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SUBJECT:

ITEM P18-208: A REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT TO THE SNOW KING
PLANNED RESORT DISTRICT MASTER PLAN

APPLICANT:

SNOW KING RESORT MASTER ASSOCIATION - SKRMA
RYAN STANLEY

REQUESTED ACTION
Snow King Resort Master Association has applied to the Town of Jackson to amend its Resort Master Plan
pursuant to Section 8.7.3 Planned Unit Development of the Town Land Development Regulations.
Specifically including the following actions:
A. Amendment to a Resort Master Plan pursuant to Section 8.7.3 Planned Unit Development
B. Amendment to an associated Sketch Plan pursuant to Section 8.7.3 Planned Unit Development and
Section 8.3.1 Sketch Plan.
APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
Section 8.7.3 Planned Unit Development
Section 4.4.2 Planned Unit Development – Town
Section 8.7.1 LDR Text Amendment
Section 8.7.2 Zoning Map Amendment
BACKGROUND
The original Snow King Planned Resort District Master Plan was approved by the Town in December of
2000. During the months leading up to adoption the Town Planning Commission and Town Council had
approximately 15 meetings to review and make changes to the plan prior to adoption. Subsequently the Town
has approved two amendments to the Master Plan. The first included the removal of a ski lift that was to be
located in the Clarke Knoll area, a decrease in the building setback along the eastern boundary from 100 to 70
feet and the relocation of some of the Love Ridge condominium buildings. The second amendment focused
on changes to the Housing Chapter allowing individual projects to satisfy their housing requirements instead
of housing being the overall responsibility of SKRMA. In addition, there have been numerous Development
Plans approved at all levels (minor, intermediate and major) to allow development of the buildings and
recreational improvements allowed under the plan including but not limited to:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the Grandview and Love Ridge Condominiums (short term rentals),
the Grandview Lodge (conference space, condominiums, office and unfinished second floor),
One Town Hill Condominium project,
the Rafferty Center Complex (two resort support buildings including ticketing, restaurant, and
associated space)
Mini golf course
Mountain Coaster
etc.

The original Master Plan allowed for a total of 915,000 square foot of total development and 2,208 guests
measured by APO (average person occupancy) for lodging uses. In total approximately 351,662 square feet
has been constructed to date and 1,113 guest APOs. Following is a more detailed breakdown:
Building Floor Areas (Above Ground) and APO's
Used, Allocated and Available for Future
Development

Existing Hotel
Love Ridge Buildings 27 thru 36
Grand View Buildings 48 thru 52
Grand View Lodge and Spa (lot 55)
One Town Hill - 680 S. Cache Street
Total Used
Total allowed
Development

in

the

Snow

King

Resort

Total Remaining

Building
Floor
Area
136,000
81,354
41,131
32,097
61,080
351,662

sf
sf
sf
sf
sf
sf

Lodging
Capacity
(APO)
408
160
80
32
433
1113

Guests
Guests
Guests
Guests
Guests
Guests

915,000

sf

2,208

Guests

563,338

sf

1,095

Guests

Pursuant to the Master Plan and Land Development Regulations all projects within the Master Plan must first
be reviewed and approved by Snow King Resort Master Association prior to being submitted for review by
the Town.
LOCATION
Character District: 2: Town Commercial Core
Subarea:

2.1 - Snow King Resort

Zone: Planned Resort - Snow King (PR-SK) pink on below map
Overlay: N/A
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Following is a summary of the primary proposed amendments to the Snow King Planned Resort District
Master Plan:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maps and associated text have been updated to reflect development that has occurred since the
original Master Plan was created in 2000.
Additional employee housing complex, mountain sports training facility, and maintenance shop
proposed.
Platted condominium/housing indicated for lots 53, 57, and 58.
A second sheet of ice within the new/expanded ice rink.
Expansion of the existing Lodge Room included for visual presentation only, recognizing that they
fall outside the area governed by the Master Plan.
A gondola, zip-line landing, and changes to parking proposed in the Phil Baux Park area. While,
increased green space, a concert pavilion, public art, and landscaping improvements are also shown,
these proposals fall outside the area governed by the Master Plan.
Sub-Areas 6 & 7 are removed from Master Plan maps. Sub-areas were updated to be consistent with
use within the sub area i.e. condo, hotel, recreation. Sub area 7 was removed from maps due to the
limited part it plays in the Master Plan but remains referenced in text.
Limited text updates were made to reflect general community developments and changes since 2000.
References to a Mid-Mountain Lodge which was approved in the Master Plan have been deleted. This
25,000 square foot Lodge is proposed to be removed in exchange for support of a gondola and zipline landing in the leased parking lot area of Phil Baux Park.

In addition, changes by Chapter are summarized below:
I.

Statement of Purpose and Existing Conditions
o Updated references to importance of conference business.
o Updated reference to Pine Lodge (now One Town Hill Condominiums).
o Updated references to Sub-Area 7.
o Updated maps to include satellite imagery of existing conditions and ownership changes since
2000.
o Updated ski area map and added map of accepted USFS Master Plan for the ski area.

IV.

Master Site Plans
o Updated Proposed Master Plan Map & Sub-Area Maps.

V.

Land Use Plan
o Updated references to a large daycare operation.
o Updated uses permitted within the recreation land use zone.
o Added a paragraph on uses not governed by this Master Plan.

VI.

Design Guidelines
o Changes to section on roof materials and design.
o Changes to reflect removal of sub-area 6 & 7 from maps.

VII.

Dimensional Limitations
o Added specific considerations for sub-areas 3, 4, and 5 with respect to dimensional limitations.
o Clarified FAR definition to reflect usage within the Master Plan.
o Updated Sub-Area Maps.
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VIII.

Housing Element
o Updated housing mitigation plan to change from a static mitigation rate to one that mirrors
current Land Development Regulations.
o Added reference to proposed employee housing complex on Vine St.
o Updated housing requirements to be in-line with other ski resort housing requirements in Teton
County.

IX.

Transportation Elements
o Updated section on street improvements to include reference to proposed improvements in the
area of Phil Baux Park.
o Added requirement for parking analysis associated with transportation demand monitoring
requirement.

XI.

Phasing and the Snow King Resort Master Association
o Updated SKRMA requirements and role within the Resort District.

XII.

Community Services Element
o Added proposals for mountain sports training complex, support for a second sheet of ice, and
Lodge Room enhancements.
o Updated references to the community service elements that Snow King currently provides that
were not noted on the prior Master Plan.
o Added information on winter/summer uphill travel policies.
o Updated trail system access support references.
o Updated references to how Snow King directly supports and caters to community non-profits.

