Public Comment
2/13/10-2/15/10
Theme 2: Manage Growth Responsibly — Website Comment

Dave Coon: 2/15/10
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,
Thanks for al the hard work on the rewrite of Theme 2. Here are afew more general
comments.

» The costs of growth are still not adequately addressed. Public comment has
consistently said development should pay its fair share of the costs of infrastructure,
workforce housing, and socia systems.

« ThePRD tool still adds little predictability for future growth.

« Managing growth responsibly without a build out number may be an oversight. The
valley (town and county) does have a carrying capacity for humans before degrading
the abundant wildlife.

Please consider my comments.




Alex Norton

Subject: Theme 2 comments

From: Kathy Tompkins
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2010 7:54 AM

Comments On Theme Two Rewrite

I would like to comment on the theme 2 rewrite of the comp plan. Armond Acri said it best in SHIJH's in
all his comments on the theme redline version. | support his comments on tightening up the policies and
defining better things like what kind of light industrial and convenience commercial will be allowed in
neighborhoods. | worry about interpretations being wide and varied that could negatively affect
neighborhoods in and around Cottonwood Park and interfere with the school zone on High School Road.
We can't be all things to all people and still be a viable family neighborhood. With outside pressures
coming from the Tribal Trails proposal and the development wishes from across High School Road you
should be thinking a few steps ahead to prevent over doing it in West Jackson.

Please continue to keep listening to what the public has been saying all along. We want accountability
and predictability to make this plan work for the community. | would also like to include the below letter |
wrote about including a cost of growth statement in the plan. Keep up the good work.

Accountability and Predictability

As the joint planning commissions review Theme 2 "Growth Management" of the Teton county, Town of
Jackson Comprehensive plan over the next few weeks, the most important ingredient that seems to be
missing from the plan to date is the cost of growth to our community. Adding this to the formula will help the
plan succeed in making sure future growth won't be subsidized by the taxpayer. This in turn will help prevent
unwanted growth and development that can not pay for itself. In my family budget we make sure that if we can't
pay for it, well, we can't have it right now. It has helped us avoid getting in over our heads when something
new looks too good to resist. We make do with taking good care of what we do have and putting our money
where it counts, into our family's future. | think the nation is in the mess it's in right now because a lot of
people's questionable needs wound up being wants they couldn't afford. If we treat the community of Jackson
Hole as our family and the environment we live in, our home, then I think you'll easily agree that a cost of
growth statement is needed in the rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan to create accountability and help predict
what will be costly to the community or a great benefit to the community and future generations.

Thank You, Kathy
Tompkins

Cottonwood Park
Neighbors



Alex Norton

Subject: Theme 2

From: Patty Ewing
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2010 1:45 AM

Dear Jeff,
Thanks once again for working so diligently on the rewrite of Theme 2

Following are my comments for Theme 2 . Apparently the Jackson Teton Plan website for Theme 2 is still down and |
could not find the comment section within the redline version or the new version you sent me.

The original Statement of Ideal clearly identified and ranked the priorities of the community. Use that statement and
modify as follows: “Preservation of the community values of wildlife protection, community character and quality of life
will be the determining factors to manage” growth by limiting development rights to base rights allowed today.

2.1a Predictability is the goal for development. Predictability is achieved by limiting development rights to base rights
allowed today. Town should not be the target for higher density beyond base rights allowed today.

2.2a Clearly state “No new resorts allowed.”

2.3e Eliminate discretionary planning tools. (Elimination of planning tools achieves predictability)

2.6b and 2.6c: Prohibit building on steep slopes and avalanche paths. (probably too late for that!)

Theme 2 does not address the cost of growth to the community. Growth should pay its own way, not the community.
This should be an overriding dictum for managing growth.

Thanks for including these comments on Theme 2.

Patty Ewing



Alex Norton

Subject: Comments on the rewritten Theme Two

From: Dorothy Jankowsky
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2010 7:44 PM

Hello,

I would just like to say that I support the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance's comments
(which are posted on the Alliance's website at
http://www.jhalliance.org/Library/Comments/2010/CompPlan10/Theme2RewriteComments.2-10.pdf)
regarding the rewritten Theme Two of the draft Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan.

Thank you, sincerely,

Dorothy Jankowsky



Rich Bloom — February 13, 2010

Comprehensive Plan Final Theme 2 Draft Comments

Theme 2: Manage Growth Responsibly
Statement of Ideal: Limit growth to established development allowances while encouraging
preservation of existing neighborhoods and open spaces.

Reflective of joint votes and overall community feedback:

e Theme 2 overall is well aligned with the joint planning commission’s votes and community
input. Staff should be commended for the tremendous improvement in this draft. This version
more accurately reflects community input and also captures the joint votes of the
commissions properly.

