roadway. 

Area 2 - Highway 22 Underpass at Thrifty 
The team is currently working on several alternatives in this area.  In order to meet the desired 
pathway grades, the current access locations need to be modified.  Hammond mentioned that any 
modification to an existing access generally requires the access meet the current regulations.  The 
business at Thrifty likely no longer meets the criteria for 2 access points and a modification could 
require an access be removed.  He also stated that WYDOT would not force a property owner to 
modify an access arrangement and consent would be required.  Hammond expressed concern with 
snow from the road pushed into the underpass approaches and suggested the team consider 
measures to address that concern.  The team discussed various fencing options that had been done 
on other projects and overall Hammond agreed with the philosophies but did not want to significantly 
modify the current maintenance and snow removal operations.    

Area 3 - Y-Intersection 
The group reviewed the current plan.  The design team tried to do minimum treatments to 
accommodate all user types. Hammond informed the team that the Y-Intersection was part of a 
Planning and Environmental Linkage Study that had just begun and any improvement would not be 
complete for at least 8-10 years. The additional cross walks shown and any changing of timing on the 
existing signals is an additional discussion. WYDOT would have to look at timing with any pedestrian 
activators.  Hammond did not have a concern with the bike box on the north side of 22 or 
improvements within the existing medians.  Hammond suggested the team look into a flashing yield or 
a push button crossing of the free right from West Broadway to Hwy 22. Hammond suggested the 
team contact Damon for signal coordination on boxes and any equipment to be moved. 
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Area 4 - Flat Creek Bridge 
The team presented the current plan that modifies the existing wing walls and connects an extension 
to the existing bridge sidewalk on both sides of the bridge. WYDOT prefers this approach to the 
previous plan to install a separate bridge on only one side of the existing bridge.  WYDOT does not 
support the at-grade crossing west of the existing bridge or any median located within the roadway. 
Hammond mentioned the technical advisory committee and the WYDOT bridge engineers would 
review the plans as the project developed. 

Segment 5 
The group discussed how to best accommodate the needs and desires of the adjacent property 
owners while keeping the best use of the public right-of-way in mind.  The team discussed the addition 
of an access between the Phillips 66 and Spring Creek in an attempt to separate the users and reduce 
congestion.  Hammond expressed understanding on the additional access but would require further 
review of the current regulations. The plan did not seem out of the question from WYDOT’s 
perspective. Hammond reiterated that WYDOT would not modify an access location without the 
consent of the adjacent property owner.  

Segment 6 
The group looked at the area in front of the Sand’s building and the current use of the right-of-way. 
Hammond was not sure on the exact history of the area but knew that the occasional grading was the 
extent of the maintenance in the vicinity.  Again, WYDOT would not modify or remove an access 
without the consent of the adjacent property owner. 

General Comments  
The team discussed the on street improvements and relocation of signs. Hammond prefers a 5-7’ 
gutter pan as compared to an asphalt lane extension.  He informed the team that due to snow, the 
standard sign height is 7’ instead of 5’, measured from the fog line.  The specifics on sign relocation 
will be addressed as the project develops. 
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PATHWAY 22 EAST – PHASE 2 DESIGN 
STAFF 50% WORKSHOP NOTES 

 
Thursday, December 8, 2011 
 
9 a.m. – 4 p.m.  Design Team and Staff Phase 2 Workshop 

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 
 (Loris) Scott Belonger 
 (Hershberger) Bonny Hershberger, Pauline Chu  

(Alder) Brian Remlinger - morning 
(JH Pathways) Brian Schilling 
(TC) Sean O’Malley - morning 
(TOJ) Shawn O’Malley – all day 
(TOJ) Tyler Sinclair - afternoon 

The group went over the basic strategy for the workshop, The overall goal was to further define and 
confirm the current design direction to take the project to 50% plans and beyond. The focus of the 
workshop is on the areas where there was concern in the concept stage and areas such as 
landscaping that were not yet addressed.  
 
Wildlife/Environmental 
Brian Remlinger from Alder Environmental gave an update on Alder’s involvement with the project.  
The bridge concept of attaching an extension to both sides of the existing bridge was presented to the 
Army Corps for preliminary review.  The ACOE identified the process to permit the bridge through the 
Nationwide 14 process.  Brian also outlined the next steps for the EA pre-application conference and 
NEPA Categorical Exclusion Report to be completed between the 50-90% construction progress. 
Brian will begin to identify any Hazardous Waste sites within the corridor and review the current list of 
DEQ identified locations.  Reed mentioned the data from the proposed development on the Clark’s site 
and the clean health record was available. 

The group looked at the Segment 7 Alternatives A & B.  Alternative A remains 8’ from the road while 
Alternative B climbs up the hillside.  From Alder’s perspective, both alignments fit the wildlife design 
criteria and are suitable improvements that achieve the goals of the project. Alder felt there was a 
slight improvement in the 7A Alternative due to the increased sight distance from the roadway 
perspective. 

Flat Creek Bridge 
The group reviewed the current layout showing an extension of the existing sidewalk on both sides of 
the existing bridge. Generally, the group in attendance agreed that there were several advantages to a 
crossing on both sides of the bridge versus one separate bridge if the budget would allow. Crossing on 
both sides would alleviate the need for the at-grade crossing of West Broadway unless the 
continuation trail were installed along Flat Creek to the Karns Meadow.  The group discussed the 
stormwater treatment facility proposed in this vicinity and the team will continue to coordinate efforts 
with the Town and WYDOT. 
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Landscaping 
The group identified the preferred character of the project to be a rough scape theme given the nature 
of the area and the considerations for irrigation along the corridor. Options for water systems were 
identified as follows: 

• Town owned and operated system 

• Tie to existing privately owned systems 

• Flat Creek Water Right 

• None – capture storm water where possible 

Bonnie Hershberger explained that there were treatments available that would require little to no 
irrigation but would still require maintenance likely from the Parks and Rec Dept. Also explained was 
that the weeds would be less of a problem with irrigation. The option that did not include irrigation 
would eliminate the possibility of incorporating trees into the landscape treatment.   Given the irrigation 
scenario incorporating some trees on the south side and no trees on the north side seemed likely. 

Buffer Treatment – Hardscape versus Landscape 
The group identified several options for the treatment between the pathway and road.  Some concerns 
with landscaping in the buffer area included potential wildlife attraction, likelihood of grass growing 
given the snow plowing and deposit of sand and gravel, and proximity to underground utilities. Tyler 
suggested considering the paver treatment on North Cache for consistency. Overall, the group agreed 
that landscaping would soften the feel of the corridor. The team will continue to explore options for the 
buffer treatment and refine the cross section drawings to show the various options.  

Rest Nodes / Public Art 
The group identified several potential locations for resting areas/benches. The areas near the Shell 
gas station, Karns vacant lot near Jackson Whitewater, First Interstate Bank, Rocky Mountain Bank 
and Wells Fargo Bank were identified as potential locations.  The team will contact the various 
businesses and property owners to see if there is any interest in coordinating a resting area. 

The group discussed the potential to incorporate public art into the project and consider competitions 
for bench designs or other forms of art displays.  Shawn O’Malley suggested opening the discussion 
with the art board. Based on his Redmond experience, he did not think the group would be interested 
in doing benches. Tyler suggested approaching the JIM with the idea of incorporating public art and 
get the opinion of the council on whether to include it in this project.   

Segment 5 – Phillips 66/Spring Creek Vet 
The group reviewed the current alternatives for the design layout for the Segment 5 Area in front of 
Phillips 66 and the Spring Creek Vet Clinic.  

Alternative A maintains the existing access locations and dimensions and incorporates the AASHTO 
standard 10’ pathway with a 5’ buffer on both sides of the pathway leaving a 12’ lane on the outside 
portion of the ROW. The current private use of this portion of ROW, particularly the parking would not 
function well in this Alternative.  Permission from the adjacent property owner would not be necessary 
for this Alternative.   

