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Under Canvas is looking forward to continuing to discuss our company and what the plans are for the proposed 
campsite development. There are many people that love to travel and explore the outdoors; however, they do not 
have access to these areas, have the equipment to go camping, nor understand how to be safe in the wilderness. 
Under Canvas’s mission is to inspire connection with extraordinary places, people and the planet by enhancing 
access to the outdoors, which is very similar to the services Wylie Camping Company offered 
https://geyserbob.org/camp-wylie.html  in Yellowstone National Park and other National Parks in the late 1800's.   

We have been successful working toward our mission with seven existing locations in Moab, Grand Canyon, Zion, 
Glacier, Smoky Mountains, West Yellowstone, and Mount Rushmore. Like the proposed location in Teton County, 
these camps back up to BLM, National Forest Land and wildlife habitat. The locations and design of the camps have 
allowed Under Canvas to establish itself in the outdoor industry by offering communities and guest campers the 
following benefits: 

• Sustainable and alternative low impact development through minimal disturbance to the land 
 

• Protecting the outdoors through open space preservation and land management practices 
 

• Connection to the outdoors for travelers and local outdoor education programs 
 

• Community Partnerships with local non-profits 
 

• Positive economic impact through job creation and partnering with local businesses  

The Under Canvas mission and efforts to standby our word are further emphasized by our partnership with the 
United States Department of the Interior National Park Service and Joshua Tree National Park (Exhibit 1) as well as 
offering our camp in Glacier to charitable camps during the months of May and June. 

The project we are proposing is for up to 90 tents on approximately 92 acres. The site is designed to allow Under 
Canvas to practice low impact development by clustering the tents, using the natural landscape as both a buffer and 
screening from surrounding properties (per County Code), dirt walking paths between tents, minimal vegetation 
clearance around tent platforms and other structures, limited electric power to tents and water conservation efforts. 
The site design promotes the protection of the outdoors through open space preservation, land management 
practices and a mitigation plan. Under Canvas intends to bring something good to the community that benefits locals 
and the tourists visiting Teton Valley by educating them and exposing people to Teton Valley’s agricultural heritage, 
the value of wildlife and how the two are mutually supportive. The Natural Resource study created by Biota outlines 
how Under Canvas plans to manage approximately 40 acres of open space as well as the work to improve the 
habitat for wildlife in the area by planting native trees, shrubs, and grasses as well as weed control. This plan is 
similar to the habitat improvement efforts of the Teton Creek Corridor project and the proposed pathway 
https://www.tetoncreekcorridor.org/agriculture in Driggs. The Idaho Fish & Game have reviewed the proposed site 
plan and Natural Resource Study. Their letter submitted to the County compliments the completeness of the proposal 
and the efforts made to minimize the impact to the wilderness by not allowing dogs, clustering the development (75% 
open space designation), outdoor education signs and closing down the camp during the winter months in concert 
with winter closures on nearby National Forest lands to protect wintering wildlife, including elk and deer, when they 
are most vulnerable. For more information and clarity on the Natural Resource Study, Biota has provided additional 
comments to public comment letters and the letter from Idaho Fish & Game in the attached document titled Exhibit 2.  

  

https://geyserbob.org/camp-wylie.html
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The history of Old Jackson Highway and local concerns of pedestrian safety is understandable as well as the local 
workforce commuter traffic on HWY 33. The traffic study analyzed the intersection of Old Jackson HWY and Moose 
Creek RD as well as the intersection of Old Jackson HWY Access and HWY 33. Idaho Transportation Department 
(ITD) has a continuous counting station on HWY 33 at mile post 152.43, approximately 0.7 miles north of Old 
Jackson HWY connector and HWY 33 intersection. Based on these counts, the peak hours for through traffic are 7-
8am and 5-6pm. A summary of the July 2019 count data used is included in Appendix D-4 of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis. As the peak hour through traffic volumes were taken from the IDT website for July 2019, there is no need to 
seasonally adjust them; however, we did apply a seasonal adjustment to the Harmony Engineering supplemental 
counts that were conducted in November using a seasonal adjustment factor of 1.99, calculated from HWY 33 
monthly count data for the past 6 years (2013-2018) available on the ITD website. The Traffic Impact Analysis and 
ITD indicate there are no major impacts from our campsite to Old Jackson HWY or HWY 33. However, we look 
forward to discussing how we can help resolve some of the existing issues and safety concerns impacting this area 
as the recreational access continues to grow in popularity. We have had meetings with Trails and Pathways to better 
understand their goals for this area and we will continue to be an active listener for the community and its leaders to 
help improve safety in this area. For more information on the Traffic Impact Analysis and response to public 
comments, please reference Exhibit 3.  