Staff notes that the applicant has also submitted amendments to their United States Forest Service Master
Plan permit. Although those amendments are not directly part of this application they are interrelated. In
addition, it should be noted that in order to implement portions of both the Town and Forest Service Master
Plans, revised lease agreements with the Town for Town-owned property may be required (i.e. proposed
plans for Phil Baux Park). Staff raises this issue of interrelated amendments only to inform the Commission
of the concurrent review/approval processes going on related to Snow King Mountain. Staff recommends that
the Commission limit their comments primarily to the Town Master Plan amendment but not to be overly
concerned about which Master Plan or lease agreement a public comment is addressing as in some instances
staff finds it important to consider improvements or commitments made outside the Town Master Plan as
they impact or relate to the amendments proposed to the Town Master Plan being reviewed.
STAFF ANALYSIS
Overview of New PUD Process
Pursuant the Section 4.3.1.C Legislative Act of the LDRs Planned Resorts shall be reviewed as follows:
Each Planned Resort Zone is subject to the legislative authority of the Town Council and to the findings and
procedural standards outlined in Sec. 8.7.3. An approved Planned Resort Master Plan shall establish the
development standards for that Planned Resort Zone.
While the Master Plan was previously reviewed as a development option approved as part of or “on top of”
the property’s existing zoning, a PUD under the new LDRs is processed as a zone change (both map and text)
which is approved by ordinance, thus three (3) ordinance readings are required to officially adopt. It also has
a requirement for a Master Plan that summarizes the primary development standards and uses required or
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allowed in the PUD for that particular property, creating individual development standards for each subarea.
Under the LDRs a Sketch Plan review is also incorporated at this time. The Sketch Plan is a written and
graphic representation of a development concept. The purpose of the Sketch Plan is to represent a proposed
development at a preliminary, conceptual level of detail. Furthermore, it is the purpose of the Sketch Plan,
through its preparation by the applicant and subsequent review by the Town, to identify development-related
issues, which must be addressed in greater detail prior to or concurrently with the Development Plan to be
submitted at a later date.
This site is located in a transitional area of Town slated for significant redevelopment by the Comprehensive
Plan. As a Master Plan, many of the dimensional standards are project-specific and only can be determined
by reference to the approved Master Plan. Future review of Development Plans is thus based primarily on
determining consistency with the requirements of the approved Master Plan (not the LDRs, as is typical),
which provides conceptual approval and direction for all future development of the site.
The applicant has submitted a track-change version, clean version and summary of changes to the Master
Plan to show all proposed amendments to the Master Plan. Below staff will provide a summary of the
changes and corresponding staff analysis by Chapter. In addition, certain issues identified by the Snow King
Stakeholders Group that relate and/or affect the proposed amendment are also included.
Chapter 1: Statement of Purpose and Existing Conditions
Staff finds that the most significant change to the statement of purpose section relates to changes to the
language regarding the convention center. The application proposes to remove the following statements:
The heart of our lodging business is meetings and conferences, and as such the proposed new Conference
Center, is located in the center of our complex.
Jackson has long wanted a full service, year round convention center to complete its array of visitor services.
This proposed Master Plan provides just such a convention center in a manner that will benefit the entire
downtown area.
The deleted language would remove some of the current emphasis of the convention center as a key
component to the overall purpose and vision of the Master Plan and role it was to play in the community.
Staff notes that there is no proposed change to the location of the large convention facility located in Sub-area
#2 at this time. However, the removal of this language may influence future discussion and direction as to the
location and prominence of the convention center function in the Master Plan in the future. Staff has not
proposed any specific changes to this section at this time but finds the Commission should discussed the
proposed changes and determine what level of importance the convention center should play in the Master
Plan going forward. Discussion and clarification of this important theme of the Master Plan at this time will
assist in any future changes to Sub-area #2 and the overall phasing plan.
In addition, staff finds that the proposed updates to the existing conditions, information, and maps are a
significant benefit to the revised plan allowing the community to better understand what development has
occurred and how it fits into future development. The revised maps also assist in considering amendments to
building envelopes proposed in this amendment and in the future. The Existing Conditions Plus Approved
Plan map on page 18, helps to illustrate the current location of proposed buildings primarily on the eastern
edge of the Master Plan that are proposed to be amended in later Chapters. In addition, staff notes that the
inclusion of the proposed 2014 Forest Service Master Development Plan - Upgrade Plan is appropriate for
context and to help consider its impacts on the private land at the base, inclusion of the plan should in no way
imply approval of said plan by the Town.
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Staff Recommended Amendments:
• The applicant shall revise the Master Plan to clearly articulate the role, function and location of the
convention center portion of the Master Plan going forward.
Chapter 2: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
The applicant has not proposed any changes to this Chapter. Staff notes that review of the Comprehensive
Plan incorporated in the Chapter is against the 1994 Comprehensive Plan not the 2012 Plan. Although staff
finds this acceptable as the Master Plan was based upon and remains rooted in the 1994 Comprehensive Plan,
staff will be reviewing the proposed amendments for consistency with the 1994 and 2012 Comprehensive
Plans in determining whether the required findings of approval can be made.
To provide context to the direction and vision for the Master Plan staff has added the following sections for
Commission consideration as you consider the proposed amendments.
The Snow King Resort is indicated on the Community Issues Map as having a unique role serving both
the residents of the community and the visitor-based economy of the valley. The Resort is intended to be a
"Community Resort" with unique access to residents. This access is exemplified by the public–private
pathway and trail system, which is the integral fabric of the Resort.
Three important community character goals specially relate to Snow King: maintaining social and
economic diversity, maintaining a balance between visitation and the community and to enhance this
economic center through redevelopment. The proposed plan will maintain and enhance the social and
economic diversity by offering a variety of potential uses internally within the resort. New commercial,
office and retail space in facilities such as rooms, condominiums and conference areas will provide a
balance of services for both guests and residents.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise Chapter II to include compliance with the 2012 Comprehensive Plan and the
interrelatedness of the 1994 and 2012 Comprehensive Plans.
Chapter 3: Compliance with the Land Development Regulations
The application has proposed no changes to this Chapter. Staff notes that the Master Plan and associated
LDRs set the maximum amount of development at 915,000 square feet and the maximum lodging capacity of
2,460 guests. This Chapter also outlines the required findings of approval required of the original Master
Plan. One item that staff has identified to address not only in this Chapter but throughout the Master Plan is
updating referenced LDR sections to the applicable current LDRs when appropriate and retaining the
previous LDRs and associated standards when appropriate. Staff does not find that this will have any effect
on the content of the Master Plan or on the appropriate review standards and findings.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall work with staff to update references to the Land Development Regulations to
incorporate the current Land Development Regulations as required.
Chapter 4: Master Site Plans
The applicant has revised the master site plans to reflect buildings and improvements that have been
completed to date, new Sub-area locations and amenities and the relocation of some buildings within
proposed Sub-area #3. The applicant has proposed to reduce the total number of Sub-areas from 7 to 5.
Specifically, the applicant has removed previous Sub-area #7 which contained development that had occurred
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prior to the adoption of this Master Plan and consolidated two other Sub-areas into a new Sub-area #3 which
includes similar condominium style of development. Staff is recommending one change that Sub-area #1 be
amended to include all of the Grandview Lodge building. The included trails and sidewalk plans have
remained unchanged.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise Sub-area #1 to include all of the Grandview Lodge building.
Chapter 5: Land Use Plan
The purpose of the Land Use Plan Chapter is to primarily establish the allowed uses within the Master Plan.
The Chapter divides this topic into two specific areas: 1) Uses Permitted within Building Envelopes and 2)
Uses Permitted within the Recreation Land Use Zone. Within the Building Envelope areas staff notes the
only significant change is the removal of discussion regarding a planned Day Care facility. The applicant has
proposed changes/clarification to the allowed uses in the Recreation Land Use zone primarily to incorporate
uses such as ziplines, yurts, splash pads and water features, mountain coasters, mazes, ropes courses, outdoor
food and beverage facilities, and pathways not specifically called out before (see page 46). In addition, the
applicant has proposed these uses by right, which is a change from the Limited Use status they currently hold
in the Master Plan. Staff is recommending that all Outdoor Amusement/recreation and Commercial
Amusement uses be allowed only through application for a Conditional Use Permit. Staff finds that the level
of interest from the public on these types of amenities in the past has been significant and the ability of the
public and Town to review specific proposals for neighborhood compatibility will be important moving
forward. Staff also notes that the Commission may want to consider if any of the proposed amenities should
not be allowed to be proposed. The final page of this Chapter provides an Example Development chart.
Although the purpose of this chart was not to bind the applicant to the square footages and uses indicated in
it, it was helpful to illustrate a possible development example of how the total amount of square footage could
generally be allocated throughout the Master Plan. Staff is recommending that the applicant revise the
Example Development chart to reflect the new proposed Sub-areas and associated uses and square footages to
reflect what has been built to date and what is anticipated in the future. Staff notes that square footage
allotments are not prescribed in the Master Plan by Sub-area or building envelopes although private
transactions serving this purpose may have taken place. The actual amount of square footage and allowed
uses are only determined at time of Development Plan approval. This Chapter refers to improvements on
Town property and Forest Service Property, discussion of this topic is provided below.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise the proposed land use schedule to require a Conditional Use Permit for all
Outdoor Amusement/recreation and Commercial Amusement uses.
• Applicant shall revise the Example Development chart (in all locations) to reflect the new proposed
Sub-areas and associated uses and square footages to reflect what has been built to date and what is
anticipated in the future.
Chapter 6: Design Guidelines
The only significant change to this Chapter is related to the type of roof materials that may be used. Staff has
no concerns with the proposal. Staff is recommending that all buildings be reviewed by the Town Design
Review Committee (DRC). The DRC review would be limited to review against the Master Plan Design
Guidelines only. Staff is recommending this amendment to better assist staff and the community to ensure the
design vision and guidelines outlined in the Master Plan are upheld by trained professionals. Staff notes at the
time of adoption of the original Master Plan the Town did not have a DRC to assist in this type of review.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
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•