Alternative B modifies the locations, dimensions, and adds an additional access to the area between 
the two businesses. The additional access allows the area in front of Spring Creek to be one-way with 
diagonal parking and potentially separates the traffic between the two businesses allowing them to 
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function more independently of one another. The pathway section is reduced from the standard to 9’ in 
width with a minimum 2.5’ buffer on either side of the pathway. Overall, the group felt that Alternative B 
is a reasonable layout if permission was granted from the property owners to modify the access 
configuration. 

The team will look at maximizing the buffer on the parking side and meet with the property owners to 
gather feedback.  Based on the discussions with the owners from the Phase 1 Concept, it is not likely 
that there will be any support of a pathway in this vicinity. 

Highway 22 Underpass 
The group reviewed the current Alternatives A&B for the Highway 22 Underpass. Both alternatives 
maintain the 2 existing accesses.  The north access in either case is reduced in width in order to 
accommodate the maximum pathway grade. Permission from the adjacent property owner would be 
necessary to modify the north access dimension. 

Alternative A utilizes tall retaining walls to keep construction within the right of way.  A construction 
easement is likely needed to build the retaining walls adjacent to the ROW/property boundary.  

Alternative B utilizes shorter stepped retaining walls and the walls and grading extends outside the 
right of way.  A permanent easement would be required to extend the walls out of the ROW. 

Overall, the group agreed that Alternative B would be better suited for the pathway user but not likely 
supported by the property owner given the temporary nature of the current business and the effect on 
future development of the property. 

The team will meet with the property owner to gather feedback on the options.  

Y-Intersection 
The group reviewed the current design for the Y-Intersection.  Overall the project proposes minimal 
treatments to the intersection as WYDOT will likely be improving the area at a later date.  TOJ has 
concerns with the underground utilities in the area and proximity to any proposed trees.  

Segment 6 – Johnson Property/Sands Building 
The group reviewed the current design layout for the Segment 6 Area.  The plan shows a 10’ wide 
pathway with a 5’ buffer on the road side and a 3’ buffer on the property side while maintaining a 20’ 
two way frontage road.  The current use of parking in the right-of-way will need to be moved onto the 
adjacent property to accommodate the proposed section.  Options were reviewed with the property 
owner in an effort to reduce the number of accesses in the area.  The property owner was not in 
support of modifying the existing access locations or dimensions.  The team discussed building the 
parking outside the right-of-way as a part of this project.  The staff felt that any concession was not 
necessary if there was no give back or benefit to the project from the adjacent land owner. 

NEXT STEPS 
The team will incorporate the discussions from the workshop into the 50% design plans for the project. 
Also, the team will meet with the staff members not present to gather feedback prior to the 50% Plan 
submittal.   

Attachment: “Planting and Materials Goals” by Hershberger Design (12/07/2011) 
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PATHWAY 22 EAST – PHASE 2 DESIGN 
TOJ 50% WORKSHOP NOTES 

 
Friday, December 16, 2011 
 
1:00 – 3:00 p.m.  Design Team and TOJ Staff Phase 2 Workshop 

Participants: (Jorgensen) Reed Armijo, Aaron Japel 
 (JH Pathways) Brian Schilling 
 (Flitner) Sara Flitner 

(TOJ) Bob McLaurin, Steve Ashworth, Shawn O’Malley 

The group went over the items presented at the Staff 50% Workshop for those that were not in 
attendance. Similar to the previous workshop, the overall goal was to gather input and confirm the 
current design direction to take the project to 50% plans and beyond. The focus is on the areas where 
there was concern in the concept stage and areas such as landscaping that were not yet addressed.  

Buffer Treatment Options 

The group reviewed cross section renderings showing 4 options for the 5’ wide buffer treatment 
between the pathway and road on the south side of West Broadway.  

Option 1:  River rock cobble hardscape with street trees in grates 

Option 2:  Flagstone hardscape with street trees in grates 

Option 3: Tall native grass landscape with street trees 

Option 4: Brick paver hardscape with street trees in grates 

Steve brought up concerns with the native grass treatment.  In his experience, it is tough to maintain 
and has an “unkept” appearance from the public.  In his experience, a manicured lawn is easier to 
maintain even though the native option does not require mowing.  From his perspective, any of the 
treatments are doable as long as there is budget for proper maintenance. 

Shawn O’Malley brought up concerns with the street trees and the proximity to existing utilities.  In his 
experience, over time the tree roots grow into the pipe utilities and cause blockage. Any future 
maintenance of the underground utilities requires the trees be dug up and replaced.  He suggested 
any trees maintain a 12’ horizontal separation from any Town utilities. 

Steve mentioned incorporating a structural soil into the tree installation to avoid the conflict with the 
utilities. There would be extra cost associated with that method of installation.  

The group suggested adding an option that incorporated a lawn landscape to match the backside of 
most of the properties along the south side of West Broadway and incorporating trees on the private 
property side of the pathway. 

If the minimum 12’ horizontal separation criteria are followed, there will not likely be trees installed in 
the buffer area. The team will consider other options for vertical elements to incorporate into the buffer 
such as shrubs, lights, stones, etc.   
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Flat Creek Bridge 
The group reviewed the current layout showing an extension of the existing sidewalk on both sides of 
the existing bridge. Generally, the group in attendance agreed that there were several advantages to a 
crossing on both sides of the bridge versus one separate bridge if the budget would allow. Again, the 
Town has concerns with trees in this area given the location of existing utilities. 

Irrigation 
The group discussed options for irrigation of landscaped areas along the corridor. Options for water 
systems were identified as follows: 

• Town owned and operated system 

• Tie to existing privately owned systems 

• None 

The Town has recent experience with a Town owned system on the Redmond Street Project. The 
Town explored connecting to existing systems and decided it would be advantageous to install a 
separate system. For this project, a separate system for the entire corridor would be very costly.  
Connecting to existing systems would be preferable from a cost perspective but would rely on the 
property owner for reliability.  Currently, the majority of properties along the south side have systems in 
place as well as a maintenance agreement with WYDOT to upkeep the area. 

The team will explore the cost of an individual system as well as discuss connecting to existing 
systems with the various property owners.  The majority of the north side proposes native grasses to 
match the existing treatment that would not require irrigation with the exception of Segment 5 where 
discussions with adjacent property owners will occur. 

Again, Steve mentioned that the Parks and Rec Department could maintain the landscaped areas as 
long as there was budget to do so. 

Segment 5 – Phillips 66/Spring Creek Vet 
The group reviewed the current alternatives for the design layout for the Segment 5 Area in front of 
Phillips 66 and the Spring Creek Vet Clinic. There was no support for maintaining the current use of 
the right-of-way for private business parking.  

Highway 22 Underpass 
The group reviewed the current Alternatives A&B for the Highway 22 Underpass. The Town mentioned 
the possibility of temporarily relocating the business to a Town owned location during construction. 

Overall, the group agreed that Alternative B would be better suited for the pathway user but not likely 
supported by the property owner given the temporary nature of the current business and the effect on 
future development of the property.  

Y-Intersection 
The group reviewed the current design for the Y-Intersection.  Overall the project proposes minimal 
treatments to the intersection as WYDOT will likely be improving the area at a later date.  TOJ has 
concerns with the underground utilities in the area and proximity to any proposed trees. Bob McLaurin 
would like to see this project enhance the Y-Intersection to the extent possible. 

Segment 6 – Johnson Property/Sands Building 
The group reviewed the current design layout for the Segment 6 Area.  There was no support for 
maintaining the current use of the right-of-way for private business parking. 
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Segment 5 
 

 
 

 Segment 5 includes the area on the north side of West Broadway and spans between 
the Y-Intersection and Budge Drive. This section is typified by the heavy use of the 
Public ROW by the adjacent businesses.  
 
