Natural Resource LDR Update
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
June 29, 2017
Present were:
Tyler Sinclair, Facilitator
Anna DiSanto, Environmental Consultant
Cornelius Kinsey, A Homeowner/ Builder
Bill Resor, Agriculture
Chris Colligan, Wildlife Advocates
Sandy Shuptrine, At Large
Tom Segerstrom, The Teton Conservation DistrictAly Courtemanch, Wyoming Game & Fish- Game
Rob Gibson, Wyoming Game & Fish- Fish
Roby Hurley, Project Manager, Member & Comp Plan Advocate
Len Carlman, At Large
Rich Bloom, A Neighbor
Siva Sundaresan, Conservation Advocate
Jack Wilson, Alta Representative
Alder- Megan Smith, Technical Consultant- Clarion/Alder
Regan Kohlhardt, Scribe, Jackson/Teton County Long Range Associate Planner

Absent were:
Scott Pierson, Developer
Bill Rudd, The Ecological Sciences Community
Kelly Lockhart, Property Rights Advocates

Introductions
Jack Wilson was introduced as one of the representatives from Alta. Siva Sundaresan was introduced as
the interim representative from the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance/Conservation Advocate.
Minutes
No corrections or clarifications were made to the June 14th NRSG Meeting minutes.
Purpose
No changes were made to the NRSG purpose statement.
Issue Identification
Wetland and Waterbody Buffers
Rich:
•

Current LDRs do not appropriately define agricultural-induced wetlands and wetland delineation
based on time of year.

Chris:
•

All manmade waterbodies should be included in the discussion.

Cornelius:
•

Clarification needed for when manmade ponds can be filled back in.

Wildlife Friendly Fencing
Bill Resor asked for clarification on state statute on fencing. The statute can be found here:
http://law.justia.com/codes/wyoming/2010/Title11/chapter28.html.
Sandy:
•

The criteria for special purpose fencing should be reviewed and tightened.

Chris:
•

Fencing in movement corridors and at highway crossings should be reviewed.

Cornelius asked if the Buckrail Fencing study could be forwarded to the group. (It is attached to these
minutes).
Wild Animal Feeding
Rob:
•

Prohibition on wild animal feeding is not enforced.

Sandy:
•

There should be better provisions or another exemption for critical emergency winter feeding.
The existence of this kind of program should be better communicated to the public (*Note:
there currently is language in the LDRs allowing State or federal agencies to provide
supplemental feed to wildlife. Sec. 5.1.3.C).

Len:
•

Enforcement of prohibition of wildlife feeding needs improvement

Siva:
•

Should explore other creative ways of enforcing prohibition of wildlife feeding.

•

Agricultural lands over 70 are exempt from feeding regulations. Landowner should make all
reasonable attempts to prevent wildlife from feeding. Exemption should be looked at because
incidental feeding has been an issue.

Aly:

Rich:
•
•

The agricultural exemption is an issue that should be reviewed.
Current LDRS do not address incidental wildlife feeding.

Water Quality & Stormwater Management
Chris:
•
•

Snow removal and snow storage and related impacts to water quality should be addressed.
Current LDRs do not address recreation impacts to designated wild scenic rivers. Consider
restricting days.

Cornelius:
•
•
•

Current LDRs do not address use of sand filters and peat within right of way and its impacts to
water quality.
Lack of sewer connection permit results in inappropriate connections to the sewer (e.g., runoff
being routed to sewer lines).(Note: County/Town do require permits)
Pollutants from archaic sewer systems and golf course runoff are problematic.

Rich:
•

Ensure Grading and Erosion Control section of LDRs is consistent with Water Quality and
Stormwater Management sections.

Tom:
•

•

•

Stormwater management plans often seek to move runoff into streams as quickly as possible.
They do not address environmental issues (*Note: Current LDRs do have requirements for
keeping runoff on property).
Current standards regarding grading, erosion control, and stormwater management are stricter
than state standards. Do we want to keep standards that are stricter than state standards or
should these by synced?
Current LDRs do not address connectivity of man-created water features to natural water ways.

Jack:
•

Current LDRs do not address increased use of de-icing chemicals on roadways, which has
negative impacts on water quality.

Roby:
•

Current code does not address nutrients like nitrogen, which have biggest impacts to streams.

Sandy:
•

Manmade alterations of stream and river courses as they relate to water quality is an issue.

Natural Resource Overlay
Bill Resor:
•

NRO causes more harm than good. People focus on the line as if it was drawn with a fine pen
and not a broad paintbrush. Use vegetative mapping and Focal Species Habitat mapping to
better understand what is needed on properties.

Anna:
•

All areas of the valley have environmental value and are in the NRO. The NRO should not be
interpreted as a hard boundary and should be replaced with something else.

Tom:
•
•

•

The NRO should be replaced with something else.
Current code does not address changing conditions of wildlife and wildlife habitat. Animals may
have adapted to function in a certain way (e.g., use of certain movement corridors), but it may
not be what they need.
Ordinal ranking of vegetation is problematic.