Applicant shall revise the Chapter to include a requirement that all buildings be reviewed for
compliance with the Master Plan Design Guidelines by the Town Design Review Committee.

Chapter 7: Dimensional Limitations Plan
The Master Plan amendments proposed call for amendments to the Building Envelopes and allowed uses
within
Sub-areas 3, 4 and 5.
Sub-Area 3
Sub-area #3 proposes revised or new building envelopes related to 3 platted lots created in this area after
adoption of the Master Plan in 2000. The 3 lots do not neatly correspond to any of the existing building
envelopes in the current Master Plan. The proposed amendments would relocate and/or create new building
envelopes associated with the existing platted lots. See below an illustration of the current building envelopes
in this area and the proposed revised locations.

Current

Proposed

The proposed amendments including the two building envelopes (Lots 53 & 58) on the eastern edge of the
Sub-area continue the style, and bulk and scale of the existing Love Ridge and Grandview developments
further up the hillside. The third building envelope (Lot 57) located to the west of the previous two is located
in an area where development was not previously contemplated. All proposed building envelopes would
allow three story structures in a single or multiple buildings. Currently structures in this area are allowed to
be 2 stories in height and are broken into multiple smaller buildings. Staff is generally comfortable with the
proposal for Lots 53 and 58 with the exception that additional language should be added to ensure
compatibility with the neighborhood to the east including but not limited to stepping down the building
height, additional landscape screening, etc. Staff does have some concern over the possible location and size
of the proposed building on Lot 57 specifically its impact on the adjacent ski area. Staff is recommending
language be added to the plan to specifically address this issue at time of Development Plan review, including
but not limited to shifting the building to the east, reducing the footprint of the building, breaking it up into
multiple buildings, etc.
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Sub-area #4
The most significant changes in Sub-area #4 are the removal of the Mid-Mountain Lodge and replacement of
the maintenance facility along Vine Street with a mountain maintenance storage and employee housing
building.
Staff has some concern over the compatibility of the mix of uses proposed on the Vine Street site. Combining
employee housing with primarily a light industrial use may be difficult to ensure the safety and enjoyment for
all. Staff is recommending further detail be provided on the storage proposed and the possible removal of this
use from the location. As an alternative the applicant may consider separating the two proposed uses into
multiple building on the site. Staff also has some concern regarding the bulk and scale of the proposed
building due to the size of the proposed building envelope, and proposed height of 42-46 feet. In considering
height the applicant shall provide information regarding the elevation to the rear of the property and consider
the height of the surrounding zoning districts. Staff is also not supportive of approving at this time no parking
on site, especially for the employee housing. Staff has recommended an amendment to reduce the proposed
building envelope, reduce the proposed height, to remove the discussion of parking from the Master Plan, and
thorough review and consideration of the proposed uses through a Conditional Use Permit.
Sub-area #5
The applicant has proposed to add two
additional building envelopes in this
Sub-area, one for a maintenance facility
and one for a mountain sports training
facility.
Staff is generally supportive of the
location, bulk and scale and uses
proposed being compatible with those
existing. Additional facilities included in
this area on Town-owned property will
be discussed below. Staff has added an
amendment
to
ensure
that
all
development in this area but especially
the proposed mountain maintenance
facility meet all LDR hillside
development requirements in place at the
time of Development Plan.

Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lots 53 and 58 to ensure compatibility with the
neighborhood to the east including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan of
stepping down the building height, additional landscape screening, etc.
• Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lot 57 to ensure compatibility with the
recreational area to the west including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan to
shifting the building to the east, reducing the footprint of the building, breaking it up into multiple
buildings, etc.
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•
•

Applicant shall revise Sub-area #4 to reduce the proposed building envelope, reduce the proposed
height, to remove discussion of parking and to require a thorough review and consideration of the
proposed uses through a Conditional Use Permit.
Applicant shall provide language in this Chapter to ensure that all development within the Master Plan
shall meet the LDR hillside development requirements in place at the time of Development Plan.