The topography of Segment 5 has scattered business accesses, a secondary roadway 
intersection, and is fairly flat. There is an existing 5’ sidewalk with an attached curb in 
this section in front of the Bank of Jackson Hole and continues in front of the Hillside 
Building to Budge Drive.   
 
The ideal typical section of Segment 5 consists of a 10’ pathway with a 5’ buffer zone 
between the pathway and the highway and a 5’ buffer zone between the pathway and 
the frontage road.   
 
There are 3 business accesses through this segment that will remain in use.  The east 
end of Segment 5 will cross one secondary roadway intersection at Budge Drive. 
There will be a crosswalk striped onto each access and intersection as well as 
overstated signage for both pathway users and access/intersection users because of 
the heavy traffic use.  
 
The areas of concern for Segment 5 deal with congestion in and around the Phillips 66 
and Spring Creek Veterinary Clinic.  The west access of Phillips 66 is close to the Y-
Intersection and several accidents have been observed at this location. Presently cars 
are parallel parking within the ROW along the north side of the median along West 
Broadway despite the no parking signs. The existing use of the ROW for the illegal 
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vehicle parking does not allow sufficient space to accommodate the desired pathway 
section along this frontage.  
 
Two Alternatives are presented through this area of Segment 5 and are included in 
Appendix D; Segment 5 – Phillips 66/Spring Creek. Each layout presented 
incorporates reduced pathway design criteria in order to minimize impacts to the 
existing private use of the ROW.  In either plan, the existing parallel parking within the 
ROW is removed to accommodate the pathway. Each option incorporates an absolute 
minimum and less than standard section in an effort to maintain a portion of the ROW 
to continue its use as a frontage road and access to the adjacent businesses. 
 
Alternative 5A maintains the existing location and dimensions of the existing access 
points.  The width of the pathway has been reduced from 10’ wide to a 9’ width.  The 
typical section for this portion of Segment 5 is reduced to a 3’ buffer on either side of 
the 9’ pathway. A variable 16’-18’ drive lane is maintained within the ROW to function 
as frontage access. In a recent meeting, WYDOT continues to support construction of 
a pathway in the ROW and specifically pointed out that vehicle parking is not a 
supported use of the ROW. Overall, WYDOT agrees that the section had been 
reduced to a minimum and that the layout may consider a barrier wall between the 
pathway and the frontage road for additional safety.  
 
Alternative 5B reduces the widths of the existing accesses on the east and west sides 
and adds an additional access at the property line between Phillips 66 and the vet 
clinic, creating a one-way drive aisle (to the east) in front of the vet clinic.  Similar to 
Alternative 5A, the typical section is reduced to a 3’ buffer on either side of a 9’ 
pathway. A variable 16’-18’ drive lane is maintained within the ROW to function as 
frontage access. The additional access will potentially allow the businesses to function 
more independently of one another and reduce the gas station traffic in front of the vet 
clinic and vice versa. Although the additional access will add another crossing for the 
pathway user, it will help formalize the direction of flow and will better serve the 
current use of the Public ROW. The perpendicular parking in front of the vet clinic 
does not have the standard 24’ drive aisle dimension. The one-way direction and a 
suggested 60 degree parking arrangement will maximize the available ROW area for 
the frontage road and provide a reasonable parking layout.   
 
Any change to the current access locations and widths will require consent from the 
adjacent landowner. Because the distance between access points in Alternative 5B 
does not meet WYDOT standards, an additional variance process would ultimately be 
required for WYDOT approval.  WYDOT is currently reviewing Alternative 5B and will 
outline the approval process if this alternative were preferred and supported by the 
adjacent land owners, There is not an appreciable cost difference between 
alternatives 5A or 5B. 
 
The representative for the Phillips 66 property and the owner of the vet clinic are 
adamantly against any pedestrian/bicycle facility being placed along this segment due 
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to concerns with added congestion and loss of parking. Notes from meetings and 
conversations with the adjacent landowners are included in Appendix B. 
 

Segment 6 
 

 
 

 Segment 6 includes the area on the north side of West Broadway and spans between 
Budge Drive to the east edge of the Sands parking area.   
 
The topography of Segment 6 has scattered business accesses, residential 
driveways, and a frontage road/parking area. There is currently no pedestrian or 
bicycle facilities along this segment.  A portion of the segment is a steeply sloped 
hillside. 
 
The typical section of Segment 6 consists of a 10’ pathway with a 5’ minimum buffer 
zone between the pathway and the highway.  A 3’ buffer is presented on the private 
property side of the pathway in the area adjacent to the frontage road near the Sands 
building and the access to the private driveways.  A 5’ tall retaining wall to contain the 
steep hillside in the middle portion of the segment is required. 
 
Presently, there are 4 accesses that will likely remain in use. There will be a crosswalk 
striped onto each access and intersection as well as signage for both pathway users 
and access/intersection users. Gravel accesses will be paved 18’ in from the curv or to 
the ROW boundary. 
 
Two Alternatives are presented through the area of Segment 6 adjacent to the 
frontage road/parking area in front of the Sands building and access driveways to the 



  
STATEMENT/PURPOSE  
The purpose is to present options and recommendations for four design decisions for the WY22 Pathway – East 
Segment project for various cross sections and items in segments 1, 5, 6, and 7.  
 
BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES   
The WY22 Pathway – East Segment approved concept includes a general cross section (as shown in 
Attachment 1 p. 1). The design team is proceeding to 90% design currently, but is requesting input from the 
elected bodies on four design issues. These include: 

1. Segment 1-2: Expand from one-way 6’-wide cycle track to two-way 10’-wide path 
2. Segment 5: Cross-section dimensions – 14’ vs. 12’ vs. 11’ 
3. Segment 6: Retaining wall type 
4. Segment 7: Route alternative—adjacent vs. elevated 

 
As soon as these four design issues are resolved, the design team can take the entire project to 90% design in 
preparation for completing construction documents by the end of the year. 
 
Issue 1: Segment 1-2, 6’ cycle track vs. 10’ path 
Intro: Consider expanding Segments 1 and 2 to a 10’ wide pathway  
 

1. Discussion: See Attachment 1 (Cycle Track and Segment 1 Alts) for detailed layouts. The current approved 
facility (Alternative A) for the WY22 section between the Y and Spring Gulch is a 10’-wide (2-way) pathway 
on the south (Cutty’s) side of WY22 and a 6’-wide (1-way) cycle track on the north (Search and Rescue) side. It 
has been proposed to widen the north side treatment to a 10’-wide (2-way) pathway (Alternative B). This would 
provide two-way access on the north side of WY22 between the Y and Spring Gulch, and would achieve the 
requested goal of making it possible to walk or bike from Wendy’s to Spring Gulch without having to cross the 
Y intersection. Alt B is a more inclusive design, and works better for pedestrians. The downside of Alt B is the 
increased cost of a wider pathway (and larger retaining walls) in Segment 1. There are also opportunities for 
phasing the Segment 1 and 2 construction that could be discussed and pursued. 
Alt B advantages: better connectivity for all user groups and easier to avoid crossing at the Y intersection. 

  

JOINT INFORMATION MEETING 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

 
PREPARATION DATE: September 5, 2012  SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: TC Engineering - Pathways 
MEETING DATE: September 10, 2012  DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR: Sean O’Malley 
  PRESENTER: Sean O’Malley 
 
SUBJECT: WY22 Pathway East Segment – 50% Design: Design Options Segments 1-2, 5, 6, and 7 

 
 

TOWN COUNCIL 



Alt B disadvantages: increased estimated cost (by approximately $175K) 
 
Staff recommendation: Alt B, with the option of pushing this segment to a future phase. 
 