Under Canvas strongly believes in being a community partner. There are many ways to have a positive impact on a 
community through job creation, tourism, supporting educational programs and becoming involved in local non-
profits. Over the course of the last couple months, we have had informative conversations with community leaders 
and learned about the Tin Cup Challenge, education programs that are working to improve the agricultural and 
ranching heritage of the Teton Valley as well as other non-profits working to help improve the community organically. 
These conversations will continue to take place during our approval process as we work to understand the feasibility 
and opportunities to support the programs on site and off site. Furthermore, we understand that like most tourism 
business, we are a seasonal operation. Therefore, we pay for our employee housing so they can focus on their 
professional life and find ways to be part of the local community.  Once complete the camp will employee 
approximately 30-40 staff members with 1-2 permanent full-time positions. 

We look forward to the opportunity to discuss our project and find ways to address and resolve any questions or 
concerns in hope of bringing a respected, successful, and long-term community partner and economic benefit to 
Teton Valley. 

 
 
Attachments:  
 

• Interior National Park Service and Joshua Tree National Park (Exhibit 1) 
• Biota Memo (Exhibit 2) 
• SET Engineering Response to Teton Under Canvas comments (Exhibit 3) 
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MEMO FROM 

Biota Research and Consulting, Inc. 

 

To: Mark Foster, Under Canvas 
From: Kent Werlin 
Date: January 30, 2020 
Re: Response To VARD/EcoConnect/IDFG Comments on the UC Natural Resources Analysis 

Biota Research and Consulting, Inc. (Biota) was requested by Under Canvas to provide a response to 
comments provided by Valley Advocates for Responsible Development (VARD), EcoConnect Consulting 
(Megan Smith), and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) regarding the Natural Resources 
Analysis (NRA) that Biota performed for the Under Canvas Teton Project. The comments/questions from 
these entities (blue text) and my responses (black text) are outlined below. 

VARD Comments 
We find that the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application is incomplete and requires a continuance. The 
needed information is as follows:  

1.) A revised Natural Resource Analysis, with the following information (for details, see the attached 
memo from Megan A. Smith of EcoConnect Consulting):  

a. Wildlife habitat movement; and  
b. Impacts to natural vegetation and ecological function; and  
c. An alternatives analysis.  

1.) I do not believe that a revised NRA is needed. The NRA for the Under Canvas project addresses all 
NRA requirements outlined in the current Teton County Title 9 regulations. In fact, Idaho Fish and 
Game Regional Biologist, Jacob Gray, reviewed the NRA and commented that it included the most 
complete and honest assessment of wildlife habitat associated with a proposed project in Teton County 
that he had reviewed. Responses to VARD’s specific bullet points are provided below. 

a.) Based on my review of VARD’s comments in their entirety, I assume that bullet point ‘a’ above 
is referring to a need for more information regarding wildlife movement through the project area 
and not ‘wildlife habitat movement’. Wildlife movement (i.e., movement of indicator species) is 
discussed in the NRA to the extent that information is available for the project area. A multi-year 
GPS-based tracking study is the gold standard for investigating ungulate movement patterns. 
Project-specific tracking studies, however, are beyond the scope of what is required for NRA 
studies in Teton County.  

To investigate wildlife movement patterns, Biota performed field investigations and consulted 
with IDFG regarding any existing data or knowledge of wildlife use/movement in and around the 
project area. IDFG confirmed that the only elk or mule deer tracking studies or data they are aware 
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of in the vicinity of the project area are two current GPS-based tracking studies they are working 
on. One study is in partnership with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and University of 
California Davis and is investigating the movements and migration patterns of the Targhee Elk 
Heard, including elk use of the habitat east of Victor. This study was initiated in 2017, and two out 
of the six elk collared east of Victor were struck and killed by vehicles on Hwy 33 in summer 
2018. The study is ongoing, and data have yet to be analyzed and summarized. According to IDFG, 
preliminary data from the elk collared east of Victor indicate that elk overwinter in the mountain 
shrublands east of Victor in some winters and migrate to areas with less snow (e.g., Swan Valley) 
in some winters. 