Chapter 8: Housing Element
Staff is very supportive of the applicant's proposal to amend the Master Plan to require all future development
to meet the requirements of the then-current Town Land Development Regulations. This change places
development within the resort at the same mitigation rate of all other property owners in Town. In addition,
staff is very supportive of the inclusion of the proposed seasonal employee housing along Vine Street. Staff
notes that these units under the new regulations would not be able to be utilized to meet future housing
requirements as housing for seasonal employees no longer qualifies as mitigation and so housing seasonal
workers is now the responsibility of each property owner. By taking the proactive approach to provide needed
seasonal housing, even though it is not required, while still meeting the need for housing full time year
around employees generated by future development, the amendments are perfectly in line with the recent
amendments to the Town's housing requirements. Staff has suggested an amendment to remove the proposed
language regarding banking of credits as this is taken care of in the new housing regulations and is not needed
in the Master Plan.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise the Chapter to remove language regarding banking/credits for units.
Chapter 9: Transportation Element
The Transportation Chapter of the Master Plan is divided primarily into two sections: 1) Transportation
Demand Management and 2) Shared Parking. The most significant comment related to this Chapter from
staff, including Planning, Pathways, START and Engineering, is the need to update it to incorporate the most
current data and transportation improvements that have been made. All Town departments listed above have
provided substantial comment on this application that should be reviewed and considered by the Commission
(see attached). Below staff has provided more general comments and proposed amendments based upon
Planning review and review of comments by other Departments. All of the proposed departmental conditions
are attached. The Commission may want to recommend additional amendments to this Chapter.
Transportation Demand Management
Based upon required traffic monitoring every three years since adoption of the Master Plan, the applicant has
largely been successful in meeting the transportation and mode shift goals outlined in this Chapter. With that
being said staff finds that much more focused consideration related to the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) plan could be incorporated into the plan at this time to ensure the identified goals
continue to be met into the future. Specifically, START has recommended that the applicant be required to
better integrate and utilize the START system as an alternative means of accessing the resort by employees,
guests and visitors. Specifically, START would have the following be requirements of the TDM program
moving forward:
o
o
o
o
o

Provide free or reduced-level bus passes to all employees
Provide free or reduced-level bus/bike passes to guests
Require off-site parking for employees
Provide START Bikes and promote alternative modes of travel for employee and guests
Promote transit usage in marketing and website promotional material
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Parking
Much time and energy was put into the overall shared parking approach incorporated into the existing Master
Plan. With a few exceptions (special events, holiday weekends) staff finds that the shared parking approach
adopted in the plan has largely been successful in balancing the need to provide new surface parking
concurrent with new development and the ability to share largely existing and some new parking with new
amenities without a significant increase in parking. Staff also notes that parking in this area certainly must be
viewed not only from the demand created by the resort but also from the public uses surrounding it including:
Ice Rink, Phil Baux Park, etc. Staff also finds that both on-street and off-street parking must be considered
when discussing parking in the area. Staff notes that the specific pick up and drop areas and parking shown
on Town right of way and property are not being considered or approved as part of this plan. Staff finds that
this specific area will need to be cooperatively addressed moving forward to develop the best approach to
accommodating the diversity of needs in the area. The pathway coordinator also notes that over parking in the
area will be counterproductive to meeting the alternative transportation goals of the plan. The proposed
amendments to the Forest Service Master Plan including significant increases in skier days and overall
recreational amenities of the resort will need to be considered. At this time staff is recommending that the
applicant be required to pave and maintain the availability of the surface parking lots in Sub-area #2 for use
by all patrons to the area to address the current demand and future demand of the resort within the Forest
Service Master Plan and surrounding land uses. As specific uses and developments are added to the area the
resort and surrounding land owners will need to work cooperatively to address future parking and TDM
needs going forward.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise the current TDM requirements to include the following additional measures:
o Provide free or reduced-level bus passes to all employees
o Provide free or reduced-level bus/bike passes to guests
o Require off-site parking for employees
o Provide START Bikes and promote alternative modes of travel for employee and guests
o Promote transit usage in marketing and website promotional material
• Applicant shall revise the Chapter to incorporate the most current data and transportation
improvements that have been made.
• Applicant shall be required to pave and maintain the availability of the surface parking lots in Subarea #2 for use by all patrons to the area.
• Applicant agrees to participate in a TDM program development for the entire Snow King Base area
with other surrounding property owners and users.
Chapter 10: Capital Improvement Plan
The Town Engineering Department have provided substantial comments based upon review of the Capital
Improvement Plan (see attached). The primary comments and conditions are that the applicant revise the
infrastructure information provided in the current plan to include improvements that have been done since
that time and include new proposed amenities and buildings in the analysis. In addition, Engineering has
asked that the applicant verify that previous conditions of approval have been satisfied and if so to delete
those conditions from the Master Plan.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall address all conditions in the Town Engineer memorandum dated September 12, 2018.
Chapter 11: Phasing and the Snow King Resort Master Association
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The applicant has proposed amendments to this Chapter to clarify to role and responsibilities of the Snow
King Resort Master Association (SKRMA) going forward. The proposed amendments do not include
significant updates to the limited phasing plan in the current Master Plan. Staff finds that significant
additional detail must be provided regarding the SKRMA responsibilities going forward and to identify the
related action that will be taken if the defined responsibilities are not met. Specially, the Chapter could
include areas identified during the Snow King Stakeholder engagement process which are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ensure SKRMA is a functioning entity as described in the year 2000 Resort Master Plan agreement,
which is the current agreement with TOJ.
Present the SKRMA “entity structure” to the TOJ council to agree on “mutual” compliance.
Clearly define SKRMA’s responsibilities and members to avoid future “open to interpretation” issues
Develop an agreement on commitments that functions in perpetuity that is transferable to any/all new
owners
Clarify and separate where appropriate SKRMA commitments from Snow King Mountain
commitments
Clarify where the SKRMA and Snow King Mountain commitments overlap and are connected.
Require a financial commitment from all SKRMA members consistent with the current SKRMA/TOJ
agreement.
Ensure adequate parking; develop transportation demand management (TDM) plan
Clarify maintenance expectations and requirements, including snow removal
Contribute some percentage of fees/dues to support recreation (community center, ice rink, grant
funding, etc.)
Re-visit and confirm funding requirements per the 2000 Resort Master Plan with TOJ. (Or propose a
new mechanism to TOJ.)