Issue 2: Segment 5 Cross Section, 14’ vs. 12’ vs. 11’ 
Intro: Requests a design exception to approve a reduced-width (11’) cross section for 400 feet along Segment 5 
in front of the Phillips 66 station and Spring Creek Animal Hospital. 
 
Discussion: Segment 5 (the north side of Broadway including the frontages of the Phillips 66 station and the 
Spring Creek Animal Hospital) has proved to be the most problematic and time consuming of all the segments 
of the project. A design exception request (formal deviation from the standard design) is being forwarded to 
accommodate property owner requests for a reduced-width cross section in this segment. For a detailed 
discussion and layout of the scenarios, please refer to Attachment 2 (Segment 5 Discussion and Alts). A brief 
summary of the design process is included below. 
 
The preferred width of the approved cross section in Segment 5 is 18’, but carrying the full-width cross section 
through the entirety of Segment 5 is unlikely given the existing private uses of the public right of way and the 
10’ width desired by the adjacent property owners. The pathway would be located entirely within the existing 
right of way but would potentially conflict with the frontage road and vehicles parked in the right of way. 
Initially, a compromise width of 14’ (halfway between 18’ and 10’) was proposed to accommodate the existing 
private uses. An engineering analysis demonstrated that the 14’ cross section still allows for all turning 
movements for large trucks in and out of the adjacent properties (see Attachment 2 p. 4-8,  Segment 5 AutoTurn 
Analysis). 
 
Based on a meeting in early June 2012 and multiple rounds of correspondence with the adjacent property 
owners and John Eddins of WYDOT, it became clear that the proposed 14’ width was still not acceptable to the 
property owners. The engineering team agreed to evaluate additional options for Segment 5, and developed a 
12’ wide cross section (detailed in the Attachment 2 memo p. 1-3) that was deemed less desirable from a 
pathway user safety perspective, but minimally acceptable in order to accommodate the frontage road (right of 
way) impacts and satisfy the concerns of the property owners. Mr. Eddins has indicated that both the 14’ and 
12’ sections are compatible with WYDOT’s approved uses of the right of way, and that he would support either 
cross section. 
 
However, the proposed 12’ width (a 33% reduction from the desired cross section) was still unsatisfactory to the 
adjacent property owners. Continued requests for further reducing the cross section were made to Mr. Eddins by 
the adjacent property owners. 
 
On July 18, 2012, representatives from the Town and County traveled to Rock Springs to discuss a number of 
items with Mr. Eddins. At the meeting, Mr. Eddins made a personal request to the Town and County that the 
engineering team work towards an 11’ wide cross section in order to satisfy the adjacent property owners. The 
proposed 11’ cross section is shown in Attachment 2 p. 9-10. It includes a 4.5’-wide cycle track (reduced from 
the standard 6’) and a 4.5’-wide sidewalk (reduced from the standard 8’). The cycle track and sidewalk would 
be directly adjacent to one another, with no physical separation, but would be delineated by a striped line 
between the two. A guard rail would be installed along the frontage road side of the sidewalk to prevent 
encroachment onto the sidewalk by illegally parked vehicles. While there remain significant concerns regarding 
pathway user safety due to the sub-standard widths, inconsistent treatments, and encroachment onto the 
pathway by illegally parked vehicles in the frontage road, the 11’ cross section is the width desired by the 
adjacent property owners. 
 
The design exception request is as follows: approve a reduced-width (11’) cross section for 400 feet along 
Segment 5 in front of the Phillips 66 station and Spring Creek Animal Hospital. The 11’ design does not meet 
the desired minimum width for the approved project facility, but is requested as a deviation for this segment. 



 
Staff Recommendation: Approval of the design exception for the 11’-wide cross section is requested. 
 
Issue 3: Segment 6 Retaining Wall Type 
Intro: Select a retaining wall style for Segment 6 
 
Discussion: There is a section along Segment 6 (north side of Broadway between Budge Drive and the Karns 
property) that will require retaining walls as high as 7.5 feet (see Attachment 6 p. 1-2). Two wall styles have 
been identified as feasible, cost-effective candidates: Alternative A is a Timber Pile style (driven pile with 
timber lagging) similar to the retaining wall along South Park Loop just west of South 89 opposite Gregory 
Lane; Alternative B is a Concrete Gravity Block style (see Attachment 6 p. 3). Both types are similar in cost and 
construction complexity, so the choice is primarily one of aesthetic preference. 
 
Staff Recommendation: The default selection will be Alternative A (the Timber Pile) unless there is a preference 
for a different aesthetic style. 
 
Issue 4: Segment 7 Route Alternative, adjacent vs. elevated 
Intro: Select the alignment for Segment 7 
 
Discussion: There are two options for aligning the pathway/sidewalk in Segment 7 (the undeveloped hillside on 
the north side of Broadway immediately west of Flat Creek):  
 

Alternative A: A low route that parallels the cycle track and existing curb line, and is offset a 
consistent distance of approximately 5-8’ from the cycle track. 
Alternative B: A slightly elevated route that pushes the pathway north and up the hillside slightly, 
and increases the offset to as much as 20’ from the cycle track. 

 
See Attachment 4 (Segment 7 Alignment Alts) for a detailed discussion. A brief summary of the discussion is 
that Alternative A is maybe better for wildlife (although there is not a clear cut advantage) while Alternative B 
could provide a slightly improved user experience for some users.  
 
Staff Recommendation: The design should seek to balance the benefit for pathway users of Alternative B with 
the goals of minimizing impacts (and maximizing benefits) for wildlife where possible. Given that the overall 
benefit to pathway users in Alternative B is relatively minor and the length of the segment is relatively short and 
isolated from other pathways, and that there is a general preference for Alternative A among wildlife advocates, 
staff recommends Alternative A as the preferred design. 
 
ATTACHMENTS   

2. Cycle Track and Segment 1 Alts 
3. Segment 5 Discussion and Alts 
4. Segment 6 Wall Type 
5. Segment 7 Alignment Alts 

 
FISCAL IMPACT   
Issue 1: Segment 1 costs for Alternative A are estimated at $110K, Alternative B at $285K. The estimated 
impact would be an additional $175K. 
Issue 2: Not a substantial cost implication between options, other than the extra design costs to date. 
Issue 3: Not a substantial cost implication between options 
Issue 4: Not a substantial cost implication between options 
 



STAFF IMPACT   
This project will continue to require significant staff time. Brian Schilling (Pathways Coordinator for JHCP), 
Shawn P. O’Malley (Town of Jackson Engineer), and Sean E. O’Malley (Teton County Engineer) will likely 
bear the majority of the staff involvement in managing the process. They will review and approve Consultant 
generated design material, review and approve payment applications, participate in the design process, and 
interact with consultant team members to provide direction and feedback as required. The Pathways 
Coordinator will continue to be the main project contact. Additional staff time may be required from any of the 
following: Town Attorney, County Attorney, County Planning, Town Planning, County Administrator, or Town 
Administrator. 
 