The second study is in partnership with Grand Teton National Park and is focused on mule deer 
movement through Teton Canyon. This study is part of a larger GPS-tracking study initiated by 
Grand Teton National Park in 2013 to investigate migration routes of mule deer that summer in 
the Park. Several collars have released from study subjects, and according to Josh Rydalch, IDFG 
Wildlife Biologist, IDFG hopes to install the released collars on several mule deer in the Game 
Creek and/or Moose Creek drainages this winter to get a better idea of movement and use of the 
habitat in the vicinity of these drainages east of Victor. Unfortunately, this mule deer ‘side study’ 
is currently unfunded and a low priority. The mule deer study is ongoing, and no data have been 
collected on deer in the vicinity of the Under Canvas project area to date.  

Per my consultation with IDFG, Jacob Gray indicated that he doesn’t believe there are sufficient 
manmade or natural barriers in the vicinity of the project area to create a bottleneck that funnels 
animals into a discrete, narrow movement corridor, and animals likely move through the area in a 
dispersed fashion. Field investigations performed for the NRA led Biota to the same conclusion.  

b.) Impacts to natural vegetation and ecological function resulting from development and operation 
of the Under Canvas camp are addressed in the NRA. 

c.) From Pages 7/8 of the VARD letter: 
At the very least, the applicant should prepare an alternatives analysis to present alternative site 
designs with the lowest possible level of habitat disturbance and lowest possible impact to 
surrounding properties. The Natural Resources Analyses and Wildlife Habitat Assessment 
regulations outlined in Title 9 do not require development alternatives analyses. 
More information about big game movements is also needed. This is addressed above. 
An alternatives analysis should also include the entire 22.2-acre area of disturbance, not just the 
3.5 acres of direct disturbance (for more information on our recommended areas of further study, 
see the attached memo from Megan Smith of Eco-Connect Consulting). The alternatives analysis 
should also include neighborhood compatibility. We note that avoiding wildlife impacts while 
simultaneously limiting neighborhood impacts could be very difficult - if not impossible - and may 
demonstrate the fundamental incompatibility of this use in this neighborhood. As mentioned 
above, there is no requirement for an alternatives analysis in the current Title 9 regulations. 
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Finally, we note that Idaho Fish & Game (IDFG) is customarily is given 45 days to review a 
Natural Resource Analysis. We understand that the Planning & Zoning Department sent the Teton 
County Planning & Zoning Commission January 3, 2019 analysis to IDFG on December 9, which 
means the IDFG review period has not closed. We recommend the P&Z continue the application 
until IDFG has been granted a complete review period. IDFG has provided formal comments.  

EcoConnect (Megan Smith) Comments 
In her memo to Shawn Hill, Ms. Smith states “While the information that Biota has included is accurately 
portrayed, I do have some suggestions for additional information and further analysis that Teton County, 
ID may want to pursue as a component of this application process. My suggestions fall within three areas 
of concern: (1) wildlife habitat and movement (2) impacts to natural vegetation and ecological function 
and (3) an alternatives analysis.” Ms. Smith clearly states that these are suggestions Teton County “may 
want to pursue”; however, it appears that VARD has interpreted these comments as suggesting that Biota’s 
NRA is incomplete and in need of revision (see VARD’s comments above). 