In addition, it is important to clearly define the role of SKRMA separate from the role and responsibilities of
Snow King Mountain. Specially, the Chapter should include areas identified during the Snow King
Stakeholder engagement process which are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Maintain clear and negotiated hours of lift operations (current hours desired but acknowledgment that
needs may change in the future)
Develop procedural agreement with Town of Jackson regarding how/when to allow closures for
conditions (summit and ski hill)
Ensure / negotiate affordable rates for locals with Town of Jackson (Details TBD; different definitions
of “affordable” and “local” make it tricky.)
Maintain access for current user groups

In addition, staff finds that significant additional detail must be provided on a proposed phasing plan. Staff
finds that specific information related to public benefit and improvements as required by the Master Plan
need to be clearly laid out and understood. Staff finds that much of the confusion and frustration with the
current Master Plan shared by the public, applicant and staff is that items such as SKRMA and Snow King
Mountain responsibilities and a detailed phasing plan establishing when and how the public portions of this
plan are integrated into the private development aspects are not clear.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
•
Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details as the roles and responsibilities of
SKRMA and Snow King Mountain and penalties for non-compliance and a detailed phasing plan
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articulating when and how the public benefit and private development portions of the plan shall be
sequenced.
Chapter 12: Community Services Element
The applicant has provided amendments and updated this Chapter to better reflect the Community
Services/Benefit that has been provided to the community since the adoption of the Master Plan and ideas and
proposals on how this will work moving forward. Most significantly the applicant mentions inclusion of a
Mountain Sports Center, support for the Ski and Snow Board Club with an expansion and improvements to
their existing facilities, many on mountain improvements, including a new gondola, summit facility and
observatory, and other community benefits.
Staff's comment similar to the last Chapter is that significantly more detail and an associated phase
plan/timeline must be developed to support the many good ideas and benefits described herein. Again as
stated above much of the confusion and frustration with the current plan is the lack of clarity around what is
to be expected from SKRMA as it relates to this Chapter and what happens if it is not provided. Staff
acknowledges that the specifics of this Chapter are in some ways directly related to proposals by the applicant
on adjacent Town property and to the United States Forest Service related to activities on the mountain. Staff
would have the Commission consider what specific details and timelines should be associated with the
Master Plan and other developments on adjacent property in order to approve this amendment.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details and timelines associated with providing
the community services element of this plan.
Town Property
Staff finds it appropriate to provide the Commission comment on the proposed gondola and zip line proposed
on Town Property as it is interrelated to the Master Plan being considered. Staff will not provide additional
comment at this time regarding the remainder of the applicant's proposal to the United States Forest Service,
but has provided a summary of this proposal as an attachment to this report.
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Staff is generally supportive of the proposed gondola on town property if it is able to be located in such a way
to maximize its continued use as a multi-use outdoor area, allow continued connectivity for all modes
between all portions of Phil Baux Park and not interfere with the historic and ongoing public use of this area
for special events, recreation and unorganized play. Staff does not support the location of a proposed zip line
in this area. Staff finds that a key component of the Master Plan is to concentrate private/commercial use of
the mountain to the eastern portion of the resort (east portal) currently the location of the alpine slide,
mountain coaster, mini-golf, ropes course and maze. Staff finds that if a zip line is incorporated into the
Master Plan this would be a preferred location. Staff finds that by grouping all these similar amenities in one
location that the associated parking, restrooms, food and beverage, ticketing, etc., can be provided in one
convenient spot. As a result the western portion of the resort (west portal) can be the more
public/noncommercial side focused on outdoor pursuits including the park, biking and hiking in the summer
and skiing/tubing in the winter. Please see detailed comments from the Parks and Recreation Director
attached, along with minutes from the Parks and Recreation Board meeting when this topic was discussed.
Staff Recommended Amendments:
• Applicant shall revise the appropriate sections of the Master Plan to remove the zip line from landing
in the west portal area currently proposed in Phil Baux Park.
Public Comment
There has been extensive public comment related to the future of Snow King over the past many years. Staff
has attached all public comment received since the submission of this application. In addition, staff has
provided the summary documents developed as part of the Snow King Stakeholders public engagement
process. Furthermore, staff has provided a link to where all documents and comment received during the
Snow King Stakeholders public engagement process can be found.
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Teton County Review
The Teton County Planning Commissioners discussed this item at their September 10, 2018 meeting.
Commissioner Esnard questioned the applicant on the long term strategy for the resort. The applicant
responded that it was to have a self-sustaining business that includes zip line, gondola, etc. and that the resort
hopes to capture people who are already here for a day or more at Snow King. In addition, Commissioner
Esnard questioned what elements will drive the greatest revenue. The applicant responded that additional ski
runs, food and beverage, zip lines and mountain bike trails will, and that diversification is key to sustaining
the business.
Commissioner Gill thanked the applicant for investing in keeping the hill alive and for listening to the public.
Commissioner Fodor question why is there a need for another road up the mountain. The applicant responded
to serve beginner terrain on top of mountain in the sun. In addition, Commissioner Fodor, questioned whether
the gondola landing area was defined yet. The applicant responded that they had listened to public, and town
officials and they had shifted the gondola closer to Cougar lift in the park.
Public comment was provided by Jeff Golightly with Snow King Mountain who stated that they understand
Snow King is not going to be a big draw for tourism that they are striving to be a better option for teaching
kids, for locals, and to provide better terrain for racing. Shane Rothman, a neighbor and town resident, stated
he agrees with preserving green space, and disagrees with the proposed zip line.
During Commission discussion Commissioner Gill stated that it was important to keep Phil Baux Park
accessible to the community and that the zip line is not her favorite part of plan but that she can be somewhat
supportive if it makes Snow King financially viable. She was supportive of the second sheet of ice and the
hockey program. Commissioner Esnard stated that it was important to keep the park and parking available for
the community in the proposed gondola design. Commissioner Fodor stated in summary, that the
Commission agreed that keeping the park and parking accessible to the community was important.
The Teton Board of County Commissioners will review this item at their Regular Meeting on September 18,
2018. Comments received will be provided at the meeting.
STAFF FINDINGS
Item A: Pursuant to Section 8.7.3.D Planned Unit Development (PUD) of the Land Development
Regulations, the following findings shall be made for the approval of a Planned Unit Development:
1. The proposed PUD enhances the implementation of the desired future character for the land of the
proposal beyond what could be achieved by base zoning.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed PUD is able to achieve the desired future character for this
area as well as, if not better than, the base zoning. The desired future character envisions a vibrant
mixed use resort complex, including a multi-faceted conference/convention center and community
facility that contributes to the economy of Downtown and also serves as a permeable border between
the Town and Snow King Mountain. The PUD tool allows for flexibility in development such as
setbacks and allowed stories, in addition to allowing a higher Floor Area Ratio compared to the base
zoning. A development of this type can only be achieved through the use of the PUD tool due to the
interrelatedness and mixed use nature of the Master Plan.
2. The findings for a PUD option found in Article 4 must be made.
Section 4.3.1. D. Findings for Approval
All Planned Resort Zones shall be approved only if all of the following findings are made.
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1. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan.
The Planned Resort Master Plan is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Jackson/Teton
County Comprehensive Plan.
Complies. See Sketch Plan finding #1.
2. Consistency with Purpose and Intent.
The Planned Resort Master Plan is substantially consistent with the purpose and intent of this
Section, as set forth in 4.3.1.A.
Complies as conditioned.
3. Affordable Workforce Housing.
The Planned Resort Master Plan ensures a supply of affordable workforce housing that is in
accordance with the requirements for housing created by development within the Planned Resort.
Complies as conditioned.
4. Design Guidelines.
The Planned Resort Master Plan contains design guidelines that
a. establish standards for buildings, spaces, signs, and lighting within the Planned Resort;
b. promote the design concepts set forth in F.7.; and
c. establish a method for consistent implementation of the guidelines.
Complies as conditioned.
5. Transportation Element.
The Planned Resort Master Plan contains a traffic impact analysis and transportation demand
management plan that:
a. promote multimodal forms of transportation that are consistent with the transportation goals of the
Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan;
b. manage the generation of resort related traffic to avoid undermining community character and
endangering the public health, safety, and welfare; and
c. identify an equitable cost sharing plan for transportation facilities and services.
Complies as conditioned.
6. Capital Improvements Plan.
The Planned Resort Master Plan contains a capital improvements plan that ensures infrastructure
and essential services will be provided in an efficient and timely manner to accommodate projected
resort demands.
Complies as conditioned.
7. Land Use Element.
The Planned Resort Master Plan promotes land uses that support and maintain the character of the
resort as specified in Sec. 4.3.2.
Complies as conditioned.
8. Phasing Plan.
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The Planned Resort Master Plan contains a phasing plan that ensures:
a. development of the resort, its amenities, and public facilities necessary to serve the resort, occur in
logical sequence, and
b. an adequate monitoring program is established for determining accomplishment of proposed
remedies and mitigation measures for projected impacts on the community.
Complies as conditioned.
9. Character Element.
The Planned Resort Master Plan ensures the resort’s development will be in keeping with the
community’s character and the planned character for the vicinity of the resort.
Complies as conditioned.
3. The findings for the amendment of an existing PUD or other special project found in Section
8.2.13.D must be made.
Complies as conditioned.
4. The findings for Section 8.7.1.C LDR Text Amendment must be made.
Pursuant to Section 8.7.3.D Planned Unit Development (PUD) of the Land Development Regulations,
the findings for a LDR Text Amendment found in Section 8.7.1.C must be made:
1. The proposed project is consistent with the purposes and organization of the LDRs.
Complies, as conditioned, staff finds the proposed project to be consistent with the purpose and intent
of the LDRs.
2. The proposed project improves the consistency of the LDRs with other provisions of the LDRs.
Complies, as conditioned, staff finds the proposed project improves consistency with the LDRs as it
meets all applicable provisions laid out in the LDRs for a Planned Unit Development.
3. The proposed project provides flexibility for landowners within standards that clearly define
desired character.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed project provides flexibility that does not undermine the
defined future character of this area.
4. The proposed project is necessary to address changing conditions, public necessity, and/or state
or federal legislation.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed project is necessary to address changing conditions since
adoption of the original Master Plan in 2000.
5.

