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October 3, 2016 

Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission 

Teton County Courthouse 

150 Courthouse Drive - Room 107 

Driggs, ID   83422 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a non-profit serving Teton County, Teton Regional Land Trust continues to find ways to fulfill our mission 

of conserving working farms and ranches, fish and wildlife habitat, and scenic landscapes in Eastern Idaho for 

this and future generations. 

The Draft Code uses preservation as a zoning tool for mitigating development within subdivisions. Although 

we are supportive of any measure of preserving the important resources described within this letter, we feel it 

is necessary to explain the difference between rezoning an area as Preservation (PRS) and conservation 

easements. Because PRS is a county designation subject to the zoning ordinance, which can change over time, 

it is unclear how such a designation will achieve the requirement for permanent land protection in the Draft 

Code. It seems possible that lands dedicated as PRS could be converted to development in the future if the 

Code is later changed to remove PRS. 

Alternatively, conservation easements offer a way to permanently protect property, because they are legal 

instruments that encumber a property in perpetuity. A conservation easement is a voluntary, legal agreement 

between a landowner and the easement holder that limits certain uses of the land – like large scale subdivision 

– in order to conserve the natural and agricultural values of the land.

When considering whether to hold a conservation easement, TRLT evaluates each property for its 

conservation values to ensure it meets the IRS standards aimed at assuring that conservation easements serve 

the public good. Using conservation easements as an incentive for allowing development is problematic, and 

TRLT does not advocate for the requirement that landowners enter into conservation easements in exchange 

for meeting development requirements. Not all open spaces within any particular subdivision will meet the 

requirements for a conservation easement, or conserve important agricultural lands and wildlife habitat. 

Most importantly with density changes as presented in the Draft Code, there is potential that less land will be 

suitable for agricultural production or intact enough for our area’s wildlife, to qualify as land eligible for a 

conservation easement held by TRLT.  This could limit the conservation options for future landowners. 

Additionally, if Teton County determines that conservation easements are the appropriate tool, they may want 

to consider how and if the County would hold, monitor, and enforce the open space placed in a conservation 

easement. 

While we understand growth is inevitable and important to sustain our County’s economic growth, we work to 

protect our rural character and wildlife resources to support the high quality of life and a sustainable economy 

for future generations.  

As this Draft Code may directly impact the future success of our mission, we wanted to communicate these 

concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Joselin Matkins 

Executive Director 

Received 10-5-2016



October 5, 2016 
Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission 
Driggs, Idaho 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Firstly thank you all for your hard work on crafting the proposed new code for the 
County. After being on your side of the table I know first hand what a difficult job 
you had. As with all planning ideas there are always multiple view points which 
make the outcome even more complicated. I have some thoughts on the draft code 
and will try to keep them as brief as possible. 
 

 Some general comments: The code is a complicated document and would be 
better if it was simplified. For example reduce the number of land division 
possibilities. 
 

 Density: Giving bonus density for “doing the right thing” is a left over idea 
from the PUD days and is a bad idea. If the community wants to keep the 
rural parts of the county rural then zone it accordingly. For example make 
the base acreage 40 acres. If the development was clustered then allow 2 
building sites. That would keep the underlying density at 20acres and if the 
clustered sites were 3 acres each 34 acres of open space would be created or 
85%. 

 
 Allow an administrative land division of 100 acres or more. This is an 

arbitrary number but the concept is valid. The proposed parcel would need 
to have a minimum of 300 feet of road frontage on an approved county road. 
This would be a very easy process with no P&Z review, public 
meeting/hearing etc. Also this new parcel would not be eligible for any 
further divisions. Certainly this would maintain the rural feel and allow large 
landowners an easy method of land division. 

 
 Eliminate one time lot splits. This has been an abused method of land 

divisions for a long time.  
 

 There should not be 10 acre density allowed no matter what mitigation 
measures are required. That is not rural in feel. Remember that a while back 
a proposal for a subdivision was suggested in the north west part of the 
valley. Because of the size of the development acreage (over 6,000 acres) a 
development the size of Driggs would have been created. No matter how 
much open space would have been created that part of the county certainly 
would not have maintained it rural feeling. 

 
 Who comprises the DRC? How many members? Why are minutes not 

required? 
 



 Wildlife13.3.8 There needs to be more than the use of the vegetation layer to 
protect the county’s wildlife. It seems prudent to ask IF&G to help craft a 
comprehensive wildlife management plan. Also does IDF&G have the 
capacity to review the subdivisions as described in the code? The county 
should create a list of environmental consultants that are trusted to produce 
unbiased reports. An applicant should pick from the list and pay for the 
studies that need to be done.  

 
 Article 10: agricultural uses: eliminate commercial feed lots. Why would 

Teton County want the possibility of a feed lot coming into the valley with all 
the problems that it would create? 