LEGAL REVIEW   
N/A 
 
RECOMMENDATION   
Issue 1: Approve Segment 1 Alternative B (the 10’-wide pathway) 
Issue 2: Approval of the design exception for Segment 5 Alternative A (the 11’-wide cross section) 
Issue 3: Approve Segment 6 Alternative A (the Timber Pile wall type) 
Issue 4: Approve Segment 7 Alternative A (the adjacent sidewalk) 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION   
I move to direct staff to proceed with the following design options for the East Segment of the WY22/West 
Broadway Pathway project: 

1. Segment 1 Alternative B 
2. Segment 5 Alternative A 
3. Segment 6 Alternative A 
4. Segment 7 Alternative A 



West Broadway Pathway Project 90% Plan Review 

Wildlife Migration discussion 

Teton County Engineering (Old Library) 

9AM February 1, 2013 

Invitees: Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, Jackson Hole Wildlife 
Foundation, Wyoming Game and Fish, Safe Wildlife Crossings Jackson 
Hole, Jorgensen Associates (design team), Alder Environmental, Friends 
of Pathways, Town of Jackson Planning 

Agenda 

1. Introductions 

2. Project Status 

3. Wildlife concerns 

a. Migration/Permeability 

b. Vehicle-Wildlife collisions 

c. Habitat 

4. Retaining walls 

a. Segment 1 

b. Segment 6 

c. Segment 7 

5. Lighting/Grading 

a. Segment 7 

6. Recommendations and Next Steps 

 

 



Meeting Minutes 
Present: Brian Schilling (TC Engineering), Sean O’Malley (TC Engineering/ Safe Wildlife Crossings JH), 
Aaron Japel (Jorgensen), Cory Hatch (Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance), Aly Courtemanch (WY Game 
and Fish/JH Wildlife Foundation), Vance Carruth (Safe Wildlife Crossings JH), Brian Remlinger (Alder 
Environmental), Megan Smith (Alder Environmental/Pathways Task Force), Mike Welch (Friends of 
Pathways). 

Brian Schilling summarized the project status and noted the upcoming 90% review meeting with 
elected officials on Monday, February 4th. Brian S. summarized wildlife concerns along West Broadway 
corridor, noting desire to maintain permeability for wildlife, habitat preservation, and goal of reducing 
vehicle-wildlife collisions. Brian S. summarized the project environmental review process including 
NEPA, environmental field review report, solicitation of input from WY Game and Fish, US Fish and 
Wildlife, Army Corps, local wildlife organizations, and others. Brian Remlinger commented on Alder’s 
role and preparation of the April 2011 Pathway Deer Movement Design Guide and Wildlife Highway 
Crossing Identification report. 

Discussion on specific segments followed. 
Segment 1: low retaining wall (<3.5’) along the Search and Rescue driveway. Consensus was no 
changes needed here. 
Segment 3: pedestrian railing south of pathway between Spring Gulch and the Poodle Ranch driveway. 
Comments were made about the overall fence height and the rail spacing. Jorgensen and the design 
team will explore lowering the fence to 42” and adjusting the rail spacing, including setting the bottom 
rail no lower than 16” above grade. 
Segment 6: retaining wall (4.5’ high) along 400’ of north side of West Broadway east of Budge Drive. 
Comments were made that the fence on top of the retaining wall was unnecessary and potentially 
problematic. Recommendation from all parties was to eliminate the fence. Megan Smith commented 
that deer movement data from winter 2012-13 shows deer are avoiding using this area and are instead 
moving laterally along the top of the slope to access flatter routes down the hillside. Comments were 
made that the tiered wall concept as developed by Jorgensen (2 3.5’ walls separated by a 6’-wide 3:1 
slope) would not function adequately for two-way deer movements. Discussion ensued regarding the 
need for permeability along corridor, alternate solutions to provide 2-way permeability, future 
potential wildlife crossing improvements, the reduced pathway cross section that has reduced the wall 
to 4.5’, the challenges of further reducing the wall height, project budget, and potential for partnering 
and fundraising for engineering and constructing alternate designs. Cory H. will initiate discussion to 
explore funding options for additional engineering to develop designs with one or more permeable 
areas built into the retaining wall. 
Segment 7: low retaining wall (<3.5’) at east end of project, grading to lay back steep hillside slope, 
potential for lighting along corridor. Brian S. outlined proposed grading work and prior 
recommendation from advocates to sequence improvements (grading first, then lighting) to use 
project to evaluate efficacy of each type of improvement on wildlife visibility and vehicle-wildlife 
collision reduction. Consensus was to confirm recommendation to initially only do grading and install 
conduit for potential future lighting installation after a period of data collection and evaluation. 
Comments were made that improvements would also not preclude a future wildlife overpass. 

Meeting adjourned. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B: Segment 5 Width Memo and Automobile Turn Analysis 
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Appendix C: 90% Engineer Design and Landscape Project Plans 
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Callout
Fence specification being revised to meet Wyoming Game and Fish WIldlife Friendly Standards (Max 42" height with 16-18" rail spacing.-Brian Remlinger, Alder Environmental, LLC
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February 23, 2012 

Mary Hopkins 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office 
2301 Central Ave., Barrett Building, 3rd Floor 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 
 
Re: WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathway Projects 

Dear Ms. Hopkins: 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways and the Town of Jackson have been awarded 
National Scenic Byways funding through the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
(WYDOT) and Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) for the construction of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements along WY Highway 22 and US Highway 89 in the Town of 
Jackson. The project is currently in design phase and is expected to be constructed in 
2013. The Town is also pursuing additional funding options for a pathway project in 
Karns Meadow that would directly connect to the WY22/US89 pathway project 

This letter is a written request for Section 106 compliance verification on the South 
WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathway projects. As part of the federal requirements 
for the Scenic Byways funding, and for possible future funding, we must comply with 
NEPA and other environmental regulations. This includes submitting an Environmental 
Field Review report to WYDOT/FHWA and compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

The following information is requested for Wyoming SHPO – Section 106 
compliance: 

1. Project Name and Description: WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathways. The 
WY22/US89 Pathway project includes design and construction of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities on WY Highway 22 between Spring Gulch Road and the 
WY22/US89 intersection, and along US Highway 89 between the WY22/US89 
intersection and the Flat Creek Bridge. The improvements will include widened (10’) 
pedestrian/bicycle sidewalks adjacent to the roadway, and possible shoulder 
improvements within the existing road. The improvements will be located within the 
existing highway right-of-way. The Karns Meadow Pathway includes design and 
construction of a 10’-wide pathway circumnavigating Karns Meadow, and bridges 
across Flat Creek at the southwest and northeast corners of Karns Meadow. The 
improvements will be located on property owned by the Town of Jackson. 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways 
320 South King Street • PO Box 1687 

Jackson, Wyoming 83001 
 

Phone: (307) 732-8573 • Facsimile: (307) 734-3864 

bschilling@ci.jackson.wy.us 
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2. Name of Project Proponent: Jackson Hole Community Pathways and Town of 
Jackson, WY 

3. Project Location: Township, Range, and Section – T40N, R116W, Portions of 
Section 32 and 33 

4. Name of Lead Permitting Agency: Wyoming Department of Transportation 

5. Current Land Use and Previous Disturbances: WY22: commercial and industrial 
uses adjacent to a 4-lane highway. US89: dense commercial development adjacent to 
a 5-lane highway, and some sections of undeveloped hillside. Karns Meadow: mainly 
undisturbed lands bordering commercial development, but including some Town 
utility uses. 

6. USGS Topo Map: see attached 

7. Project Area Photos: see attached 

8. Building/Structures: numerous commercial buildings border the project area, but no 
existing buildings will be impacted or altered. There are proposed changes to the 
existing roadway bridge over Flat Creek (at the far east end of the project area), 
including potentially widening the existing sidewalk on both sides of the bridge. 

Thank you for your assistance in this project. If you have any questions regarding the 
information provided, please contact me at (307) 732-8573. I look forward to hearing 
from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian Schilling 
Pathways Coordinator 

 
 

CONNECTING PEOPLE AND PLACES 
 

THE JOINTLY FUNDED COMMUNITY PATHWAY & TRAILS PROGRAM OF JACKSON & TETON COUNTY  





February 23, 2012 

Matt Bilodeau 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Wyoming Regulatory Office 
2232 Del Range Blvd., Suite 210 
Cheyenne, WY 82009 

Re: WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathway Projects 

Dear Mr. Bilodeau: 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways and the Town of Jackson have been awarded 
National Scenic Byways funding through the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
(WYDOT) and Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) for the construction of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements along WY Highway 22 and US Highway 89 in the Town of 
Jackson. The project is currently in design phase and is expected to be constructed in 
2013. The Town is also pursuing additional funding options for a pathway project in 
Karns Meadow that would directly connect to the WY22/US89 pathway project. 