The proposed project improves implementation of the Comprehensive Plan.

Complies. Staff finds the proposed project improves implementation of the Comprehensive Plan by
providing a development that is consistent with the purpose and intent for Subarea 2.1.Snow King
Resort. See the above Sketch Plan, finding #1.
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6.

The proposed project is consistent with other adopted Town Ordinances.

Complies. Staff finds that the proposed project is consistent with all other Town Ordinances.
5. The findings for Section 8.7.2.C Zoning Map Amendment must be made.
Pursuant to Section 8.7.3.D Planned Unit Development (PUD) of the Land Development Regulations,
the findings for a Zoning Map Amendment found in Section 8.7.2.C must be made:
1. The proposed project is consistent with the purposes and organization of the LDRs.
Complies as conditioned, staff finds the proposed project to be consistent with the purpose and intent
of the LDRs.
2. The proposed project improves implementation of the desired future character defined in the
Illustration of Our Vision chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.
Complies, as conditioned, staff finds the proposed project improves consistency with the LDRs as it
meets all applicable provisions laid out in the LDRs for a Planned Unit Development.
3. The proposed project is necessary to address changing conditions or a public necessity.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed project is necessary to address changing conditions since
adoption of the original Master Plan in 2000.
4. The proposed project is consistent with other adopted Town Ordinances.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed project is consistent with all other Town Ordinances.
Item B: Sketch Plan. All Sketch Plan proposals may be approved only if all of the following findings are
made:
1. The proposed project is consistent with the desired future character described for the site in the
Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan.
The proposed Master Plan is located within District 2 Town Commercial Core and within Subarea 2.3
Downtown of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan. Policy objectives for Subarea 2.1 Snow King Resort
follow:
This TRANSITIONAL Subarea is currently subject to the Snow King Resort Master Plan. The plan
seeks to create a vibrant mixed use resort complex, including a multi-faceted conference/convention
center and community facility that contributes to the economy of Downtown and also serves as a
permeable border between the Town and Snow King Mountain. The resort has long been an integral
part of the community, playing the role of the "Town Hill", providing a host of winter and summer
recreational amenities. In the future, the subarea will complement Downtown (Subarea 2.3) lodging
and tourist amenities. Lodging will be provided in a variety of types and forms from hotel rooms to
condominiums, in order to support the local tourism- based economy. The size and scale of structures
will often be larger than those typically allowed in other subareas of Town, as resorts typically require
a larger critical mass necessary to support visitor functions. Though buildings will tend to be larger
than in other districts, the subarea will maintain an abundance of open space in relation to the built
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environment as a key to a successful resort experience. Consistent with the Master Plan, Snow King
Avenue will be developed into a mixed use corridor that includes a variety of commercial uses while
still serving as a major transportation corridor in the community. Along with this it will be important to
create a more visible and attractive base to attract residents and visitors to the many amenities and
recreational opportunities found there.
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed amendments comply with the 2012 Teton/Jackson
Comprehensive Plan.
Common Value 1: Ecosystem Stewardship
N/A
Common Value 2: Growth Management
4.1.b: Emphasize a variety of housing types, including deed-restricted housing. The Master Plan allows
a variety of housing types including deed restricted housing.
4.1.d: Maintain Jackson as the economic center of the region. One of the key goals of the Master Plan
is to compliment Downtown and play a significant role of maintaining Jackson as the economic center
of the region.
4.2.c: Create vibrant walkable mixed use subareas. The Master Plan is centered on creating a walkable
mixed use resort district.
4.2.d: Create a Downtown Retail Shopping District. Not applicable.
4.2.f: Maintain lodging as a key component in the downtown. The Master Plan's primary use is lodging
in a variety of forms.
4.4.b: Enhance Jackson gateways. Not applicable.
4.4.d: Enhance natural features in the built environment. The Master Plan's goal is to create balance
between the built environment and the natural surrounding landscape.
Common Value 3: Quality of Life
5.2.d: Encourage deed-restricted rental units. The Master Plan will allow and encourage restricted
housing through flexible dimensional limitations.
6.2.b: Support businesses located in the community because of our lifestyle. The Master Plan will
provide the uses and amenities to support this goal.
6.2.c: Encourage local entrepreneurial opportunities. The Master Plan will provide the uses and
amenities to support this goal.
6.3.a: Ensure year-round economic viability. The Master Plan will provide the uses and amenities to
support this goal. One basis of the Plan is to provide an economic engine for our shoulder seasons.
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7.1.c: Increase the capacity for use of alternative transportation modes. The Master Plan's
Transportation Chapter outlines the strategies and requirements for an integrated Transportation
Demand Management program developed to meet the mode shift goals of the Plan.
In conclusion, Staff finds that the proposed Master Plan amendment is consistent with the 2012
Comprehensive Plan and continues to be consistent with the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, subject to
Staff’s recommended conditions of approval provided below.
2. The proposed project achieves the standards and objective of the Natural Resource Overlay (NRO)
and Scenic Resources Overlay (SRO).
N/A
3. The proposed project does not have a have a significant impact on public facilities and services,
including transportation, portable water and wastewater facilities, parks, schools, police, fire, and
EMS facilities.
Complies. As conditioned, staff finds that the proposed project will not have significant impacts on
public facilities and infrastructure.
4. The proposed project complies with all relevant standards of these LDRs and other Town Ordinances
as can be determined by the level of detail of a sketch plan.
Complies. Staff finds that the application meets the base standards of the PUD section as well as all
required standards of the LDRs.
5. The proposed project is in substantial conformance with all standards or conditions of any prior
applicable permits or approvals.
Complies. Staff finds that the application is in conformance with all standards and conditions subject
to the recommended conditions of approval.