Rich:
•
•

Other parts of the code are driving site specific analysis regardless of NRO requirements. We
have already moved there procedurally. A tiered NRO could help with this.
Ordinal ranking of vegetation is problematic because people lean on it without recognizing the
broader context. Impacts to animals are more difficult to assess.

Chris:
•

Agreed with planning department’s list of NRO issues. He recommended further engaging
NRTAB for helping us understand how to use habitat mapping tool.

Siva:
•
•
•

Need to identify what places are more important for wildlife and less important.
We want to direct development into previously developed areas.
We should be addressing both site-specific environmental characteristics while also
understanding macro, ecosystem level characteristics.

•

Analyze cumulative impacts. Site specific does not address cumulative impacts.

Aly:

Roby:
•

Current ‘project vicinity’ analysis requirement is vague.

Cornelius:
•

Everything has ecological value, but not every acre is equal. Should identify areas that do not
need an environmental analysis due to low ecological value. Should there be any exemptions
from natural resource regulations?

Siva:
•
•

Cautioned against thinking about natural resource tiers as a continuum. All natural areas are
important, just for different reasons
Also noted problems associated with ordinal ranking (e.g., sagebrush can still act as critical
habitat despite being ranked low).

Anna:
•

Also cautioned against assigning ‘importance’ to different habitat.

Bill Resor:
•

Address changes to wildlife behavior (e.g., changing wildlife migration corridors). Do we look at
migration routes today or do we look at retaining connectivity overall? Related to this issue,
Chris pointed out the Wildlife Migration Assessment will be coming out soon for the County.

Bear Conflict Area Standards
Chris:
•

Ornamental vegetation in Town should be addressed.

•

Backyard poultry are becoming a greater source of conflict.

Aly:

Cornelius:
•

Prescriptive method for addressing environmental issues versus doing site specific EA, especially
as it applies to Town

Sandy:
•

There should be more space for education/resources/public outreach. (Teton Co., Game & Fish
& NGOs team up to produce educational outreach on this subject)

Environmental Analysis (EA)
Rich:
•

Need to reevaluate how LDRS balance individual property rights with need to evaluate
environmental impacts.

Bill Resor
•
•

Important to look at whose properties are subject to EAs. Platted lots, unbuilt lots, and
subdivisions should be treated differently.
Expirations, vesting, and tiers should be part of the discussion

Chris:
•

Opportunity to learn from and be consistent with federal requirements. NEPA, for example, has
a categorical exclusion process that could be applied here.

Tom:
•

Transparency should be increased so that lots can be created with natural values in mind.
Landowners/developers should be made aware of these values ahead of time.

Tyler noted that subdivision is sometimes permitted by state statutes and the County does not always
have oversight over the creation of lots.
Rich:
•

Incentive tools should be discussed. For example, is open space by itself valuable in exchange for
density? EA requirements should be used to clarify values of open space traded for density.

Anna:
•
•

Exemptions should be clarified. We should have specific criteria for exemptions.
Our regulations should be synced with the Army Corp. For example, a wetland delineation is
valid for 5 years with the Army Corp and only for 3 years with our regulations.

Cornelius:
•

EA requirements should be tailored to animals that are most important to specific areas.

Siva noted that this was the goal of the Focal Species Habitat Mapping study.

Environmental Assessment Review Process
Siva:
•

Clarify process. There is nothing inherently wrong with the current process as long as it is clear.

Rich:
•

Need to clarify process to avoid increasing number of suits. Need to clarify that EA is one step in
a development permit process and not a decision.

•

Research conservation easement standards and bring lessons from the conservation easement
standards to the LDRs.

Bill Resor:
•
•

Regulations should be reasonable. Platted lots should be able to proceed as platted.
Is it beneficial to worry about what the owner wants?

Cornelius:
•

View of the Tetons is not a criteria in natural resource regulations.

Tom:
•

Regulations need to be transparent to allow for maximization of property both economically
and environmentally when lot lines are drawn (e.g., maximizing Teton views while protecting
habitat).

Other Topics:
Sandy:
•

Exemptions and variances should be rare and for very good reasons. Avoid creating loopholes.

Tom:
•

There should be a strong statement of intent within each LDR segment.

Chris:
•

The Teton County Scenic Preserve Trust should be used to preserve migration corridors.

Len:
•

Transferrable development rights should be considered, especially within context of growth
south of Town.

Cornelius:
•
•

Is it possible to have a fee in lieu that might go back to helping preservation someplace else?
What is better for wildlife in terms of lot size? Tyler noted that the lot size conversation
happened as part of the Rural Land Development Regulations.

Bill Resor:
•
•

Pursue ‘carrots’ in addition to ‘sticks’.
Need to identify what we have lost between ’76 and now in terms of conservation.

Sandy:
•
•

Wildfire defense considerations should be considered.
Assign one person to watch over natural resource thread in implementing regulations.

Chris:
•

There is a lack of regulation regarding control of dogs and other pets. (Domestic Pets are
regulated in the NRO. Sec 5.2.1.H.1)

Next steps
July 17th, staff will present the natural resource update issues to the Board of County Commissioners.
The group will move into solution identification.

