
WYDOT Jackson-Wilson Snake River Bridge Project 

Stakeholder Meeting #4 Minutes 
 

12 June 2019 / 9 AM - 1 PM / Teton County Public Library  

ATTENDEES 
Nick Hines (Facilitator) 
Chris Colligan (Greater Yellowstone Coalition) 
Jack Koehler (Friends of Pathways) 
Heather Overholser (Teton County) 
Amy Ramage (Teton County) 
Heather Overholser (Teton County) 
David Hardie (River Hollow HOA) 
Ross MacIntyre (River Hollow HOA) 
Bill Schreiber (Jackson Hole Mountain Resort) 
Melissa Turley (Teton Village Association ISD) 
Gary Fralick (Wyoming Game and Fish) 
Aly Courtemanch​ (Wyoming Game and Fish) 
Darren Brugmann (Southern Teton Area Rapid Transit) 
Lynne Whalen (Community Representative) 
Bob Hammond (Wyoming Department of Transportation) 
Tyler Sinclair (Town of Jackson) 
 
 
Additional Attendees 
Hank Doering (WYDOT Project Development) 
Keith Compton (WYDOT D3 District Engineer) 
Ted Wells (WYDOT D3 District Construction Engineer) 
Stephanie Harsha (WYDOT D3 Public Relations Specialist) 
Darin Kaufman (WYDOT D3 District Traffic Engineer) 
Meg Mordahl (WYDOT NEPA Coordinator) 
Marshall Newlin (WYDOT) 
Hank Rettinger (FHWA) 
Bob Bonds (FHWA) 

Action Items: 

● Nick to draft better purpose and need to present to group at the next 

meeting.  

● Nick to draft project specific steps for hybrid NEPA process we are 

using.  

Old Business 

1. April 24, 2019 Minutes - Corrections/Comments? 
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Language softened pertaining to 8-foot shoulders. Language modified 

pertaining to the moose collar data (only includes three weeks worth). 

Language added that consensus was reached to include design elements to 

slow traffic. 

  

2. Concerns WYDOT has been hearing 

a. Letter to Teton County Commissioners 

The following items were discussed. Not all views were shared by all 

members of the committee.   

● There was some support for the letter. 

● It was clarified that the letter was not approved by the START 

Board and that it should not have their logo on the letter. 

● There is still concern that adequate community outreach is not 

being implemented and that the public is unaware of how the design 

will impact open spaces. 

● Next public meeting WYDOT should share that WYDOT is using the ITP 

and how it connects to this project. This information needs to be 

presented to the public. 

● Stakeholder groups are one form of public involvement to help 

inform the public and representative groups. 

● Will wildlife fences destroy the visual attributes? 

● Concern on who the stakeholders represent. One stakeholder 

believes he represents himself but he can communicate things out 

to a group of people. 

● Some feel the project is not vetted enough in the community. The 

community wants opportunities to weigh in.  

● A better lay out of where we are going in this process/project 

would be helpful. 

● Discussion on how these project limits are a transition phase on 

this corridor, moving from more open highway to a 

bridge/intersection. These decisions will be applied to the next 

section of road to town. WYDOT stated that this project does not 

dictate what will occur all the way to Jackson; however, WYDOT 

will use the same justifications moving forward. A different 

configuration can be considered from the bridge into town. 
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● Concerned that the bridge design will lead to the re-design of WY 

22. 

● Concern that all the recommendations are being dismissed due to 

safety.  

● Concern that decisions are being made that impact the community 

and that the stakeholder process is being used to lessen the 

public involvement process and a way to impede public controversy. 

WYDOT responded that the Stakeholder group is a form of public 

involvement to obtain feedback on special interest groups. There 

will also be additional public meetings in the future.  

● Concern that the stakeholders will be held responsible when the 

project goes to construction and the public is outraged that 

adequate public involvement did not take place.  

● There was mention of writing a letter to the paper requesting the 

public to engage in the process. 

● Route redundancy was brought up. 

● Discussed the nature of the road (speed limits, build least 

visibly obtrusive, context sensitive roadway, etc.). 

● If a four lane is coming, lets make it as aesthetically pleasing 

as we can.  

● Frustration stems from not knowing what they can impact (ex: 

8-foot shoulders). WYDOT is exploring all recommendations brought 

forth.  

