
STATEMENT/PURPOSE  
 

The purpose of this item to continue joint review by the Town and County Planning Commissions of the draft 
Comprehensive Plan dated April 3, 2009. 
 

BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES   
 
The specific topics to be addressed at this meeting are as follows: 
 

o Theme 2 – Manage Growth Responsibly 
 
Public Comment on Agenda Items 
 
Public comment received on Theme 2 since the October 29, 2009, staff report is attached.  Staff has previously 
provided all other public comment on Theme 2; if you would like an additional copy please let us know. 
 
Planning Commission Comments/Discussion Points 
 
The topics of the following directives on Theme 2 from the County Planning Commission from their June 29, 
2009, meeting have not yet been fully addressed. All County Planning Commission directives have been 
included in previous staff reports; please let staff know if you would like an additional copy. 

12) Remove all increases in commercial development rights (from the 1994 regulations) and prohibit 
any and all expansion of the resort zones and the establishment of any new resorts.  

13) Legislate predictability by removing all incentive-based development mechanisms except for those 
that encourage conservation easements as discussed in directive 11)a). Workforce housing will not 
be used to justify zoning changes other than those areas needed to address existing shortages as 
discussed in Directive 17. 
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Attached are Commissioner Read’s comments regarding his proposal for improving the effectiveness and 
equity of PRD multipliers.  
 
The following are the directives from individual Town of Jackson Planning Commissioners regarding Theme 2 
have not yet been addressed. All Town of Jackson Planning Commissioner directives have been included in 
previous staff reports; please let staff know if you would like an additional copy. 
 
Theme 2:  Manage Growth Responsibly 

- P. 34. Policy 2.4.b.  Good place to mention GYCC efforts. 
- P. 36. Strategy 2.1.  Need to reconcile zoning and conservation easements. 
- P. 36. Indicators.  Include acres in conservation easement. 

 
Stakeholders Advisory Group (STAG) Recommendations 
 
The topics of the following STAG recommendations regarding Theme 2 have not yet been fully addressed. All 
STAG recommendations have been included in previous staff reports; please let staff know if you would like 
an additional copy. 
 
Theme 2 – Manage Growth Responsibly 

• The group recommended including language about bulk and scale for nonresidential buildings to 
maintain community character. 

• Members of the group recommended inserting an indicator about the planning process and 
whether the length of the application process is effective and efficient. 

 
Staff Follow Up and Discussion Points 
 
Please find below a list of possible Theme 2 discussion points prepared by staff based upon discussion, 
recommendations, and public comment to date. Discussion of land use policy for the Town has been deferred 
to the discussion of Theme 3 – Uphold Jackson as the “Heart of the Region” 
 

• What should be the basis, or bases, for the PRD multiplier? 
o Please note you may propose any combination or all of the following 
o Site area (status quo) – larger multiplier for larger sites 
o Development location – larger multiplier for clustering on-site or off-site development 

potential in a desired area: 
Á Outside crucial habitat areas (i.e. NRO, certain habitat types) 
Á Outside scenic areas (i.e. SRO) 
Á Adjacent to existing development 
Á As identified in FLUP discussion 
Á Other   

o Habitat value – larger multiplier for conservation of higher value habitat (could be 
determined by EA, NRO mapping, other) 

o Scenic value – larger multiplier for conservation of more scenic land 
o Property value equity (see attached discussion from Ben Read) – multiplier defined on a 

case-by-case basis for desired transfers, so that development potential in the receiving 
areas is equitable to the development potential of sending areas 
Á Desired Sending Areas 

- Crucial habitat areas (i.e. NRO, certain habitat types) 
- Scenic areas (i.e. SRO) 
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- Other  
Á Desired Receiving Areas  

- Outside crucial habitat areas (i.e. NRO, certain habitat types) 
- Outside scenic areas (i.e. SRO) 
- Adjacent to existing development 
- As identified in FLUP discussion 
- Other   

o Other 
 

• Should there be a policy regarding cumulative PRD potential? 
o No policy, potential to be determined in LDRs as a function of state program objectives as 

defined above 
o Density neutral with current LDRs 
o Potential increase 
o Potential decrease 
o Other 