As part of the federal requirements for the Scenic Byways funding, and for possible 
future funding, we must comply with NEPA and other environmental regulations. This 
includes submitting an Environmental Field Review report to WYDOT/FHWA, which 
requires written confirmation from the Army Corps of Engineers that the project will be 
allowable under the appropriate Army Corps permitting. We have enclosed project 
vicinity maps and wetland delineations for your review, and ask that you please inform us 
of any concerns you have regarding the proposed project. 

Thank you for your time and assistance in helping us complete this project, and 
please let me know if I can answer any questions. I can be reached at (307) 732-8573. 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian Schilling 
Pathways Coordinator 

 
 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways 
320 South King Street • PO Box 1687 

Jackson, Wyoming 83001 
 

Phone: (307) 732-8573 • Facsimile: (307) 734-3864 

bschilling@ci.jackson.wy.us 
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February 23, 2012 

Mary Flanderka 
Statewide Habitat Protection Supervisor 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
5400 Bishop Blvd. 
Cheyenne, WY 82006 

Re: WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathway Projects 

Dear Ms. Flanderka: 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways and the Town of Jackson have been awarded 
National Scenic Byways funding through the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
(WYDOT) and Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) for the construction of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements along WY Highway 22 and US Highway 89 in the Town of 
Jackson. The project is currently in design phase and is expected to be constructed in 
2013. The Town is also pursuing additional funding options for a pathway project in 
Karns Meadow that would directly connect to the WY22/US89 pathway project. 

As part of the federal requirements for the Scenic Byways funding, and for possible 
future funding, we must comply with NEPA and other environmental regulations. This 
includes submitting an Environmental Field Review report to WYDOT/FHWA, which 
recommends consultation with Wyoming Game and Fish to determine if any wildlife 
habitat exists in the project area. We have enclosed project vicinity maps for your review, 
and ask that you please let us know if the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has any 
concerns regarding fish or wildlife habitat in the project area. 

Thank you for your time and assistance in helping us complete this project, and 
please let me know if I can answer any questions. I can be reached at (307) 732-8573. 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian Schilling 
Pathways Coordinator 

 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways 
320 South King Street • PO Box 1687 

Jackson, Wyoming 83001 
 

Phone: (307) 732-8573 • Facsimile: (307) 734-3864 

bschilling@ci.jackson.wy.us 
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February 23, 2012 

Tyler Abbott 
Deputy Field Supervisor 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82003 

Re: WY22/US89 and Karns Meadow Pathway Projects 

Dear Mr. Abbot: 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways and the Town of Jackson have been awarded 
National Scenic Byways funding through the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
(WYDOT) and Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) for the construction of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements along WY Highway 22 and US Highway 89 in the Town of 
Jackson. The project is currently in design phase and is expected to be constructed in 
2013. The Town is also pursuing additional funding options for a pathway project in 
Karns Meadow that would directly connect to the WY22/US89 pathway project. 

As part of the federal requirements for the Scenic Byways funding, and for possible 
future funding, we must comply with NEPA and other environmental regulations. This 
includes submitting an Environmental Field Review report to WYDOT/FHWA, which 
recommends consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine if habitat 
for any endangered or threatened species exists in the project area. We have enclosed 
project vicinity maps for your review, and ask that you please let us know if the USFWS 
has any concerns regarding fish or wildlife habitat in the project area. 

Thank you for your time and assistance in helping us complete this project, and 
please let me know if I can answer any questions. I can be reached at (307) 732-8573. 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian Schilling 
Pathways Coordinator 

 

Jackson Hole Community Pathways 
320 South King Street • PO Box 1687 

Jackson, Wyoming 83001 
 

Phone: (307) 732-8573 • Facsimile: (307) 734-3864 

bschilling@ci.jackson.wy.us 
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Brian Remlinger

From: Lara Gertsch

Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2013 3:26 PM

To: brian@alderenvironmental.com

Cc: Rob Gipson

Subject: Standard Spawning Recommendation

Hello Brian, 
As per your request, this is an explanation of the following spawning 

recommendation: "Snake River cutthroat spawn from March 15 through July 31. To minimize 
fishery impacts, we prefer that instream channel work be avoided during this time. " 

 
The intent of this recommendation is that no instream work should be done during this 

spawning.  Work in the riparian zone will not effect Snake River cutthroat spawning when 
reasonable effort are made to avoid increased erosion, contamination of ground water and 

sedimentation into surface waters.  Hope this helps clarify the WGFD's comments. 
 
-- 

Thanks 
Lara 

 
Lara Gertsch 

Wyoming Game and Fish Dept. 
Aquatic Habitat Biologist - Jackson Region 

Office: (307)733-2383 ext. 235 
Mobile: (307)248-8068 

lara.gertsch@wyo.gov 
 
E-Mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction of public business, is subject to 

the Wyoming Public Records Act and may be disclosed to third parties. 
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Brian Remlinger

From: Brian Remlinger

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 12:59 PM

To: 'Brian Schilling'

Cc: 'Bonny Hershberger'; megan@alderenvironmental.com

Subject: WY22E Pathway - Reponse to State Agronomists comments

Importance: High

Brian S., 

Below are our responses to the State Agronomist’s comments on the Hillside Seed Mix and erosion control.  Please share 

as appropriate. 

 

1)  The "Hillside Mix #1" Reveg mix calculated on Pure Live Seed Density basis = 82.2 PLS seed/SF which is not bad for 

reclamation except 48% of Pure Live Density is comprised of just two species, Sandberg bluegrass and Mtn. Big 

sage.  Neither one of these species would not be expected to establish in first two growing seasons especially with 

continuation of the 2012 JH severe drought.  Mtn. Big sage is a surface germinator not at all forgiving of drought 

conditions.  Sandberg bluegrass, although drought tolerant, high physiological dormancy so emergence 3-4 growing 

seasons.  Given 10% seed survival rate, planned density = 8.2 established plants /SF or minimum for soil protection but 

actual expected density = 4.3 established plants/SF(< 50% stand least two growing seasons).  Not good outcome in 

urban corridor especially on planned steep cutslopes and town sensitive to weediness. 

 

Normally, the included sterile cover crop would help provide first year ground cover to help protect from erosion and 

weeds but at the given very low rate = 0.6 PLS seed/SF or ~ one established small grain plant per SY.  Recommend 

increasing large seeded wheatgrasses(i.e., Bluebunch and Slender) by 50% such 4.8 lbs./ac + 2.8 lbs/ac.  Increase annual 

triticale cover crop by 5-fold = 10 PLS lb/ac. = 3 PLS seeds/SF = 1.5 established plants/SF(planned 50% survival).  New 

Total Application rate =  

21.1 PLS-Lb./ac. or closer to standard steep slope rate. 

The recommended seeding rate increases will be included in a revised seed mix.  The seeded areas will receive 

temporary irrigation for adequate germination, as specified in the 90% Design Landscape Plan (Sheet L2.0). 

 

2)  The small grain would be expected to attract mule deer in spring & summer except wildlife map shows CRUWN as 

winter range and majority already developed by 24/7 commercial above planned pathway.  The only conflict is the SSF 

Moose Spring-Summer-Fall habitat in wet meadows along WYO 22.  Might drop small grain cover crop in Segments #1&3 

to avoid moose collisions around East Gros Butte agricultural zones. 