1.) Wildlife Habitat and Movement - Regarding this subject, Ms. Smith states “What is not clear is 
if the impacts from the proposed development will significantly alter these movement activities. It 
is without question that the habitat quality and quantity will be altered. Where precisely are the 
primary wildlife movement corridors through the property and would it be possible to locate the 
proposed development on the western portion of the project area where the big game habitat is 
“somewhat diminished” in its current state? Wildlife movement is addressed under the VARD 
comments section above. As Biota’s staff observed on the ground and IDFG confirmed, ungulate 
movement in and around the project area appears to be dispersed with no evidence of primary, 
discrete, movement corridors. Ungulate movement patterns may be altered as a result of the 
proposed development; however, existing development in the vicinity is relatively sparse and 
porous, and these animals are expected to adapt to the new development and associated use 
patterns. Efforts were made by the applicant to minimize impacts to indicator species and habitat, 
including looking at the possibility of locating all development in the meadow outside of indicator 
habitat. The applicant determined that they would not be able to meet project objectives if the 
development was located entirely in the meadow. Some impacts to indicator habitat were deemed 
necessary in order to meet project objectives. 
Additionally, do the proposed mitigation activities positively enhance the existing movement 
corridors or are these mitigation efforts meant to alter existing patterns? Proposed mitigation 
includes a suite of actions intended to enhance and protect ungulate habitat on the property. There 
is no intent to alter existing movement patterns by implementing these actions. As mentioned 
previously, the development and associated human use may alter wildlife use patterns, and the 
proposed actions are intended to help mitigate adverse habitat impacts. Upon review of the 
mitigation plan included in the NRA, IDFG stated that the proposed mitigation actions “are helpful 
to offset impacts of the proposed action.”  
It is unclear as to the philosophical intent of the “wildlife cover/viewshed screening” activities 
indicated on Exhibit 11 (Anderson Engineering) and exactly how these mitigation measures would 
benefit wildlife/ indicator species. As mentioned in the Mitigation Plan section of the NRA, the 
primary intent of the proposed “wildlife cover/viewshed screening” features as it relates to wildlife 
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habitat is to increase available cover and visual screening for ungulates as they move through the 
meadow and provide additional songbird habitat. These features will have a vegetation community 
that mimics the structure and function of the aspen/tall shrub habitat found in the eastern portion 
of the property, with quaking aspen in the overstory and a diversity of shrubs in the understory 
including serviceberry, chokecherry, snowberry, Wood’s rose, etc. A legacy of historic agricultural 
use on the property has left the meadow area relatively devoid of significant structure (e.g., trees 
and large shrubs) that can provide cover for ungulates and other wildlife. The proposed aspen/tall 
shrub habitat patches will provide a functional lift to the ecological value of the habitat in this 
portion of the property by creating potential thermal refuge, hiding cover, stopover habitat, visual 
screening, and foraging opportunities.  

2.) Impacts to Natural Vegetation and Ecological Function – Ms. Smith states “Biota reports that 
the 22.2 acres of possible disturbance is primarily contained within these indicator habitats with 
little additional disturbance located outside of the indicator habitats (Exhibit 10 by Anderson 
Engineering). This is an incorrect interpretation. More than 75% of the direct project impacts 
associated with the footprint of the development are located in non-indicator habitat. The impact 
analysis section of the NRA provides the following breakdown of vegetative covertype impacts. 
“Development of the Under Canvas camp will have both direct impacts via habitat loss and 
indirect impacts via increased human presence…The development will directly impact 
approximately 0.86 acres of mountain shrubland habitat, 0.04 acres of Douglas-fir/aspen habitat, 
and 2.64 acres of fallow agricultural meadow and recovering sagebrush habitat (Appendix 1-
Exhibit 10; Table 2).” 

 

Table 2.  Direct habitat impacts resulting from development of the proposed camp, Under Canvas  
project area, Teton County, Idaho. 

 Habitat Type Plant Association 
Impacts 

Acres Sq Ft 

Mountain Shrublands - Non-Mesic 
Tall Shrub 

Serviceberry-big sagebrush/Kentucky 
bluegrass (Serviceberry/Chokecherry) 0.08 3,558 