 
• Given that past recommendations indicate that 1 unit per 35 acre base zoning with PRD options 

should be maintained where it currently exists, what is the desired land use pattern for the other 
lands outside of the areas formerly identified as nodes? 

o Maintain existing potential (NC-SF: 1 unit per 3/6/10/20 acres depending on topography, 
Suburban: 4 units per acre) 

o Maintain existing potential and add PRD options 
o Reduce to 1 unit per 35 with PRD options 

Á Everywhere 
Á In crucial habitat areas (i.e. NRO, certain habitat types) 
Á In scenic areas (i.e. SRO) 
Á Other geographic criteria 

o  Other 
  

• Based on your vote to not allow additional development potential in the areas formerly identified 
as nodes, what is the desired land use pattern in these areas? 

o Maintain the residential and/or nonresidential pattern allowed today 
o To be determined by district based on character 
o Reduced residential development potential beyond elimination of ARUs 
o Reduced nonresidential development potential 
o Other 

 
• Should County nonresidential development be addressed in Theme 2? If yes: 

o How should nonresidential use (residential use has already been discussed) in the 
designated Resorts (Teton Village, Jackson Hole Golf and Tennis, Snake River Sporting 
Club (Astoria), Grand Targhee) be addressed? 
Á No expansion of land area in designated Resorts  
Á No expansion of allowed non-residential floor area in designated Resorts 
Á Both of the above 
Á Allowed non-residential expansion, for a defined community need 
Á Other 
 

o How should light industrial uses be addressed? 
Á Add light industrial potential: 

- By adding light industrial land areas. Where? 
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- By allowing additional light industrial home business use. Where? 
- Other 

Á Maintain existing allowed light industrial  
Á Reduce existing allowed light industrial 
Á Other 
 

o How should nonresidential use outside of the Resorts, Light Industrial areas, and areas 
formerly identified as nodes be addressed? 
Á By district during discussion of the FLUP 
Á Maintain existing allowances 
Á Conversion of non-residential use to residential use 
Á Increase non-residential allowances 
Á Other 

 
• How should community character be addressed in Theme 2? 

 
In addition to the questions above please review all of the recommendations made to date on Theme 2. 
Staff will present its understanding of the cumulative Theme 2 recommendations in the meeting, 
incorporating the recommendations from earlier in the meeting. Please be prepared to identify any 
differences between Staff’s understanding and your own. If you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the meaning of the recommendations prior to the meeting please contact Staff. 
 
Furthermore, please be prepared to discuss the strategies and indicators of Theme 2. With significant 
changes to the content of Theme 2 recommended by the Planning Commission, new strategies and 
indicators will be needed. Strategy headers may not need as much amendment as strategy specifics, but 
Staff would like direction as to the indicators the Planning Commission feels best determine the 
successful implementation of its recommended policies. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• 10-30-09 Ben Read Memo  
• 10-29-09 Staff PRD Presentation 
• Theme 2 Recommendations made to date 
• Theme 2 Public Comment received since 10/23/09 
• Draft Agenda for November 12, 2009 Meeting 

 
LEGAL REVIEW 

 
Staff notes that Town and/or County legal representation will only be provided on an as needed basis and legal 
counsel will not be attending every meeting.  If commissioners have questions for the Town and/or County 
attorneys or would like to request that they be present at a meeting please let staff know in advance. 
 

SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
Town Planning Commission 
 
I move to continue Item 09-030 to November 12, 2009 at 5:30 pm at the Teton County Board of County 
Commissioner Chambers. 
 
Teton County Planning Commission 
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I move to continue Item AMD 09-0017 to November 12, 2009 at 5:30 pm at the Teton County Board of 
County Commissioner Chambers. 



 



To: fellow planning commissioners and others  
 who are interested 
From: Ben Read 
Subject: some thoughts on a discretionary PRD tool 
Date: October 30, 2009 
 
Prelude: 
 
 If we’re really committed to a density neutral outcome, we need 
to embrace a wide range of tools that meet the diverse needs of the 
community and large property owners.    
 
