




































October 1, 2016 

Dear Planning and Zoning Commission, 

Thank you for the many hours of diligent work that you have put into this draft land code.   
It is obvious that you have tried hard to reach compromises that will satisfy a wide range of 
community members, which is a laudable goal. 
 
I am conflicted about the timeline currently proposed for the adoption of the new land 
code.  On the one hand, it is a very long and complicated document, so it is an 
overwhelming task to provide thorough comments with only a few weeks to study it.  On 
the other hand, it has now been more than four years since our county adopted a new 
Comprehensive Plan, and during that time we have not had a code that matches that plan, 
even though the current code says that one of the criteria for making a decision is that the 
proposal must comply with the Comp Plan.  This lack of coordination between our code and 
our comp plan creates some real dilemmas for decision makers and violates State Statute. 
 
Development is picking up in our county, reinforcing the need for a good land use code that 
matches our Comprehensive Plan.  In particular, the draft code does away with Planned 
Unit Developments, and I, along with many others in our community, would hate to see 
more developments being approved under the PUD provision, which has contributed 
greatly to increased density in rural areas far from services, as well as to zombie 
subdivisions. 
 
All things considered, I think it is time to move this draft code forward to the Board of 
County Commissioners without further delay, along with your recommendations for 
changes based on public comment.   
 
 
There are many things I like about this draft code, such as the 3 agricultural districts with 
their unique descriptions and unique requirements for priority open space; moving 
sensitive A-2.5 lands into one of the new Ag districts; the requirement of open space in 
order to maximize density in most situations; the elimination of the PUD; 2.5-acre lots no 
longer allowed without significant open space; simplified options for land splits; specific 
regulations for development within the Scenic Corridor. 
 
However, there are aspects of the draft code that I think could be improved. 
 
Here are my recommendations: 
 
1.  Have this draft code reviewed by a professional planning firm or consultant not affiliated 
with Teton County as soon as possible, so that the public can study those recommendations 
before the next public hearing. 
 
2. Reduce the maximum density in the 3 rural districts to 1 lot per 15 acres, rather than 1 
lot per 10 acres, keeping the same requirements for open space as now proposed, since 
preserving our agricultural character is a key component of the Comp Plan. 



 
 
This is still lenient compared to the current 20-acre zoning but would further reduce the 
potential number of building lots in the county compared to this draft.  The additional 
17,000 new lots allowed under the draft code, in combination with the currently platted 
lots (including 7000 vacant ones), would destroy our county’s agricultural character and 
would result in a more urban community than residents want. 
 
3.  Do away with the One Time Only Land Split, which is no longer needed because of the 
new option of Land Divisions.  Furthermore, hasn’t all the land in Teton Valley already been 
split at some point?  We live on a 10-acre parcel that is not part of a subdivision, yet clearly 
the land in our area has been subdivided.  If you retain the fuzzy option for a One Time Only 
Land Split, please limit that option to larger parcels, perhaps 40 or more acres, since 14.5.8 
states that the purpose is to provide for division of a large parcel.  
 
4.  Allow Land Divisions only in the RA, LA and FH zones, and not the ARN, since the stated 
purpose is to more easily divide large parcels (whereas the ARN zone allows 3.75 acre 
zoning without open space).  Allow no more than 2 new parcels to be created for a total of 3 
parcels (rather than the 4 proposed in the draft).  Those wanting to create more parcels 
could use the Short Plat option, which is another simplified development option. 
 
5.  Retain and strengthen the Wildlife Habitat (or Natural Resource) Overlay, with a 
provision to update that overlay with new data.  The Comp Plan clearly and repeatedly calls 
for protection of our county’s natural resources, yet the draft code does not provide 
sufficient protection for wildlife habitat and other natural resources. 
 
6. Add a provision to the Scenic Corridor section for a scenic vista inventory to be 
incorporated later, so that views other than those along the highways and Ski Hill Road can 
be protected in the future, as envisioned in the Comp Plan. 
 
7.  Strengthen the Administrative Section so that decisions are not subjective and are not 
dependent on the opinion of a current planning administrator. 
 
8.  Add a section to address “zombie” subdivisions. 
 
Thank you for considering my ideas. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alice Stevenson 

 
Victor, ID  83455 



October 3, 2016 

 

Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission 

150 Courthouse Drive 

Driggs, Idaho 83422 

 

Re: Wildlife Comments Regarding the Proposed Land Use Development Code 

 

Dear Planning and Zoning Commissioners: 

 

I am writing to offer broad comments concerning the proposed Land Use Development Code 

(Code).  First off I commend you for taking up this issue and applaud your focus on expediency; 

however I am very concerned about the timeline and opportunity for meaningful public 

comment. 

 

My focus at this stage is purely on Wildlife.   I was one of the main contributors to wildlife 

provisions contained in the existing code and know full well the challenges with striking balance 

between safeguarding wildlife, respecting private property and cost to the developer.   

Remember that wildlife is the property of all citizens and also a major economic and quality of 

life driver. 

 

Without going into specifics the following are my major concerns with the plan as drafted: 

 

• The proposed Wildlife Habitat Protection Map is weak and is being used out of context.  

This map was never produced for this purpose.  Although plant community composition 

and structure are important elements of habitat they are not the only elements.  The 

existing Wildlife Habitat Overlay Map was constructed using the best science and 

professional judgment available and a much stronger tool.  A weakness is that it has not 

been updated.  I recommend keeping the existing map but adding a mechanism for 

mandatory periodic updates. 

• Focus on a 25 acre density trigger to exempt Wildlife Habitat Assessment is ill 

conceived.   Unless the trigger is very high (>100 ac.) Development location and 

configuration not development density are far more important and scientifically valid 

predictors of wildlife impacts and protection measures.  Even at very low development 

densities there are some places needing special attention to protect wildlife values. 

• Administratively I am concerned about the burdens being placed on Idaho Department of 

Fish and Game (IDFG).  Teton County needs to invest in staff natural resource 

professionals or certified subcontractors to alleviate some of this burden.  IDFG is an 

extremely valuable partner and should always be given the opportunity to comment but 

they are also overwhelmed with other responsibilities.  I am sensitive to stringing 



developers along waiting for comment but also worry about the provision “If comments 

are not received within 45 days, it will be judged that there are no IDFG comments on the 

application. 

 

In closing I urge you to slow down and get it right rather than get it done.  In my opinion the 

proposed Code weakens wildlife protections rather than strengthens them, which I don’t think is 

your intent and certainly not the intent of the majority of our residents who favor stronger 

protections for fish and wildlife. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Jeffrey Klausmann, Wildlife Professional 