Mountain Shrublands - Non-Mesic 
Tall Shrub 

Serviceberry-big sagebrush/Kentucky 
bluegrass (Sagebrush/Bitterbrush) 0.02 738 

Mountain Shrublands - Non-Mesic 
Aspen/Tall Shrub 

Quaking aspen/serviceberry-mountain 
snowberry/mountain brome 0.76 33,148 

Mixed Species Forest  Douglas-Fir/aspen 0.04 1,660 

Agricultural Meadow/Sagebrush 
(recovering pasture)   1.56 68,104 

Agricultural Meadow (fallow, non-
irrigated)   1.08 46,960 

Totals   3.54 154,167 
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While the impact analysis was based on 3.54 acres of direct impacts, an additional quantification 
of the remaining 18.6 acres within the project area would be insightful. Direct impacts to the 
remaining 18.6 acres within the project area were not addressed because these areas either will not 
be disturbed or will be revegetated back to the original covertype upon completion of construction. 
Except for the relatively small area of defensible space around tents, vegetation in these areas will 
remain unmanicured and will be maintained in a natural state. Indirect impacts (i.e., human 
presence/use) associated with these areas were accounted for in the impact analysis. 
What is not included in the current impact analysis are changes to surrounding vegetation and 
ecological function based on both vegetation alterations (clearing/ removal) from Wildlife Urban 
Interface regulations and/ or human disturbance.” Impacts associated with direct and indirect 
human disturbance are accounted for in the impact analysis presented in the NRA. Except for 
maintaining defensible space around camp structures, no vegetation alteration other than that 
within the footprint of the development (e.g., under tents) is expected. In regard to defensible 
space, the area around tents and other camp structures will not be cleared of all vegetation. 
Vegetation in these areas will, however, be manicured to meet National Fire Protection Code 1144 
standards and associated Wildland Fire Interface requirements. Natural vegetation will be 
maintained within a variable-width defensible space zone (i.e., 4- to 40-foot wide zone depending 
on slope and vegetation type) around each structure to slow the rate of advancing wildfire and 
create an area for fire suppression to occur. Within this zone, grass will be trimmed with a line 
trimmer; shrubs will be maintained at 2 to 3 feet in height; and the lower branches of the overhead 
tree canopy will be trimmed up to a height that is 3 times the understory shrub height. Although 
maintenance of defensible space around camp structures will alter the natural vegetation, it will 
not result in a complete loss of habitat in these zones. The defensible space maintenance plans 
were not fully fleshed out at the time the NRA was completed; therefore, these details were not 
included in the report. The inclusion of defensible space maintenance details into the impact 
analysis does not, however, change the overall impact thresholds for the indicator species as 
presented in the NRA. The proposed development is expected to have minor adverse, long-term 
impacts to mule deer; minor to moderate adverse, long-term impacts on elk; and negligible, 
adverse, long-term impacts on songbirds and raptors. 

Idaho Fish and Game Comments 
James White, Regional Supervisor for the Idaho Fish and Game, provided the following comments to 
Teton County in a letter dated January 21, 2020. The IDFG comments are presented below in blue text. 
My responses to the comments are provided in black text. 

 
1) The Natural Resources Analysis for the Teton Under Canvas provides Teton County a good 

foundation for understanding the resource concerns that might arise when considering this 
proposed action. The project proponent and the consultant should be commended for conducting 
an honest assessment of the wildlife resources in the area. This private property currently provides 
habitat for deer, elk, black bears, grizzly bears, passerines, and other Idaho wildlife. 

2) The Mitigation Plan has good foundational components; seasonal operation, pet prohibition, 
clustered development (75% open space designation), natural and unmanicured vegetation within 
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the developed area, habitat improvement components and interpretive and education signage. All 
of these are helpful to offset impacts of the proposed action. 

3) The project is proposed to be located in the most important habitat type within the project area. 
Mountain Shrub communities and the ecotone that exists between them and sagebrush are 
disproportionally important to wintering ungulates when compared to availability, these areas are 
also heavily utilized by black bears due to high quality forage production (grasses, forbs and 
berries). Project impacts could be minimized by clustering the development nearer to the Old 
Jackson Highway or Moose Creek Road within the area delineated in the report as Agricultural 
Meadow/sagebrush. Although this would minimize wildlife impacts, the applicant determined that 
they would not be able to meet project objectives if the proposed development was located entirely 
in the agricultural/sagebrush meadow. 

4) The proposed project is also in proximity to the Walipini Subdivision Concept which may also be 
an important consideration to Teton County. The Walipini Subdivision is being proposed as a 3-
lot subdivision. One of the 3 lots is already developed with a single-family residence. If approved, 
development of the subdivision as it is proposed will likely result in a new improved access road 
and 2 additional single family homes. The building envelopes for the proposed lots are located in 
the agricultural meadow and thus development of residential structures on these lots will likely 
result in minimal direct wildlife habitat impact. As with the Under Canvas project, wildlife impacts 
that result from the development of the Walipini subdivision will primarily be indirect and 
associated with increased presence of humans and domestic pets. If the Walipini Subdivision and 
the Under Canvas projects are both approved, development density in the area will be increased 
and there will be an unquantified but incremental increase in impact to wildlife use of the area in 
the vicinity of these proposed projects. 