Specifically: 
 
 The owners of undeveloped parcels that are used in agriculture 
and/or lie within the SRO and NRO overlays would be encouraged to 
consider the transfer of development potential to areas that are 
proximate to places where people work, where additional development 
meshes with the character of surrounding neighborhoods, and where 
additional incremental development is supported by existing 
infrastructure like sewer lines and roads. 
 
Enabling Language for the Comp Plan: 
 
 When landowners wish to consider the transfer of density from 
rural lands to areas that are more suitable for development, whether 
on contiguous or non-contiguous parcels, the town and county are 
committed to a process that supports parity and tiered multipliers 
specific to each proposal, based on appraisals that take into account 
the specific characteristics of the sending and receiving parcels, in 
order to define development potential on the receiving parcel that is 
acceptable to the community and neighbors. 
 
Advantages: 
 
 This tool is a positive, monetarily fair alternative for 
landowners whose best option for a return on their land right now is 
often the platting and sale of 35 acre parcels. The bottom line is 
that a very desirable 35 acre parcel in one spot might equate in 
monetary terms to 15, 20 or even 25 blended attainable and affordable 
density units, while a remote agricultural parcel somewhere else might 
equate to only a few. Until we embrace a planning mechanism that 
honestly recognizes this, the static multipliers randomly dole out 
penalties and rewards.     
 
 It’s an easy tool to use, because a general level of receptivity 
to transfer-of-density proposals is already well defined by overlays 
and the loosely defined ‘futures map’ that shows where some level of 
additional development would be acceptable. Through the use of this 



tool, the density increases would be defined and limited on a case-by-
case basis, the result being that community character is maintained 
along with density neutrality. 
 
 There’s an automatic level of support built into a mechanism like 
this because people can see the tradeoffs, specifically the lands that 
are preserved in return for those on which the partnering landowner 
receives density. All other alternatives, including acreage-based PRD 
models, have a by right characteristic that are additive. 
 
 Because this tool would be used incrementally through time and 
depends on proposals that are initiated by private parties, it results 
in a ‘slow growth’ plan of the kind that the community clearly wants, 
and more importantly (with the help of the new standing committee that 
will evaluate cumulative human impacts) it’s a mechanism that lets the 
community respond to what’s actually happening on the ground in real 
time through the life span of the plan. 
 
 It’s better than standard zoning templates, which as Tim 
Lindstrom points out, can always be changed, because conservation 
easements would be placed on the parcels from which density is taken, 
resulting in permanent preservation of rural lands. 
 
 It’s a tool that can be used across jurisdictional boundaries 
like those between town and county. 
 
 It’s the only tool, apart from donating conservation easements, 
that can be used to move development from already platted lots in the 
SRO and NRO overlays to other places where some level of development 
would be acceptable. It’s also the only tool that can be used for 
transferring development away from already platted parcels (of high 
value) that are smaller than 35 acres. 
 
 This is a much more flexible tool for dealing with changing 
market conditions and tastes than alternatives are, partially because 
it is the correlation of values that is the object of analysis in each 
specific instance, not the absolute value of parcels which also 
fluctuate tremendously through time.      
 
 It’s fairer to landowners than an acreage based model which 
unduly rewards and punishes landowners based on where their properties 
are. Acreage-based formulas, as a by right development option on 
contiguous parcels, can also result in development nodes where they 
are not wanted from a community-wide planning perspective. And if an 
acreage-based formula is used in non-contiguous PRDs, one opens the 
door to the transfer of ‘phantom densities’ from remote outlying areas 
of the county into the core.  
 



 Most importantly, this is a tool that’s premised on fairness and 
better outcomes than any of the alternatives offer. It goes a long way 
toward reducing the animosity that’s sprung up between landowners and 
regulatory agencies, and says simply that we can do better when 
working together than by focusing on negative outcomes. 
 
 
For this to work: 
 
 This mechanism hinges on an orderly appraisals process. The 
property owners involved in a transfer of density proposal would first 
do and then present their appraisals to the planning agencies, and 
then the county/town would do its own analysis that would be used as 
part of the approvals process.   
 