Moose primarily browse on trees, shrubs and forbs and are not expected to graze on or be attracted to small 

grains in Segments #1 and 3.  Moose typically use the Segments #1 and 3 area during winter months and migrate 

to the northern part of the valley and mountains in the spring/summer/fall.  Mule deer typically use the 

pathway corridor after snow covers the ground in the fall and migrate out as the snow melts in the spring.  Thus, 

smalls grains are not an focal part of their diet or an attractant concern within Segment #7.   Aly Courtemanch, 

WGFD Habitat Biologist, agreed with our opinion on this matter in a meeting on February 15, 2013 to discuss the 

project design. 

 

3)  I didn't see erosion protection BMP's Sheets but recommend erosion blankets(WYDOT 'STC' or similar) be considered 

on steep cuts planned above Segment #7.  Drainage from them flows into Flat Creek riparian zone(e.g., WYDEQ Class II). 

Erosion control on steep slopes will be addressed by the use of the specified sterile cover crop and through the 

application of a hydromulch on slopes 3:1 or steeper.  Sediment and stormwater control will be addressed 

through the use of straw bale barriers, straw wattles and silt fences as specified in the 90% Design Civil 

Engineering Plans (Sheet c14.01) and future WYPDES Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 
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Brian Remlinger 

 

A L D E R  E N V I R O N M E N T A L ,  L L C  

L a n d  •  W a t e r  •  W e t l a n d s  C o n s u l t i n g  
 

P.O. Box 6519 
1130 Maple Way, Suite 1E 
Jackson, Wyoming 83002                                                                                                                         
(307) 690-3625            
brian@alderenvironmental.com  
www.alderenvironmental.com 
  
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E: Wetland Delineation Data Compilation 

 

  



 
 
 
 

JH COMMUNITY PATHWAYS WY HWY 22/US HWY89 PATHWAY CONNECTOR PROJECT 
 

Wetland Delineation Data Compilation 
 
 
February 14, 2013 
 
 
The following is a summary of the wetland delineation performed for the proposed East Segment 
Highway 22/189/191 pathway project in Jackson, Wyoming.  This work was completed by Alder 
Environmental, LLC in October 2011.  An Aquatic Resources Inventory Report has not been submitted to 
the Wyoming Regulatory Office of the Army Corps of Engineers because activities in wetlands and/or 
Waters of the U.S. are not proposed at this time and thus do not require a Pre-Construction Notification. 
 

 
Brian Remlinger 
Certified Professional Wetland Scientist 

 
 
 
Method References 

Environmental Laboratory.  1987. "Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual," Technical 
Report Y-871, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Miss. 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2010. Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland     
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0), ed. J. S. 
Wakeley, R. W. Lichvar, and C. V. Noble. ERDC/EL TR-10-3.  Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army Engineer 
Research and Development Center. 
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US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:      ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

3 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix exigua 50 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 25, 20% = 10 50 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Carex utriculata 50 yes OBL Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Alopecurus pratensis 20 yes FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.   Cirsium arvense 5 no FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.   Carex spp. 5 no           1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 40, 20% = 16 80 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:      )    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0    

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: 
WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch 
Intersection 

City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP1 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 32, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 0-1% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 43.277" Long: -110° 47' 33.815" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 25 - Leavitt Variant Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP1 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-4 10YR 3/2 80                         Loam       

4-8 10YR 5/1 70 2.5YR 4/6 3 C PL CL       

8-16 10YR 5/1 90 10YR5/1       D M SiC       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 8 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): 1 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks: Irrigation ditch to south sits high and leaks into project area.  2
nd

 ditch crosses under road in culvert and daylights in project area.  Both had flowing water 
during sample. 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch Intersection 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:      ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

3 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix exigua 20 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 10, 20% = 4 20 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Bromus inermis 40 yes FAC Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Cirsium arvense 10 no FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.   Pascopyrum smithii 10 no FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.                                  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 30, 20% = 12 60 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 5 x 5)    

1.   Ribes aureum 10 yes FAC 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% = 5, 20% = 2 10 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 10    

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: 
WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch 
Intersection 

City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP2 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 32, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): slope from road Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 5% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 43.417" Long: -110° 47' 33.682" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 25 - Leavitt Variant Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP2 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-5 10YR 4/3 70                         SiL some gravel 

5-12 10YR 4/3 50                         grSiL       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks:       

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch Intersection 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:      ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

2 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix exigua 70 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 35, 20% = 14 70 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Phalaris arundinacea 60 yes FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Carex utriculata 10 no OBL Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.                                 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.                                  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 35, 20% = 14 70 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:      )    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum          

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: 
WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch 
Intersection 

City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP3 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 32, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 0-1% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 45.030" Long: -110° 47' 35.707" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 25 - Leavitt Variant Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP3 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-12 10YR 3/1 15 10YR6/2 10 D M CL       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches): 8 

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): 6 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks:       

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch Intersection 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:      ) 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

2 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

50 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix exigua 10 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 5, 20% = 1 10 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Phalaris arundinacea 10 no FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Pascopyrum smithii 50 yes FACU Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.                                 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.                                  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 30, 20% = 12 60 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:      )    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum          

Remarks:  Salix (willow) shrub stratum canopy overhangs onto steep slope of highway shoulder.  Roots of willows are growing in wetland at 
bottom of slope and not in this sample plot. 

 

Project Site: 
WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch 
Intersection 

City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP4 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 32, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 3% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 45.154" Long: -110° 47' 35.561" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 25 - Leavitt Variant Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP4 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-12 1-YR 4/3 60                         grsi       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks: Soils appear to be homogeneous road base and shoulder fill. 

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks:  

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Spring Gulch Intersection 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30' x 30') 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.   Populus angustifolia 10 yes FACW Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

3 (B) 
4.                                 

50% = 5, 20% = 2 10 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix boothii 10 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 5, 20% = 2 10 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Phalaris arundinacea 80 yes FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.                                 Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.                                 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.                                  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 40, 20% = 16 80 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 0)    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0    

Remarks:                

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP1 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 33, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 1-3% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 39.225" Long: -110° 46' 16.181" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 14 - Greyback gravelly Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP1 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-3 10YR 3/1 90                         SiL Roots Present 

3-5 10YR 3/1 60                         grLS some small gravel 

5-13 10YR 3/1 80 2.5YR 4/6 3 C PL grLS Redox concretions 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): 8 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks: Flat Creek Floodplain 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30' x 30') 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.   Populus angustifolia 10 yes FACW Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

4 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

4 (B) 
4.                                 

50% = 5, 20% = 2 10 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Salix boothi 10 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.                                 Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 5, 20% = 2 10 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Bromus inermis 30 yes FAC Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Phalaris arundinacea 20 yes FACW Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.   Cirsium arvense 10 no FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.   Medicago lupilina 5 no FACU  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 32.5, 20% = 13 65 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:      )    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 20    

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP2 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 33, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): streambank Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 5-10% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 39.307" Long: -110° 46' 16.048" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 14 - Greyback gravelly Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  
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SOIL Sampling Point: SP2 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-4 10YR 4/2 80                         SiS       

4-14 10YR 4/2 70                         grSiS       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks: Recent rain has moistened top 4" of soil profile. 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30' x 30') 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

3 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

3 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Betula occidentalis  10 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.   Salix exigua 10 yes FACW Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 10, 20% = 4 20 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Phalaris arundinacea 70 yes FACW Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Bromus inermis 10 no FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.   Equisetum arvense 10 no FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.   Veronica americana 5 no OBL  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 47.5, 20% = 19 95 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:      )    

1.                                 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0    

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP3 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 33, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 1-3% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 40.043" Long: -110° 46' 17.331" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 14 - Greyback gravelly Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  
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SOIL Sampling Point: SP3 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-5 10YR 3/1 80                         SiL       

5-8 10YR 3/1 80 7.5YR 4/4 2 C PL SiL       

8-15 2.5YR 5/4 60 10YR 6/2 70 D M CL       

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches): 10 

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks: Flat Creek Floodplain 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge 



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30' x 30') 
Absolute 
% Cover 

Dominant 
Species? 