● Additional public meetings were discussed in order to help address 

explored options and justifications for design decisions (ex: 

8-foot shoulders). The public needs to know that alternatives have 

been considered. WYDOT has never been opposed to another public 

meeting. WYDOT was waiting until the transit subgroup met and 

discussed options before scheduling the next public meeting.  

 

Per WYDOT, we all have different perspectives to bring to the table and the 

stakeholder group is being used as one form of public involvement. Additional 

public meetings will be held. WYDOT encouraged everyone to read the PELS, 

Comprehensive Plan, and ITP and note they all recommend a multi-lane design 

due to needed capacity, and each of these documents had public involvement. 

 

WYDOT can not make everyone happy when there are so many competing interests. 

Don’t forget this is a rural highway that is critical from many perspectives 
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(safety, tourism, economics, etc.). WYDOT reiterated that capacity is needed 

based on land use.  

WYDOT posed the question: what does success look like?  

Stakeholder group responses:  

● Being allowed to weigh in on design and provide input 

● Might not know if successful until the end of the project 

● Ability to influence the outcome to benefit the community 

● Understanding why things are decided 

● More encouragement of transit use and compromise and 

flexibility when decisions are made (take into account 

visual, aesthetics, etc.)  

● The project follows the PEL, ITP and Comp Plan 

● How we manage mobility and measuring to see how we meet 

these goals  

WYDOT: 

● All comments were heard and have been or are being addressed 

There needs to be an understanding that everyone might not get 

everything they want. There are design factors and other 

influences that help drive the decision. WYDOT cannot build 

everything  the community wants, but we can try to incorporate as 

much of it as possible. ; 8-foot shoulders were discussed last 

meeting and are a  design standard based on volume. WYDOT cannot 

put in curb and gutter due to speed and maintenance concerns (ex: 

snow plows). WYDOT is looking into installing transit features. 

WYDOT wants ideas from the stakeholder and all ideas will be 

reviewed to determine if they can be incorporated into the design. 

However, if they can not, WYDOT wants to provide justification on 

why not.   

b. Review Purpose and Need 

i. Presented at Stakeholder Meeting #1, Public Meeting, and 

online - Purpose and Need (P&N) of the Project – Replace 

Snake River Bridge; improve mobility through the WYO 22/390 

intersection (intersection included in the PEL Study) due to 

its proximity to the bridge. 
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c. Environmental Impacts (Resource Map) 

d. Clarity on project time frame (PCS Report) 

e. Clarity on project process (NEPA handout) 

Nick discussed handout. Stakeholder group specifically asked where 

we are at in the process (CE - #6, EA/EIS - #13). This needs to be 

made clear to the public. One stakeholder representative asked 

what needs to be completed to elevate the project to an EA. Per 

Nick and FHWA, there have not been any significant impacts 

identified that warrant elevating to the next document. The 

project NEPA documentation is currently a  CE but completing the 

public involvement of an EA/EIS. The PELS takes a larger corridor 

look and vets alternatives based on criteria of the roadway. The 

PELS does not specifically address the bridge, but does address 

the vision of the corridor. This current project is a bit of a 

hybrid project. We hope to utilize the PELS and address where it 

fell short with additional public outreach. The stakeholder group 

is here to address any deficiencies. Per FHWA, the PELS is not a 

NEPA document; however, it’s important to take into account as it 

is a planning document that had extensive public involvement. A 

NEPA process is still being followed for this project. You have to 

look at whether impacts are significant or not. The NEPA process 

will determine whether items in the PELS are still valid. The PELS 

states that transit needs to be considered and that’s what WYDOT 

is doing. The purpose of the project is bridge replacement, and we 

added the intersection in since it makes sense from a logical 

termini and economical standpoint. The P&N of the PELS considers 

the whole corridor and is not the same as the P&N of the project. 

The P&N of the project is based on that specific location. We can 

still address other items within the scope. The stakeholder group 

asked why other needs are not identified in the P&N statement. Per 

WYDOT, that is not the main intent of the project. Adding the 

intersection was imperative from a proximity and mobility 

standpoint. Improving the intersection will not solve the 

congestion problem; it just moves the chokepoint further west. The 

full benefits will not be seen until the entire corridor is 

complete. Per FHWA, they are the lead agency; however, they have 

delegated authority to the State. And they concur with moving 
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forward with a CE. Nick completed discussing the status of the 

project (completed activities relative to the CE/EA/EIS process). 