5) The difficult component of all of this conversation is the topic of cumulative effects within Teton 
County. Some development within these areas are not likely to have population level impacts at 
the project level. It is the cumulative effects that are going to be the driver of the long-term 
persistence of these wildlife resources into the future for the enjoyment the residents of Teton 
County, Idahoans and the people that have the good fortune to travel through this beautiful 
landscape. This is an accurate statement, and while it would be beneficial to incorporate into future 
county regulations, an analysis of cumulative effects is not a requirement per current Title 9 
NRA/WHA regulations. Teton County does not currently have a regulatory provision that 
establishes cumulative habitat impact thresholds. 
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SET	Engineering	Response	to	Teton	Under	Canvas	comments:	

Last	updated:	1/31/2020	

Prepared	By:	SDP	

	
1. Old	Jackson	Highway	is	not	only	a	local	road,	but	a	recognized	“shared	road.”			

This property was specifically chosen by Under Canvas due to its proximity to Grand Teton
National Park. The site is located near two major tourist attractions for Teton Valley - Jackson,
WY and Grand Teton National Park. With this in mind, the traffic study estimates that
approximately 80% of the project traffic will head south when leaving the site or will come from
the south when returning to the site. Based on the trip generation rates used in the study (which
will be discussed in more detail later in this letter), the estimates are 12 trips to the north /4 trips
from the north during the AM peak hour and 3 trips to the north/5 trips from the north in the
PM peak hour.

Vehicles leaving the site and heading north have two options: 1) to use Old Jackson Highway or
2) to use Hwy 33. The overall distances from the site to Victor for either route are similar at 3.6
miles via Old Jackson Highway verses 3.7 miles via US 33. The posted speed limit on Old Jackson
Highway within the County is 35 mph (25mph within Victor City limits), while the posted speed
limit on Hwy 33 is 55 mph.  Assuming vehicles are traveling at the speed limit, the time to get to
Victor would be 6.2 minutes via OJH and 4.0 minutes via Hwy 33. With a 50% longer drive time, if
you put any destination to the north of Victor into your cell phone via Google Maps or Waze,
they are going to point you to Hwy 33 because it is faster. Therefore, it is likely more Under
Canvas guests would use Hwy 33 when traveling to or returning from the north. Additionally,
Under Canvas staff will be instructed to direct patrons to Hwy 33 when providing directions.

Of the peak hour trips to/from the north, the November 26, 2019 traffic study conservatively
assumes approximately 60% will use OJH, resulting in 7 trips to the north/2 trips from the north
during the AM peak and 2 trips to the north/3 trips from the north during the PM peak. Even if
you double the AM Peak hour rates, that is 18 trips in one hour or 1 vehicle every 3.3 minutes.
This minimal additional traffic volume will not impact the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians on
OJH or exceed the capacity of this roadway.

2. The	trip	generation	rates	in	the	traffic	study	are	wildly	inconsistent	with	
industry	standards.	

This type of campground land use is unique and relatively new and is not currently represented
in the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. Rather than just
theoretically debating trip generation rates, a study of an operational Under Canvas facility was
conducted to help fill this gap. The study was conducted in August 2019 at the Under Canvas
Valle, AZ facility. The Valle, AZ Under Canvas Property is located approximately 24 miles from the
south entrance of Grand Canyon National Park, the primary draw for this location. This distance



Page 2 of 3

is similar to the 26 miles from the proposed Teton Under Canvas location to the south entrance
of Grand Teton National Park.

While there are more local recreational opportunities and amenities in the vicinity of the Teton
Under Canvas location, the primary attractions are the town of Jackson, WY and to an even
greater extent Grand Teton National Park. Some of the more adventurous/curious guests of
Teton Under Canvas may grab breakfast or a cup of coffee in one of the small towns along Hwy
33 and/or explore the lesser known public lands to the north. But most of the guests will likely
venture to Jackson and Grand Teton National Park for the majority of their days while staying at
Under Canvas. They may return to Under Canvas once during the day after an outdoor activity or
touring the park to relax and clean up before dinner, but its unlikely guests would make multiple
trips over the pass on a given day when there are so many activities and amenities available
within the park and the town of Jackson. This is likely the similar pattern at the Valle, AZ site.
Head to the park for the day and return in the evening after you are done exploring.