 
 
In closing my main points are keep the rural parts of the county rural. An 
underlying density of 10 acres will not do that. Make a stronger wildlife 
protection section with specifics from IF&G. Allow a by right land division 
process if the created parcel is large enough to maintain a rural feel. 
Eliminate one time only lot splits. Thank you again for your hard work and 
effort in rewriting the code. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sandy Mason 
Tetonia, ID  
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Kristin Rader

From: Teton Valley Code <info@tetonvalleycode.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 3:20 PM
To: Kristin Owen
Subject: Teton Valley Code Comment Form Submission

Message from Teton Valley Code Comment Form 
--- 

Name: Gini Van Siclen  

Email:  

Phone:  

Which Jurisdiction?: kowen@co.teton.id.us 

Type of Comment?: Code 

Chapter: None 

Comments: 
My understanding is that the Code is derived from the Comprehensive Plan, i.e., the Comprehensive Plan 
established the requirements for the Code. Exceptions to the code can be made for public safety, health, and 
welfare as stated in Code Article 11.3.4 

When I look at the Code, I do not see any citations to the associated Comprehensive Plan 
requirement(s)/guidance. In engineering and project work, it is standard practice to map the requirements to the 
detailed design and implementation. I expected to see such a mapping from the Comprehensive Plan to the 
Code. Is there a document showing this mapping? I don't see how anyone, professional, county commissioner, 
or citizen like me, can review the Code without such a mapping. Certainly I don't see how the Commissioners 
can approve it! 

I appreciate the work of the P&Z and all those who participated in the Comprehensive Plan creation. I also 
appreciate our Commissioners. I know folks have put a ton of work in! 

At the same time, the work is not complete without documented verification that it implements the 
Comprehensive Plan, and so I believe the Code cannot and should not be approved at this stage. 

Gini Van Siclen 
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Kristin Rader

From: Teton Valley Code <info@tetonvalleycode.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 11:15 AM
To: Kristin Owen
Subject: Teton Valley Code Comment Form Submission

Message from Teton Valley Code Comment Form 
--- 

Name: Ron Prevost  

Email:  

Phone:  

Which Jurisdiction?: kowen@co.teton.id.us 

Type of Comment?: Code 

Chapter: Chapter 13 

Comments: 
Thanks to all for the efforts to put these Codes together, I know it is a difficult task. 

My comments are as follows: 
1) Slow the process down as all public comments suggest. 
2) The NP study requirement, to protect groundwater, is a step in the right direction but overlooks the reality 
that existing platted lots may exceeded the capacity to assimilate waste. As an Environmental Engineer working 
in the Valley on NP studies it has recently become apparent to me that if all currently platted lots are developed 
with traditional septic systems, the Nitrate MCLs in Valley groundwater will most likely will be exceeded. 
There is already evidence that this is happening. In the Teton view corridor north of Driggs, where many of the 
platted lots have been developed, voluntary nitrate tests show a disturbing trend. Many of these tests show 
elevated N levels. At a minimum, the NP Analysis requirement should be mandatory for any proposed 
subdivision. Ideally, if potential Nitrate overloading can be scientifically corroborated, a provision could be 
included that all future development using septic systems be required to have advanced Nitrate reduction 
processes included. This is not a terribly expensive addition to a traditional system. This should be considered 
an existential threat to the Teton Valley community as a whole because if we pollute our primary water 
resource, we can not easily get it back. 
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Kristin Rader

From: T Sperber 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 1:50 AM
To: Kristin Owen; PZ
Subject: Draft code comments

Dear Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission, 
  
As a fourth generation southeast Idahoan and a citizen of Teton County for the last 10 years, I greatly appreciate efforts to promote a 
healthy economy while protecting the cultural heritage and natural resources in our amazing landscape.  I also appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the 2016 Teton County draft code.  However, I am concerned about the short amount of time County 
citizens have to review, assimilate, and develop meaningful comments on the over 400 page document.  In addition, I am concerned 
about potential impacts to wildlife . 
  
One of the greatest resources Teton County has is its wildlife.  The replacement of the Natural Resource Overlay with the "Wildlife 
Habitat Protection Map" (13.3.8) does not provide adequate protection to natural resources or wildlife habitat in Teton County.  The 
Wildlife Habitat Protection Map was not developed for the purpose of making land use decisions.  The map does not include the entire 
county, both the northern and southern portions of the County are missing.  How will the County address lands in these omitted 
areas?  The use of this map also ignores the importance of rural agricultural lands to wildlife.  Several of the Indicator Species listed in 
the code rely on open space and agricultural lands in Teton County during some part of the year.  Elk use these open areas to 
transition between summer and winter habitats.  Trumpeter swans wintering in Teton County forage and rest in farm fields and 
pastures.  Sandhill cranes depend on grain fields and pasture land to build up their reserves for their long migration south and once 
again when they return in the spring.  Using the Wildlife Habitat Protection Map significantly decreases the protection of natural 
resources and wildlife habitat in Teton County.  I strongly encourage the use of an updated Natural Resource Overlay map while 
recognizing that although this map was based on empirical data and input from knowledgeable biologists in the region, the boundaries 
of the mapped areas are not hard and fast.  The County should retain the authority to require wildlife habitat assessments outside of 
areas mapped as wildlife habitat. 
  