The next public meeting will follow Grading Plans so we can 

provide valuable information to the public (impacts, etc.). One 

stakeholder representative is concerned that the objectives and 

purpose of the PELS are not being met.​ ​WYDOT will incorporate the 

objectives of the PELS into the environmental commitments section 

of the CE (ex: maintaining riparian corridor). There is additional 

concern that the project does not support the objectives and goals 

within the ITP/Wildlife Master Plan/Jackson-Teton Comprehensive 

Plan (predecessor to ITP)/Stillson Master Plan. Per FHWA, this can 

be addressed in the CE. One stakeholder representative stated 

there is community character we do not want to destroy. WYDOT will 

address this in the social resources section of the CE. One 

stakeholder representative suggested putting a status update in 

the local paper.​ ​One stakeholder representative suggested adding 

the intersection to the P&N for a communication standpoint to the 

public. The group seconded that this needs to be added. Nick 

discussed resource map (wetlands delineated last summer, bald 

eagle nest, moose crucial range, etc.). Nick passed out the 

project schedule to show the process of how a project moves 

through WYDOT. The entirety of WYDOT is involved. WYDOT likes to 

have projects on the shelf a year in advance, which is why the 

project schedule shows the project getting completed sooner. 

Project will likely be let in Oct/Nov of 2022. 

f. What can the stakeholder group influence and how can they be more 

effective? 

Anyone can ask questions or for clarification. Stakeholder group 

would like to know items that can be influenced (where and how). 

WYDOT does not intend on providing a list of items and would 

prefer to keep an open discussion as items arise.  

g. Sub-group process 

i. Recommendation process for subgroups 

Subgroups will provide recommendations to stakeholder group 

and decisions will be made once a consensus is reached.  
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ii. Sub-group members 

If subject matter experts or other pertinent public citizens 

show an interest in involvement, they can join based on a 

consensus from the subgroups.​ ​Per WYDOT, integrity of the 

process needs to be maintained, which is why all subgroup 

recommendations will be vetted through the main Stakeholder 

group.  

Stakeholder Group Recommendations and Updates: 

1. Create Transit SubGroup (Amy, Heather, Bob, Darren, Melissa, Jack, Bill, 

Tyler)  

a. First Transit meeting is this afternoon.  

2. Minimize Island Width on Florida T and Shoulder widths - ​Completed - ​The 

Florida T was modified to reduce the footprint. Stakeholder Meeting 3 

information was provided regarding shoulder widths. The entire group may 

not have agreed with the decision to go with 8’ shoulders but understood 

the reasoning supporting 8’ shoulders.   

3. Update Traffic Volumes - ​Completed -​ Data was provided in the previous 

meeting minutes and agendas.  

4. Create Wildlife Subgroup (Jack, Aly, Gary, Chris, Bob, Amy, Ross) 

a. Moose Collaring update (Gary, Aly) 

WGFD provided an update. Moose were collared in March. Six moose 

south and four north of WY 22 were released. May and June 

observations may show more constricted movement due to pregnant 

moose and birth of calves. Take home points: in winter, many moose 

are sedentary and localized. However, WGFD does not have a long 

term data set. Paths between points do not indicate paths 

traveled;straight lines are shown connecting the points (data 

collected every 30 min to one hour). Hoback data search from 2011 

through 2014 showed migration movements and can be compared to 

this study. It’s important to look at movement of moose in 

relation to WY 22 and Snake River. Consider fencing as essential 

and an integral component in keeping moose off the highway. This 
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data will be utilized from a management standpoint. This is a 

subset of a larger population. One mortality (of the ten collared 

moose) occurred from natural causes. Collar will be re-deployed 

within the next couple of weeks. Jackson herd has dropped from 

over 1,000 to 250 animals. There are numerous factors affecting 

fatality. Per one stakeholder representative, the best standard 

would show a 90 percent reduction in wildlife-vehicle collisions. 

Fencing modifications can be implemented to improve reduction (ex: 

fence-end modifications).  

b. Present Wildlife group recommendations. 