Additionally, since most of these guests are on vacation, they will likely not be following typical
commuter patterns. Therefore, peak hour traffic from the project site will not coincide with the
peak hours on the adjacent roadways which typically occur between 7:00-8:00am and 5:00-
6:00pm. At the Valle, AZ site, the peak hour of project traffic was from 9:15-10:15am on Friday
morning and was 30% higher than the project traffic between 7am-9am Friday morning.

Finally, the Teton site will also offer amenities for the guests similar to those provided at the
Valle, AZ site such as a yoga deck, to go lunch, breakfast, and dinner. These amenities will help to
reduce the volume of project traffic as reflected in the Valle, AZ trip generation numbers.

3. The	project	will	contribute	to	the	current	traffic	crisis	on	Teton	Pass	and	in	
Jackson	Hole.	

Traffic congestion is largely a result of high peak hour volumes. If the 10,229 ADT on Hwy 22
referenced in the VARD letter were spread out evenly over 16 hours of the day, traffic
congestion would not be as serious of an issue. As discussed under item #2, these Under Canvas
guests are on vacation, not commuting to/from a job in the morning and evening. Therefore, the
majority of the traffic generated by the site will not coincide with the peak hours of background
traffic. Additionally, Under Canvas typically works closely with local outfitters in helping
coordinate activities for their guests. These outfitters commonly provide shuttle services and can
accommodate 10 or 12 people in one vehicle. The employees of Teton Under Canvas will live in
off-site housing provided by Under Canvas. Therefore, employees typically car pool to and from
the Under Canvas sites. Ironically, if the use were residential geared towards something like
workforce housing, the impacts to commuter traffic would be substantially greater.

We agree that traffic is a regional issue that requires regional solutions. The overall solution will
be a combination of roadway improvements, pedestrian/bicycle facilities, planning regulations,
workforce housing, etc. Based on the assumptions presented in the study, Teton Under Canvas
would contribute approximately 36 trips to the AM Peak and 18 trips to the PM peak on Hwy 33.
This is approximately 4.4% of the AM peak hour traffic on Hwy 33 and 2.1% of the PM peak hour
traffic on Hwy 33 based on the ITD average hourly count data for July of 2019. While we
understand it is the cumulative effect of all development that contributes to traffic congestion, it
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is not practical for individual developments to absorb the entire cost of regional improvements.
But commercial developments like Under Canvas produce sales tax which can be one type of
funding source used for these types of improvements.

The preliminary traffic study was submitted to ITD for their consideration/review. Following their
initial review, we received an email from ITD stating “Since this development will not generate
100 more trips in the peak hour or 1000 vehicles per day, ITD will not need anything else for you
to proceed.”

4. Ron Thorkildsen traffic related comments:
· Road maintenance on Moose Creek Ranch Road? Generated sales tax revenue can pay

for additional required maintenance.
· Safety of “Shared road” (presumably OJH). Covered under item #1 above.

5. Koons traffic related comments:
· Additional road maintenance costs? Addressed above.
· November counts not realistic. Count data was multiplied by 2 to prorate November

counts to July traffic volumes. Additionally, this turned out to be conservative. Since the
11-26-19 study was submitted, we obtained July 2019 counts from the ITD website. The
AM peak hour volumes were close to the prorated counts used in the study and the level
of service results did not change. However, the prorated PM peak hour volumes were
almost double the volumes from the ITD website. When we re-ran the PM Peak hour
intersection analysis at Hwy 33/Connector Road from OJH intersection, the levels of
service were all LOS C or higher.

6. Frangos traffic related comments:
· Nothing specific traffic related.

7. Hurt traffic related comments:
· November counts not peak season. Addressed above.
· Not done during peak commuter hours 6:30am to 8am. See response above under item

#5. We have since obtained ITD count data and used 7am-8am peak hour volumes for
the AM peak hour. Additionally, see response above under item #2. The peak hour of
traffic generated by the project will not coincide with the peak hour of Hwy 33.
However, the level of service analyses were run assuming the peaks do coincide.

· Speed limit on OJH is 35mph not 25mph. It appears the posted speed limit is 25mph
within City limits and 35mph within the County.

· Does not address impacts to OJH, particularly at the new elementary school. Generally
covered under item #1 above. Additional volumes are very low.

· Cumulative impacts including Moose Creek Ranch CUP are not addressed. To our
knowledge, this development application was withdrawn and the future of the project I
unknown at this time.