Areas for improvement:

e Theme 2 still is silent on the issue of the cost of growth.

o Growth, regardless of location or type (residential or commercial), should pay its full
share of direct impacts on workforce housing, infrastructure and social systems.

o0 If this is not discussed in this theme — then certainly the joint commissions need to
address this in Theme Five — “Provide for a Diverse and Balanced Economy”.

e More precise language — each and every word will count and be debated for years to come in
this plan. A few changes to consider that will clarify the specific intent of the language in this
theme - yet are still aligned with your previous joint votes.

e Policy 2.1.a: “Limit base development rights to those allowed today” should be changed to
read “Limit development rights to base rights allowed today.” This language better captures
your votes on this topic.

e Policy 2.2.a: It should clearly state, “No new Resorts will be allowed.” Remember this is a ten
year document and | believe you clearly reached this conclusion — that for the next ten years
at least - given the very significant entitled but not yet built square footage in existing resort
zones — there should not be any more resorts.

e Policy 2.2.b: | am concerned that promoting light industrial in some residential neighborhoods
will change the character of these neighborhoods. This needs more clarity and detail. |
believe your intent was to legalize some small-scale existing uses but not open the door for
out-of-scale new uses.

e Policy 2.2.d: “Encourage local convenience commercial” should change to “allow limited
convenience commercial.” The market will decide what succeeds and what fails. Although
this is a good idea for transportation goals — not everyone’s plan to sell a four dollar gallon of
milk will work. Let the market decide — “encourage” is an imprecise word as it infers free
market interference.

e Policy 2.3.e: “Discretionary planning tools will be limited” should change to “strictly limited.”
The community and also land owners have been quite clear on this. | think your votes were
also clearer then the current language is written.

Housekeeping Item:

e Theme 2 and other chapter format:

o Drop the “What the community said about this theme” pages — this section is not scientific
but rather staff's interpretation of what we said - this is better served through the
appendix with all applicable questions and responses from the various surveys and
forums.

o0 | believe you may have already resolved this issue at your last meeting.

In closing - thank you for all the hours you continue to spend on this process — it is appreciated!

Rich Bloom



-
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance

February 15, 2010

Planning Commissions - Teton County and Town of Jackson
RE: Theme Two Rewrite released in January 2010
Submitted via email to Alex Norton

Dear commissioners,

On behalf of the members of the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, we would like to submit the following
comments regarding Theme Two discussions scheduled for the February 18 hearing. Thank you for your
hard work throughout this process.

We greatly appreciate the efforts to bring this chapter more into alignment with community sentiment and
long-term vision. The rewrite’s new language considerably reflects this shift in many instances, which puts
the overall vision for future growth much more on track. However, in many cases, it will be essential to
clarify some inconsistencies among different policies. Overall, the key inconsistency centers on the
incorporation of both 1) new language regarding the impacts of “additive growth” and the general
importance of addressing the amount of growth, and 2) policies that suggest open-ended, unpredictable
buildout levels based on the potential for use of discretionary tools. Below is a brief summary of the key
points of improvement from the earlier (April 2009) Theme Two chapter as well as several questions or
concerns regarding some of the new policy language.

It is our understanding that your review of this chapter will primarily focus on whether staff has correctly
interpreted previous planning commission votes on Theme Two, rather than reconsideration of the theme’s
policies. With this in mind, our comments are framed in a different format than for the Theme One rewrite,
where we recommended voting actions. That said, there are a number of issues specific to Theme Two that
we feel should be discussed and addressed prior to your final review of the entire plan, which we will briefly
mention as part of these comments.

At a broad level, below are key areas in which the rewrite improved the earlier draft:
* Emphasis on the importance of overall development potential (not just development location) as it
relates to other priorities in the plan, particularly with regard to the role of cumulative impacts of
growth on the ecosystem;

* Increased emphasis on the importance of permanent conservation;

*  The reincorporation of the protection of rural character, which is a fundamental principle of the
1994 Plan;

*  The removal of the concept of county nodes as areas appropriate for town-level densities;
* Increased emphasis on the use of data to inform decision-making (ex. Buildout Task Force).
At a broad level, below are key issues that remain a concern to the Conservation Alliance:

* Lack of policies that emphasize or even reference the importance of managing the fiscal costs of
growth and that future expansions must pay their way;

* Lack of policies that emphasize the importance of slow growth and the potential use of a growth rate
regulatory mechanism;



* Lack of clear policies describing preferred community character, which affects the overall goal of
predictability;

* Potential policy inconsistencies, such as capping of commercial development rights versus
expansion of light industry;

* Lack of clear direction for recommended implementation strategies (including potential allowances
associated with tools such as the planned residential development tool);

*  Growth management should be directed based on an understanding of “effective population” -
which includes permanent residents, seasonal residents, seasonal workers and tourists.

Below are brief comments associated with inconsistencies and places for clarification with regard to new
language in specific sections, principles and policies of this chapter:

Why is this theme addressed?

This section does a much better job describing community vision related to growth management.
With respect to the end of paragraph two of this section, it would be helpful to recognize that we already
have considerable “existing development potential” as we move forward. This would provide a better and
more realistic context of what “limiting growth” actually means in the new plan. Considerable potential,
beyond what is seen on the ground todays, is still proposed, and many would argue that “small town, rural
character” will be challenging to preserve given the amount of development allowable under base
allowances.