I am also concerned about the density threshold for requiring a wildlife habitat assessment in areas mapped as rural 
residential/agriculture.  The acreage threshold should be much higher (the density threshold should be lower) in order for the County to 
fulfill its intent is to maintain the long term viability of habitat (13.3.8.D).  The density of a development is often secondary to the 
configuration of the development in terms of impacts to wildlife and sensitive areas.  Requiring a wildlife habitat assessment at a lower 
density threshold would enable the County to make more informed decisions regarding the impacts of the development on wildlife 
resources and help minimize the 'death by a thousand cuts' wildlife are subject to as our region continues to grow.    
  
Riparian corridors support a highly diverse suite of wildlife species, protect water quality, attenuate flood waters, and stabilize 
streambanks. I applaud the increases in setbacks from rivers and streams in the draft code (Riparian Buffers 13.3.1).  However, the 
riparian corridor associated with natural water bodies can differ greatly, including the width of the corridor.  To protect and maintain 
riparian buffers in the County, please consider requiring the greater of either the setbacks listed under 13.3.1.F or the edge of the 
riparian corridor for rivers and streams. 
  
Thank you the amount of time and effort you have put into developing the draft code.  Given the enormity and complexity of the 
document, I urge you to consider giving the public more time to review and comment.  In the words of John Wooden, "if you don't have 
time to do it right, when will you have time to do it over?" 
  
Respectfully, 
 
Tamara Sperber 
Victor, ID   
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sustaining.  We have an opportunity now to capture our Comp Plan’s 
vision.  Please address this issue in the code with realistic and meaningful 
incentives, requirements and consequences. 
 
3. Protection of wildlife is a passion that many of us share in this valley.  I do 
not believe that this topic is effectively addressed by the draft code.  I also 
question the ability of Fish and Game to be able to handle the screening of every 
pertinent application.  It appears to me that this draft provides a more vague 
definition of wildlife habitat than what currently exists and seems to have 
removed overlays.  I request that you get more specific, use and update existing 
overlays and don’t depend solely on plant communities to define wildlife 
corridors.  As the county expands, I feel it is incumbent upon us all to adhere to 
carefully crafted protections of one of our greatest resources.  Get bold with your 
oversight of wildlife.  Please don’t avoid it! 

 
     Thanks for your continued work and consideration. 
 
     Kind regards, 
 
     Linda Unland 
     
 
      
     Driggs, ID  83422 
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Kristin Rader

From: Teton Valley Code <info@tetonvalleycode.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 9:36 AM
To: Kristin Owen
Subject: Teton Valley Code Comment Form Submission

Message from Teton Valley Code Comment Form 
--- 

Name: Richard Berg  

Email:  

Phone:  

Which Jurisdiction?: kowen@co.teton.id.us 

Type of Comment?: Code 

Chapter: Chapter 3 

Comments: 
The proposed code needs to do a better job of protecting open space. Yes, there are nice open space rules, but 
one place that the code falls down on is the open space configuration rule. See 3.7.4. It states that the open 
space must be "contiguous" which is nice, but doesn't keep a developer from proposing a "un-clustered" 
development where say 4 or 8 home sites are spread over an 80 acre development with an additional open space 
lot which is contiguous (as required by 3.7.4) yet snake-like it its shape weaving around the 4 or 8 residential 
lots. To keep the home sites clustered together as much as reasonably possible, this rule should also require that 
the residential lots with home sites be clustered together as much as reasonably possible. One way of possibly 
doing this would be to require that the "configuration of the open space be constrained to minimize (to the 
extent reasonably possible) its contacts with other permitted lots in a subdivision". That would force the 
grouping the other lots (presumptively all residential lots) together. 



1

Kristin Rader

From: Teton Valley Code <info@tetonvalleycode.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 9:17 AM
To: Kristin Owen
Subject: Teton Valley Code Comment Form Submission

Message from Teton Valley Code Comment Form 
--- 

Name: Richard Berg  

Email:  

Phone:

Which Jurisdiction?: kowen@co.teton.id.us 

Type of Comment?: Code, Zoning Map 

Chapter: Chapter 3 

Comments: 
The comprehensive plan calls for a "Mixed Agriculture/Rural Neighborhood" zone immediately south and to 
the east of the Driggs Area of Impact. The proposed code fails to implement this zone. 

Suggestions:  

1. Implement this zone ("Mixed Agriculture/Rural Neighborhood") as it is shown on the comprehensive plan 
maps. Assign A-10 zoning to it. 

2. Change the RA zone to A-20. The "Mixed Agriculture/Rural Neighborhood" is supposed to have higher 
density than RA and this change would support the work that you did on RA and also implement the 
comprehensive plan better. 

3. Keep (or apply) the open space rules (75% open space) for both RA and "Mixed Agriculture/Rural 
Neighborhood". 

This action would reduce the number of lots by about 2500 I would guess and thus make the proposed code 
come closer to the stated goal of the Comprehensive Plan Economic Development Committee that the potential 
lot supply in Teton County should be eliminated by 75% in order to stabilize the local real estate market. 




