
WYDOT   Jackson-Wilson   Snake   River   Bridge   Project  

Wildlife   Sub-Group   Meeting   #2   
 

25   April   2019   /   8   AM   -   12   PM   /   Teton   County   Public   Works   

ATTENDEES  
Nick   Hines   (Facilitator)  
Chris   Colligan   (Greater   Yellowstone   Coalition)  
Jack   Koehler   (Friends   of   Pathways)  
Amy   Ramage   (Teton   County)  
Ross   MacIntyre   (River   Hollow   HOA)  
Gary   Fralick   (Wyoming   Game   and   Fish)  
Doug   McWhirter   for    Aly   Courtemanch    (Wyoming   Game   and   Fish)  
Bob   Hammond   (Wyoming   Department   of   Transportation)  
 
 
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)  
Lee   Potter   (FHWA)  
John   Mobeck   (Jackson   Hole   Wildlife   Foundation)  

AGENDA  

Old   Business  

1. Recap   of   Last   Meeting  

a. Target   Species   to   Cross  

Moose   was   identified   as   the   target   species,   due   to   the   size   of  

crossings   recommended   and   then   would   allow   other   wildlife   to   use.  

b. Teton   County   Wildlife   Crossing   Master   Plan  

It   was   agreed   that   as   a   subgroup   we   would   try   to   follow   the  

recommendations   in   the   Wildlife   Crossing   Plan.  

Wildlife   Sub-group   Recommendations   and   Updates:  

1. Provided   Spreadsheet   and   Crossing   locations   to   Stakeholder   Group  



The   group   discussed   four   priority   options   and   pros   and   cons.   There   is  

agreement   that   a   shared   use   option   would   be   most   cost-effective   option  

for   this   project.   The   Greater   Yellowstone   Coalition   (GYC)   recommended  

that   dimensions   need   to   be   a   minimum   of   15   feet   in   height   and   40   feet  

long,   even   though   moose   prefer   overpasses   above   underpasses.   GYC   brought  

up   that   this   project   location   has   critical   moose   habitat   (most   critical  

habitat   in   Teton   County).   This   site   is   the   highest   priority   for   wildlife  

crossings   in   Teton   County.   WGFD   discussed   how   historic   moose   populations  

were    800-1,000   animals   and   is   currently   down   to   250-350   animals.   GYC  

mentioned   the   average   cost   of   a   moose   collision   is   $44,500.   

The   following   recommendations   were   made:  

● Fencing   limits   determined,   identified   below   under   New   Business.   

● Priority   1   -   WY   22   -   between   22/390   intersection   and   Snake   River.   This  

location   remains   the   groups   highest   priority   option.   They   are   not  

willing   to   make   this   a   multi-use   structure   at   this   location.   Therefore  

they   have   eliminated   the   extension   of   the   Snake   River   Bridge   on   the   west  

side   of   the   river.   Preference   is   for   the   largest   (width   and   height)  

structure   that   this   location   will   accommodate.    The   groups   preference   is  

to   put   in   an   arched   culvert   or   possibly   a   simple   span   bridge.   They   want  

it   to   be   a   separate   structure.   Want   to   keep   it   as   narrow   in   length   as  

possible   to   save   on   cost   and   improve   openness   ratio.   Shortening   the  

structure   could   possibly   put   it   in   the   highway   clear   zone   (area   for  

vehicles   to   recover   if   they   run   off   the   road)   and   would   likely   require  

the   addition   of   more   guardrail.   They   also   wanted   the   structure   to  

optimize   hydrology,   access   for   turn   lanes,   and   structure   height   (15’  

prefered).  

● Priority   2   -   East   of   Snake   River   Bridge   -   The   group   recommends   that   we  

extend   the   Snake   River   Bridge   on   the   east   end   to   accommodate   wildlife  

crossing.   

● Priority   3   -   WY   22   crossing   structure   West   of   WY   390   /   WY   22  

intersection   -   The   County   plans   on   putting   in   a   pathway   underpass   at  

this   location.   The   group   recommends   a   multi-use   structure   to   accommodate  

pedestrians   and   wildlife.   The   optimal   size   discussed   was   a   12’x20’  

precast   box.    At   this   time   crossing   under   Hwy   22   is   not   part   of   this  

project.   If   the   County   decides   to   fund   this   box,   they   could   enter   into  



an   agreement   with   WYDOT   to   have   it   constructed   concurrently   with   this  

project.    