Indicator 
Status 

Dominance Test Worksheet: 

1.                                 Number of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

5 (A) 
2.                                 

3.                                 Total Number of Dominant  
Species Across All Strata: 

5 (B) 
4.                                 

50% =      , 20% =             = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species  
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

100 (A/B) 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Betula occidentalis 10 yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:  

2.   Salix exigua 10 yes FACW Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

3.                                 OBL species       x1 =       

4.                                 FACW species       x2 =       

5.                                 FAC species       x3 =       

50% = 10, 20% = 4 20 = Total Cover FACU species       x4 =       

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5' x 5')    UPL species       x5 =       

1.   Bromus inermis 40 yes FAC Column Totals:       (A)       (B) 

2.   Poa pratensis 20 yes FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =       

3.                                 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

4.                                  1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

5.                                  2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

6.                                  3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0
1
  

7.                                 
 

4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting  

     data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 8.                                 

9.                                  5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
 

10.                                 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain) 

11.                                
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
50% = 40, 20% = 16 80 = Total Cover 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' x 15')    

1.   Ribes aureum 20 yes FAC 

Hydrophytic  

Vegetation  

Present? 

Yes  No  
2.                                 

50% = 10, 20% = 4 20 = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5    

Remarks:                 

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge City/County: Jackson/Teton Sampling Date: 10-13-11 

Applicant/Owner: Jackson/Teton County Pathways State: WY Sampling Point: SP4 

Investigator(s): Brian Remlinger Section, Township, Range: 33, 41N, 116W 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): 1-3% 

Subregion (LRR): 

Rocky 
Mountain 
Forests & 
Rangeland 

Lat: 43° 28' 40.036" Long: -110° 46' 17.398" Datum: NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name: 14 - Greyback gravelly Loam NWI classification: None 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes   No   

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology , naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   No   

Is the Sampled Area  
within a Wetland? 

Yes  No   Hydric Soil Present? Yes   No   

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   No   

Remarks:  

 

      



US Army Corps of Engineers  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast – Version 2.0 

 

SOIL Sampling Point: SP4 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix  Redox Features  

(inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type
1
  Loc

2
  Texture  Remarks 

0-6 10YR 3/2 40                               40% very rock 2-4" diameter 

6-12 5YR 4/3 60                         grCL 30 gravels 

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

                                                      

1
Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         

2
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)                                                       Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
: 

 Histosol (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10) 

 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)   Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3) 

3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  

     wetland hydrology must be present,  
     unless disturbed or problematic. 

 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6) 

 Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 

 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes  No  

Type:       

Depth (inches):       

Remarks:       

 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)   Water-Stained Leaves (B9)  

 High Water Table (A2)  (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

 Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10) 

 Water Marks (B1)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

 Drift Deposits (B3)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 Algal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

 Iron Deposits (B5)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)  Stunted or Stresses Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)     

Field Observations:      

Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       
 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 

 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
No 

 
 
 

 

Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present? 
(includes capillary fringe) 

Yes  No  Depth (inches):       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:        
 
 

Remarks:       

 

Project Site: WY22-US189 Pathway  East Seg. / Flat Creek Bridge 



 

 
PHOTO 1: Spring Gulch looking southwest 

 
 

 
PHOTO 2: Spring Gulch looking southeast 
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PHOTO 3: Spring Gulch sample point SP1 

 
 

 
PHOTO 4: Spring Gulch sample point SP1 soil profile 
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PHOTO 5: Spring Gulch sample point SP2 

 
 

 
PHOTO 6: Spring Gulch sample point SP2 soil profile 
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PHOTO 7: Spring Gulch sample point SP3 

 
 

 
PHOTO 8: Spring Gulch sample point SP3 soil profile 
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PHOTO 9: Spring Gulch sample point SP4 

 
 

 
PHOTO 10: Spring Gulch sample point SP4 soil profile 
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PHOTO 11: Flat Creek Bridge looking north (southern side of bridge) 

 
 

 
PHOTO 12: Flat Creek Bridge looking north (northern side of bridge) 
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PHOTO 13: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP1 

 
 

 
PHOTO 14: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP1 soil profile 
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PHOTO 15: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP2 

 
 

 
PHOTO 16: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP2 soil profile 
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PHOTO 17: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP3 

 
 

 
PHOTO 18: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP3 soil profile 
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PHOTO 19: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP4 

 
 

 
PHOTO 20: Flat Creek Bridge sample point SP4 soil profile 
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Appendix F: Animal Access Design 
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Appendix G: Underground Storage Tanks in the Project Area 

  



 

Name Location Date Installed Status 
Cowboy Exxon 560 West Broadway 11-May-92 Currently In Use 

Cowboy Exxon 560 West Broadway 11-May-92 Currently In Use 

Cowboy Exxon 560 West Broadway 01-Oct-96 Currently In Use 

Reynolds Petroleum 1055 West Broadway  01-Dec-84 Currently In Use 

Reynolds Petroleum 1055 West Broadway  12-Jan-84 Currently In Use 

Reynolds Petroleum 1055 West Broadway  01-Dec-84 Currently In Use 

Reynolds Petroleum 1055 West Broadway  01-Dec-84 Currently In Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-90 Currently In Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-90 Currently In Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-90 Currently In Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-90 Currently In Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-90 Currently In Use 

Bennett's Paint and Glass 1035 West Broadway   Permanently Out of Use 

Bennett's Paint and Glass 1035 West Broadway   Permanently Out of Use 

Choice Meats Texaco 1255 West Highway 22  13-Oct-87 Permanently Out of Use 

Choice Meats Texaco 1255 West Highway 22  13-Oct-87 Permanently Out of Use 

Choice Meats Texaco 1255 West Highway 22  13-Oct-87 Permanently Out of Use 

Choice Meats Texaco 1255 West Highway 22  01-Nov-96 Permanently Out of Use 

Choice Meats Texaco 1255 West Highway 22  01-Nov-96 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 01-Jul-82 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 01-Jul-82 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 01-Jan-81 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 01-Jan-81 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 01-Aug-83 Permanently Out of Use 

Clarks Ready Mix and Construction 1125 West Highway 22 28-Jun-85 Permanently Out of Use 

Cowboy Motors 125 Scott Lane 01-Jan-80 Permanently Out of Use 

Cowboy Motors 125 Scott Lane 01-Jan-80 Permanently Out of Use 

Cowboy Motors 125 Scott Lane 01-Nov-98 Permanently Out of Use 

Cowboy Motors 125 Scott Lane 01-Nov-98 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Art and Frame Shop 745 West Broadway 10-Oct-71 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-Jan-73 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-Jan-73 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-Jan-73 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-May-86 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-May-86 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway    Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  24-Sep-91 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Chevron 890 West Broadway  01-Oct-91 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Motors 920 West Broadway 11-Apr-68 Permanently Out of Use 

Jackson Hole Motors 920 West Broadway 11-Apr-68 Permanently Out of Use 

Quality Cleaners 800 West Broadway  01-Jan-83 Permanently Out of Use 

Teton Gables Motel 1140 West Hwy 22  01-Jan-82 Permanently Out of Use 

Teton Gables Motel 1140 West Hwy 22  01-Jan-82 Permanently Out of Use 

Teton Motors, Inc. 1020 West Broadway  11-Jun-85 Permanently Out of Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-71 Permanently Out of Use 

Wrangler Petroleum 580 West Broadway 01-Apr-71 Permanently Out of Use 

 

 