ATTACHMENTS
Departmental Reviews
Applicant Submittal
United States Forest Service, letter dated August 3, 2018
Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group, Staff and Consultant Summary of Outcomes and the Process, May
17, 2018
Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
Public Comment
RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Item A: The Planning Director recommends approval of a Planned Unit Development to allow amendments
to the Snow King Planned Resort District Master Plan subject to the department reviews with the following
amendments being made to the Master Plan:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The applicant shall revise the Master Plan to clearly articulate the role, function and location of the
convention center portion of the Master Plan going forward.
Applicant shall revise Chapter II to include compliance with the 2012 Comprehensive Plan and the
interrelatedness of the 1994 and 2012 Comprehensive Plans.
Applicant shall work with staff to update references to the Land Development Regulations to
incorporate the current Land Development Regulations as required.
Applicant shall revise Sub-area #1 to include all of the Grandview Lodge building.
Applicant shall revise the proposed land use schedule to require a Conditional Use Permit for all
Outdoor Amusement/recreation and Commercial Amusement uses.
Applicant shall revise the Example Development chart (in all locations) to reflect the new proposed
Sub-areas and associated uses and square footages to reflect what has been built to date and what is
anticipated in the future.
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to include a requirement that all buildings be reviewed for
compliance with the Master Plan Design Guidelines by the Town Design Review Committee.
Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lots 53 and 58 to ensure compatibility with the
neighborhood to the east including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan of
stepping down the building height, additional landscape screening, etc.
Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lot 57 to ensure compatibility with the
recreational area to the west including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan to
shifting the building to the east, reducing the footprint of the building, breaking it up into multiple
buildings, etc.
Applicant shall revise Sub-area #4 to reduce the proposed building envelope, reduce the proposed
height, to remove discussion of parking and to require a thorough review and consideration of the
proposed uses through a Conditional Use Permit.
Applicant shall provide language in this Chapter to ensure that all development within the Master Plan
shall meet the LDR hillside development requirements in place at the time of Development Plan.
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to remove language regarding banking/credits for units.
Applicant shall revise the current TDM requirements to include the following additional measures:
o Provide free or reduced-level bus passes to all employees
o Provide free or reduced-level bus/bike passes to guests
o Require off-site parking for employees
o Provide START Bikes and promote alternative modes of travel for employee and guests
o Promote transit usage in marketing and website promotional material
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to incorporate the most current data and transportation
improvements that have been made.
Applicant shall be required to pave and maintain the availability of the surface parking lots in Subarea #2 for use by all patrons to the area.
Applicant agrees to participate in a TDM program development for the entire Snow King Base area
with other surrounding property owners and users.
Applicant shall address all conditions in the Town Engineer memorandum dated September 12, 2018.
Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details as the roles and responsibilities of
SKRMA and Snow King Mountain and penalties for non-compliance and a detailed phasing plan
articulating when and how the public benefit and private development portions of the plan shall be
sequenced.
Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details and timelines associated with providing
the community services element of this plan.
Applicant shall revise the appropriate sections of the Master Plan to remove the zip line from landing
in the west portal area currently proposed as Phil Baux Park.
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Item B: The Planning Director recommends approval of a Sketch Plan for the Snow King Planned Resort
District Master Plan subject to the department reviews and the amendments/conditions provided above for
Item A.
Please note that these recommendations are subject to the applicant making all the recommended
amendments to the satisfaction of the Planning Director prior to final approval by Town Council. Upon
review and acceptance by the Planning Director of the recommended amendments, the Director may have
additional conditions to be applied to the Sketch Plan.
SUGGESTED MOTIONS
Item A: Based upon the findings for a Planned Unit Development as presented in the staff report and by the
applicant related to 1) Enhances future desire character; 2) PUD Option findings in Article 4; 3) Amendment
to PUD findings in Section 8.2.12.D; 4) LDR Text Amendment finding in Section 8.7.1.C; 5) Zoning Map
Amendment findings in Section 8.7.2.C for Item P18-208, I move to recommend approval to the Town
Council approval of a Planned Unit Development to allow amendments to the Snow King Planned Resort
District Master Plan subject to the department reviews with the following amendments being made to the
Master Plan:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