● Priority   4   -   Wy   390   Crossing   -   It   was   recommended   to   look   at   a   multi-use  

crossing,   that   would   be   used   for   wildlife,   pedestrians   and   vehicular  

access   to   the   boat   ramp.   If   this   multi-use   structure   is   completed   then  

the   existing   pedestrian   underpass   on   WY390   would   be   removed   and   the  

pathway   realigned   to   the   new   location   for   crossing   under   WY390.   WYDOT  

will   evaluate   the   additional   cost   and   provide   it   to   the   group.   If   this  

option   moves   forward   it   will   be   the   responsibility   of   the   County   to   fund  

this   new   structure   and   additional   incurred   costs   to   the   project.   At   this  

time   crossing   under   Hwy   390   is   not   part   of   this   project.   If   the   County  

decides   to   fund   this   multi-use   structure,   they   could   enter   into   an  

agreement   with   WYDOT   to   have   it   constructed   concurrently   with   this  

project.   If   a   new   crossing   is   not   pursued,   at   a   minimum   the   current  

pathway   crossing   will   be   kept   open   with   the   addition   of   fencing   to   keep  

wildlife   off   the   highway,   but   allow   wildlife   to   use   the   pedestrian  

crossing.    

● The   group   recommend   improving   access   under   the   West   side   of   the   bridge  

to   facilitate   pedestrian   passage   under   the   bridge   who   walk   on   the   levee  

south   of   the   bridge.   

New   Business  

1. Maps   of   Wildlife   Vehicle   Collisions   (WVC)   -   were   presented   and   reviewed.  

2. Fencing   lengths   -   Teton   County   Wildlife   plan   recommends   minimum   of   3  

miles   of   fencing   from   wildlife   structures.  

The   group   agreed   that   wildlife   fencing   was   critical   to   the   success   of  

the   wildlife   crossings.   The   stakeholder   group   determined   that   the  

fencing   should   run   north   on   WY   390   to   approximately   RM   0.4   (at   Raven  

Haven   Rd).   Fencing   will   run   East   along   WY   22   to   approx   RM   3.3   (near   the  

guardrail   and   near   the   irrigation   ditch).    This   will   allow   a   straight  

area   with   good   sight   distances   for   the   wildlife   to   cross.    Wildlife  

fencing   would   run   West   on   WY   22   to   approx.   RM   4.9   (near   Wenzel   Lane).  

The   fencing   will   run   along   the   ROW   easement,   with   exceptions   for   pathway  

or   environmental   concerns.   There   was   discussion   about    fencing   around  

Stilson.   The   group   felt   that   would   prohibit   the   use   of   tree   habitat   in  

the   southeast   corner   of   the   Stilson   area.  



 

 

Alternatives   to   fencing?  

Fencing   is   the   most   cost-effective   approach.     It   was   recommended   to  

use   the   8’   woven   wire   fence.   Disadvantages   of   buck   and   rail   were  

discussed   and   it   was   determined   to   be   not   as   effective.   

3. Fencing   End   Treatments  

a. Colorado   Examples  

Briefly   showed     fence   end   treatments   utilized   by   CDOT.  

Electromagnetic   endmats   were   discussed.   Some   of   the   disadvantages  

were   discussed   and   overall   it   did   not   seem   to   be   effective   for  

this   area   and   will   not   be   incorporated   in   the   design.   Lighting   and  

signing   could   be   incorporated   into   the   design.  

4. “Wildlife   Things   to   Consider”   handout  

Brief   discussion   on   the   above   handout.   

WYDOT   requested   clarification   on   what   we   are   trying   to  

accomplish.   Riparian   corridor   connectivity   is   needed   between  

north   and   south   areas   of   habitat.   Crashes   need   to   be  

minimized,   and   the   moose   herds   need   to   be   preserved.   Per  

WGFD,   fencing   is   problematic;   however,   it   is   a   necessary  

component.   The   focus   should   be   on   extending   the   bridge   to  

encourage   moose   to   use   the   river   corridor.   The   river  

corridor   (east   of   Hwy   390)   will   stay   intact   longer   than   the  

area   west   of   Hwy   390,   which   has   been   and   will   continue   to   be  

more   prone   to   development   and   encroachment.    

Preserving   river   riparian   corridor   should   be   a   need   of   the  

project.   Community   may   need   to   make   sacrifices.   Ex:   restrict  

use   from   December   through   April   annually.   WYDOT   recommended  

fencing   around   Stilson.   The   rest   of   the   group   felt   that  

would   prohibit   the   use   of   tree   habitat.   Length   and   location  

of   fencing   was   discussed   and   described   above.  



WYDOT   pointed   out   the   size   of   entire   riparian   corridor   in  

comparison   with   the   small   project   area.   How   critical   is   it  

to   include   underpasses   on   this   project?   

 

● Pathway   at   Emily’s   Pond   Fencing   around   pathway?  

Fencing   will   be   located   on   right-of-way   line   as   much   as   possible  

(may   have   to   jog   around   pathway,   etc.).   The   group   would   like   to  

move   the   pathway   in   line   with   Emily   Steven’s   Road   and   put   fencing  

parallel   with   the   highway.   Discussions   need   to   take   place   between  

the   County   and   landowner   (conservation   trust)   on   whether   the  

pathway   can   be   moved.   

 

 

Project   Milestones :  

✓ 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  

❏ Stakeholder   Meeting   (#4)   -   scheduled   June   12,   2019  

❏ Wildlife   Subgroup   Meeting   (#3)   -   scheduled   June   11,   2019  

❏ Need   all   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  



 



 



 



 



 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 