Representative from the Greater Yellowstone Coalition discussed 

Priorities 1 and 2. Goals are to reduce permeability and maintain 

riparian corridor. Priority 1 is ideal due to low human activity 

(away from human activity at intersection and levee road); 15-foot 

clearance is ideal. WYDOT evaluated optimal design. Pre-cast boxes 

were eliminated due to low openness ratio. Arched structure and 

simple span bridge were considered. Simple span bridge is the best 

option due to 15-foot clearance and 100-foot length (20-foot width 

at base); 94 feet in width (greatest openness ratio). Moose 

ideally prefer an overpass for crossing, however will use 

underpasses if those are available.  THe location selected has 

private, mainly undeveloped land on the south and then public land 

(BLM) with the boat ramp on the north.  The boat ramp currently 

has season closures, so it should not interfere with migration 

routes.  The wildlife recommendation will be provided to the 

public. Stakeholder group also recommends vetting this priority to 

the public. Signage may need to be installed so wildlife viewing 

tours do not take advantage of this location and also to prevent 

pedestrians from using the wildlife underpass. 

Box culvert design just east of bridge was discussed; however, 

this was not feasible from a design standpoint, and it was 

recommended  extending the Snake River bridge past levee by 85 

feet for underpass (20-foot path for wildlife) (cost is ~$942K). 

This will accommodate all big game. Stakeholder group recommends 

vetting this priority to the public. 
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Two other priorities are outstanding. One is located west of the 

intersection. WYDOT has been tasked to determine how far west the 

structure can be moved and still accommodate a 12-foot by 20-foot 

box culvert. Priority four option, which included a dual use 

access to boat launch was eliminated due to grade raise and 

associated safety issues due to decreased sight distances. We will 

look at a dedicated wildlife underpass just north of intersection. 

The next wildlife subgroup meeting will determine whether both 

Priorities 3 and 4 are needed. Chris discussed proposed limits of 

fencing. Fence end treatments still need to be finalized. This 

will be discussed at the next meeting. 

 

c. Stakeholder Group made final recommendation to WYDOT on crossing 

structures.  

5. Have Presentation at Public Meeting and provide dry run - Completed 

6. Investigate the feasibility from a design standpoint if it is possible 

to install a multi-use structure for the boat ramp road.  

This was addressed in the wildlife sub group but not fully discussed 

during this meeting. The wildlife subgroup decided against this option 

for a variety of reasons.   

New Business 

1. WYDOT Design and Bridge recommendations needed to move forward 

a. Need decision on any additional structure locations 

It was recommended by the group to move forward with Wildlife 

Priority 1 and 2.  

2. WYDOT Environmental Update (Cultural, Wetlands, Biological, NEPA 

document) - ​Map provided above.  

3. Next Stakeholder Meeting date – ​July 24, 2019 

 

Project Milestones​: 
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✓ Preliminary Plans issued - October 3, 2018 

✓ Stakeholder Meeting (#1) - December 18, 2018 

✓ Wildlife Subgroup Meeting (#1) - January 16, 2019 

✓ Stakeholder Meeting (#2) - January 29, 2019 

✓ First Public Meeting - February 21, 2019 

✓ Stakeholder Meeting (#3) - April 24, 2019 

✓ Wildlife Subgroup Meeting (#2)- April 25, 2019  

✓ Wildlife Subgroup Meeting (#3) June 11, 2019  

✓ Stakeholder Meeting (#4) - June 12, 2019 

✓ Transit Subgroup Meeting (#1) - June 12, 2019 

✓ Wildlife Subgroup Meeting (#4) - July 16, 2019 

❑ Stakeholder Group Meeting (#5) - July 24, 2019.  

❏ Need all Snake River Bridge recommendations by July 1, 2019 

❏ Need all Wildlife recommendations by September 1, 2019 

❏ Grading Plans - expected Nov 2019 

❏ Stakeholder Meeting - expected Nov/Dec 2019 

❏ Right-of-way/Engineering Plans - expected July 2020 

❏ Stakeholder Meeting - expected July/August 2020 

❏ Right-of-way/Engineering Plans - expected Oct 2020 

❏ Final Plans - expected April 2021 

❏ Project Letting late 2022 or early 2023 

❏ Construction Spring 2023 
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