 It’s a mechanism that would do best when alternative development 
scenarios are restricted as much as possible to base line potentials. 
Not withstanding this, this mechanism should probably be advanced as 
an alternative to the PRD’s fixed multipliers, for the simple reason 
that landowners should not automatically be denied access to an option 
that, on the Porter Estate properties for instance, can work as well 
as (and would be  simpler to use) than this new alternative might be.  
 It’s also significant that fixed multipliers are used in the tax 
planning that supports conservation easements. Specific, very detailed 
density transfer scenarios would probably be difficult to use as a tax 
planning tool. 
 
 Although the mechanism better manages the creation of ‘phantom 
densities’ than automatic multipliers do, there is still the need, as 
Forrest McCarthy suggests, to include language in the LDRs that 
‘regionalizes’ the benefits and impacts of density transfers. The 
purpose here is to preclude or offer grounds for rejection of a 
proposal that, as an example, would transfer large amounts of density 
potential from remote agricultural tracts in Alta to the northern end 
of South Park. 
 
 The enabling language and supporting LDRs to be done later need 
to define an easily understood set of objectives within which specific 
density transfer proposals will be considered in the clear light of 
day, to counter the accusation that a mechanism like this one results 
in ‘spot’ or ‘contract’ zoning’.        



 



Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan Update
Joint Planning Commission Recommendations Through 10/30/2009

Topic: Theme 2: Manage Growth Responsibly

Approved Jointly

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

121 Limit development in the County to current base (by right) zoning with allowance for as yet to be determined 
incentives for conservation easements through acquisition and the use of PRDs and TDRs

4 1 9/24/20093 1

124 There should be density bonuses for community values 5 0 10/1/20096 0

125 There should be density bonuses to incentivize conservation easements for wildlife habitat 5 0 10/1/20096 1

126 There should be density bonuses to incentivize conservation easements to protect scenic resources 5 0 10/1/20097 0

127 There should be density bonuses to incentivize conversion of nonresidential use into residential use 4 1 10/1/20097 0

129 There should be density bonuses for the provision of affordable housing 4 1 10/1/20095 2

130 Density bonuses should be performance based incentives 5 0 10/1/20097 0

132 The concept of regionalism should be considered in the Plan pertaining to the impacts our decisions have on 
transportation, natural resources (air, water, wildlife), workforce housing, and waste management in the 
greater region

5 0 10/1/20096 0

145 Wilson shall retain its existing base zoning 3 0 10/15/20092 0

147 Eliminate Wilson, Aspens, Teton Village, and northern South Park as nodes appropriate for increased 
development potential.

3 0 10/22/20096 1

148 Discuss the Town in Theme 3 - Town as Heart 3 0 10/22/20095 2

149 Base development potential in the county should be reduced from the current base zoning potential 
identified by the buildout taskforce in order to preserve wildlife habitat.

3 0 10/22/20093 2

151 Use of on-site PRDs should be included as a policy in the Comp Plan. 3 0 10/22/20095 0

153 Residential ARU's in County should be eliminated. 2 1 10/22/20093 2

Approved Teton County

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

123 Determine an end state buildout and implement it through a defined land use plan 3 2 10/1/20090 7

133 As a concept, include a rate of growth cap in the Plan 3 2 10/1/20090 6

150 Base property rights in the County should be the minimum level of development. 3 0 10/22/20092 3
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Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan Update
Joint Planning Commission Recommendations Through 10/30/2009

152 Include a policy limiting the use of on-site PRDs to a maximum multiplier of 3 units per 35 acres. 3 0 10/22/20092 3

Approved Town of Jackson

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

122 Create a predictable land use plan based on community values with buildout numbers compiled to determine 
consistency between community goals and land use policies

2 3 10/1/20097 0

131 Density bonuses should be discretionary incentives 1 4 10/1/20094 3

Failed Jointly

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

128 There should be density bonuses for the provision of workforce housing 2 3 10/1/20093 4

134 As a concept, include a cumulative growth cap in the Plan 2 3 10/1/20090 6

144 TDRs are viable option to include in the plan 2 2 10/15/20091 4
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Alex Norton

Subject: nodes

From: RICK MCKAY   
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 9:40 PM 
 
please, drop the designation of south park for growth specifically and drop the concept of nodes in 
general.  thanks r.m. 
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