Principle 2.1 The Town of Jackson is the only appropriate location for future residential density increases

In the second sentence, the use of the word “overall rural character” would be more appropriate than
“neighborhoods” and “density increases in some areas of Town” would be more appropriate than “density
increases in Town.”

Policy 2.1a Limit base development rights to those allowed today

The specific language of this policy needs to be clarified. “Base residential development potential, “ as
outlined by the Buildout Task Force will need to be clarified in terms of the assumptions associated with the
planned residential development tool. Also, statements such as “density increases” in relation to statements
such as “additive growth will not be permitted” need to be clarified.

Policy 2.1b Preserve Existing County Neighborhoods

Regarding the second sentence, it is important to recognize that impacts of additional development
potential in the county are not restricted to impacts on neighborhood character alone. These impacts also
extend to wildlife, energy, and transportation-related issues, which should also be described.

Policy 2.1c Allow residential density bonuses in order to conserve open space

Regarding the intention to encourage a shift of development relating to density bonuses “adjacent to
existing development” versus not promoting a transferable development rights program should be further
clarified.

Policy 2.1d Allow additional residential units in exchange for allowed commercial floor area in Town

This policy, as it relates to capping residential development at base allowances, needs to be clarified.
This policy should be clear about the conditions under which additional residential units are allowed as well
as about the intentions of the allowances.

Policy 2.1e Allow development of County residential potential in Town
The statement “allow residential units to be built in Town that could otherwise have been built in the



County” should be further clarified. This relates to both the definition of a “commensurate decrease” as well
as recent discussions regarding future conservation easements and how their associated “removed”
development potential could be interpreted in this policy. In many cases, donors desire an extinguishment of
rights, not a formal or informal transfer of these rights.

Policy 2.1f Promote infill and development in Town over development in the County
The language of the end of the last sentence “in all situations where possible” makes the intent
unnecessarily open-ended.

Principle 2.2 Local convenience commercial and light industry are the most appropriate types of future
nonresidential development

The language in this principle is unclear particularly given its strong assumptions (such as additional
local convenience commercial is needed to preserve the small town community character). Interpretations of
statements such as these could vary widely, which removes some of the predictability the community wants
from the new plan. As for future nonresidential development, it is important to note that future types of
development are already heavily targeted to resort-related projects.

Policy 2.2a Maintain nonresidential development potential allowed today; Policy 2.2b Promote light
industry

In these two policies it should be clarified whether the additional potential is additive commercial
development, or whether it must be included within the overall existing base allowance, particularly as it
relates to permitting exceptions “as otherwise allowed in this principle.”

Policy 2.2d Encourage local convenience commercial in appropriate areas

Given the range of contexts this policy could be applied to, caution should be used with such concise
statements. For example, there are a number of places where additional commercial development would not
be appropriate, even if this development type does not “exist within walking distance;” additional
description of criteria of “appropriate areas” would be essential. Only very high-density residential areas
would support the extent of convenience commercial this policy suggests. This policy does not provide a
narrow enough window for where it should be promoted. (Should this concept be introduced and discussed
at the neighborhood planning level?)

Principle 2.3 Conservation and development will occur in a predictable pattern with a predictable character
The addition of “with a predictable character” is a fundamental improvement over the April 2009

draft. An expansion of this should include what the public has consistently expressed regarding not only the

importance of predictable development locations, but also the importance of a predictable amount.

Policy 2.3a Maintain rural character in the unincorporated County

The reinstatement of the importance of rural character, including a discussion of the natural and built
environments, is an important step in the right direction, and one that promotes a consistency with one of
the 1994’s Plan most clear and strong directions. Given the community’s emphasis on open spaces and the
natural environment, this is a critical policy to maintain.

Policy 2.3e Limit discretion in land use decisions

The language “discretionary tools will be limited” is weak and unclear. Given that the overall goal of
this new process is to increase predictability, it is critical that this new plan clearly identify the role of
regulations and incentives (and not include vague language). Highly unpredictable, discretionary tools
should not be used in the future. Strategy 2.1 should be reconciled with this policy.

Strategies and Indicators

It would be ideal to work with designated technical committees or task forces on each of the chapter’s
“Indicators” sections to ensure that these are the most beneficial and feasible factors to measure. We
appreciate the effort to establish a baseline column, or measurable starting point. We still believe that some



of the goals should be reworked in addition to incorporating more baseline data. For example, “consistent
with historical trends” is not the best indicator for growth rates by jurisdiction.

Again, we appreciate all of the hard work of the commissioners and the planning staffs on the review and
rewriting of this theme. Many of the changes made within the document are reflective of community
sentiment; while this is not yet a final product, and many inconsistencies and vague language must be
clarified and existing data and information still needs to be better incorporated, this rewrite represents a step
in a positive direction. As we work towards a successful completion to this planning process - a community
plan that is an improvement over the 1994 Plan - we would like to thank you for your dedication and
thoughtfulness.

Sincerely,

Kristy Bruner Becky Tillson
Community Planning Director Community Planning Associate



