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October 22, 2013 
 
Teton County Board of County Commissioners 
150 Courthouse Drive 
Driggs, Idaho 83422 
 
RE: Comments on the River Rim submittals for the October 28, 2013 hearing. 

Dear Commissioners: 

With over 150 property owners, 5,400 acres of land, and millions of dollars in partially 
completed infrastructure, there is no doubt that River Rim is a Gordian Knot. It is exactly 
the type of problem that the Teton County Replatting Ordinance (Chapter 7) was 
intended to solve. For over three years, we have attended all of the public hearings and 
work meetings on this incredibly complicated re-plat proposal. I can say with total 
confidence that there are many hard fought, very positive attributes to this replat proposal 
that we encourage this Board to uphold: 

1. Significant reductions in housing densities and increases in open space. 

2. An expedited schedule to re-vegetate the golf course by December 31, 2014. 

3. Large reductions in road mileage throughout the development. 

4. A requirement that all future phase owners sign the Development Agreement to 
ensure that the originally promised open space will be preserved.  

5. Updating the letter of credit to 125% to ensure incomplete infrastructure will be 
finished.  

However, for the sake of reducing risk and uncertainty for current property owners, 
future property owners, Teton County, and the community at large, we have two 
additional comments: 

a. Revegetation of golf course should be a pre-requisite in the Development 
Agreement: In order to avoid abandonment of the golf course in its present 
state, revegetation of the golf course by the mutually accepted December 31, 
2014 deadline should be included in the Development Agreement as a 
prerequisite to being able to develop any later phases.  

b. Identify incidental uses by scenario and carefully define them:  There are 
two potential scenarios for River Rim: a golf course development, or a parkway 
development.  Each scenario creates a different set of incidental uses.  (For 
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example, there is no need for a pro-shop if River Rim becomes a parkway 
development.)  In order to ensure that all incidental uses are truly “incidental, 
necessary, or desirable and appropriate with respect to the primary purpose of 
the PUD”1 that is someday built, all incidental uses should be identified and 
very carefully defined under either scenario.  (i.e. What uses are allowed if the 
golf course is completed and what uses are allowed if the park is constructed 
instead?) 

We at VARD heartily appreciate the ongoing effort of this re-plat negotiation. It appears 
that many of the conditions proposed in this re-plat are consistent with the requirements 
of Chapter 7 and create a workable solution to what is an incredibly complicated problem.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Stacey Frisk 
Executive Director 
Valley Advocates for Responsible Development 
 

CC/: Mr. Robert Ablondi, Kathy Spitzer	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  T.C.C.	  9-‐7-‐5-‐A	  (2005,	  2006).	  