The applicant shall revise the Master Plan to clearly articulate the role, function and location of the
convention center portion of the Master Plan going forward.
Applicant shall revise Chapter II to include compliance with the 2012 Comprehensive Plan and the
interrelatedness of the 1994 and 2012 Comprehensive Plans.
Applicant shall work with staff to update references to the Land Development Regulations to
incorporate the current Land Development Regulations as required.
Applicant shall revise Sub-area #1 to include all of the Grandview Lodge building.
Applicant shall revise the proposed land use schedule to require a Conditional Use Permit for all
Outdoor Amusement/recreation and Commercial Amusement uses.
Applicant shall revise the Example Development chart (in all locations) to reflect the new proposed
Sub-areas and associated uses and square footages to reflect what has been built to date and what is
anticipated in the future.
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to include a requirement that all buildings be reviewed for
compliance with the Master Plan Design Guidelines by the Town Design Review Committee.
Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lots 53 and 58 to ensure compatibility with the
neighborhood to the east including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan of
stepping down the building height, additional landscape screening, etc.
Applicant shall include language in Sub-area #3 for Lot 57 to ensure compatibility with the
recreational area to the west including but not limited to consideration at time of Development Plan to
shifting the building to the east, reducing the footprint of the building, breaking it up into multiple
buildings, etc.
Applicant shall revise Sub-area #4 to reduce the proposed building envelope, reduce the proposed
height, to remove discussion of parking and to require a thorough review and consideration of the
proposed uses through a Conditional Use Permit.
Applicant shall provide language in this Chapter to ensure that all development within the Master Plan
shall meet the LDR hillside development requirements in place at the time of Development Plan.
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to remove language regarding banking/credits for units.
Applicant shall revise the current TDM requirements to include the following additional measures:
o Provide free or reduced-level bus passes to all employees
o Provide free or reduced-level bus/bike passes to guests
o Require off-site parking for employees
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•

o Provide START Bikes and promote alternative modes of travel for employee and guests
o Promote transit usage in marketing and website promotional material
Applicant shall revise the Chapter to incorporate the most current data and transportation
improvements that have been made.
Applicant shall be required to pave and maintain the availability of the surface parking lots in Subarea #2 for use by all patrons to the area.
Applicant agrees to participate in a TDM program development for the entire Snow King Base area
with other surrounding property owners and users.
Applicant shall address all conditions in the Town Engineer memorandum dated September 12, 2018.
Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details as the roles and responsibilities of
SKRMA and Snow King Mountain and penalties for non-compliance and a detailed phasing plan
articulating when and how the public benefit and private development portions of the plan shall be
sequenced.
Applicant shall revise this Chapter to provide specific details and timelines associated with providing
the community services element of this plan.
Applicant shall revise the appropriate sections of the Master Plan to remove the zip line from landing
in the west portal area currently proposed as Phil Baux Park.

Item B: Based upon the findings for a Sketch Plan as presented in the staff report and by the applicant
related to 1) Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan; 2) Achieves purpose of NRO & SRO overlays; 3)
Impact of public facilities & services; 4) Compliance with LDRs & Town Ordinances; 5) Conformance with
past permits & approvals for Item P18-208, I move to recommend approval to the Town Council approval of
a Sketch Plan for the Snow King Planned Resort District Master Plan subject to the department reviews and
amendments and conditions described for Item A.
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(8/8/2018 6:00 PM AC)
The current Snow King Planned Resort District Master Plan was approved under the commonly referred to1994 Land Development
Regulations (LDRs), specifically Division 2500 Planned Resort (PR) District. Section 2540.B Amendment of Master Plan which states
as follows:
B. Amendment of master plan. Any amendment to the Planned Resort master plan shall be reviewed and acted upon pursuant to the
procedures set forth in this Division for review and action on the original master plan. The amendment shall be subject to all applicable
standards of this Division and these Land Development Regulations that are in effect at the time of review of the amendment.
Notwithstanding, minor deviations from a Planned Resort master plan may be approved by the Planning Director, pursuant to Section
51200.J, Minor deviations.
Based upon the above, the current Master Plan amendment shall be reviewed pursuant to the Land Development Regulations that are in
effect at the time of review of the amendment, or the current LDRs now in effect.
Pursuant the Section 4.3.1.C Legislative Act of the current LDRs Planned Resorts shall be reviewed as follows:
Each Planned Resort Zone is subject to the legislative authority of the Town Council and to the findings and procedural standards
outlined in Sec. 8.7.3. An approved Planned Resort master plan shall establish the development standards for that Planned Resort Zone.
In addition pursuant to Section 4.3.1.E Procedure:
A Planned Resort master plan shall be reviewed pursuant to the standard procedures set forth for review of a PUD in Sec. 8.7.3.
Furthermore, Section 4.3.1.8.a Amendment of Master Plan states:
Any landowner within a Planned Resort District may apply for amendment to the Planned Resort master plan. The amendment shall be
reviewed and acted upon pursuant to the procedures set forth in Sec. 8.2.13. Minor deviations from a Planned Resort master plan may be
approved by the Planning Director, pursuant to Sec. 8.2.13.
Based upon the above requirements, the proposed amendment shall be reviewed and approved pursuant to Section 8.7.3 Planned Unit
Development. Specifically Section 8.7.3.D Findings for Approval shall be considered. As the findings include a LDR Text Amendment
and Zoning Map Amendment, the approval shall require three (3) ordinance readings and publishing in a newspaper of general
circulation before taking effect.
Parks and Rec
Steve Ashworth

APPROVED W/COND 6/29/2018
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(7/26/2018 4:37 PM STOL)
Snowking Master Plan Amendment Review
July 24, 2018
Consistency with Strategic Plan:
Special Event/Community Gathering ParksSpecial Consideration for Community Events Infrastructure
The Department currently offers multiple special events throughout the system ranging from racing
series to farmer’s markets, and as well, supports numerous community events hosted by organizations such as the Chamber of
Commerce. As part of creating a community hub within the Town, many special events and festivals happen at Town Square Park,
creating large maintenance impacts and traffic congestion in town.
These opportunities are a growing trend because festivals and other special events are popular activities that provide family-oriented
entertainment, generate economic activity, and serve to celebrate community identity. They are also viewed as a means of introducing
people to the community’s public parks and recreation system. When developing opportunities for community gathering spaces (new
events space, home for farmers market, amphitheater, etc.) the Department should consider:
Flexible use spaces, such as open unprogrammed turf areas, can accommodate community events and be used for other activities such
as youth sports practice space at other times.
These areas should be within town limits, but smaller events that cater to communities of
Wilson and even Teton Village could be held at the community parks in these areas.
Walkability is important, and parking for larger events should be considered. Passive parks
and gateway parks are not typically ideal for these events, because they either do not have
the space to accommodate them, or they already have heavy use/traffic from visitors.
Some events such as the farmers market are better situated on paved or gravel surfaces and
could benefit from covered pavilions/shelters.
Gateway ParksGateway Parks should strengthen the sense of arrival into the community. Enhancing Jackson Gateways (Policy 4.4.b) is a focus in the
Comprehensive Plan and parkland can play a role in this.
North Park is an obvious gateway, as it sits at the northern extent of town adjacent to the Visitor Center. Though in the center of
Jackson, Town Square functions as a gateway of sorts, as it is often one of the first outdoor places in town that tourists will visit. The
future park in Teton Village will play the role of Gateway Park. Phil Baux Park is a gateway in a different sense, as it is the gateway
from town to the mountains and forest.
Phil Baux Park Re-developmentBecause of its geographic location and Snow King resort improvement plans, Phil Baux Park figures
prominently in the discussion of parkland’s role in the community. There are several policies in the
Comprehensive Plan that highlight the importance of this site. Phil Baux Park is the end point of the
Snow King – Maple Way connector and as such is a key piece of a Complete Neighborhood(Policy 2.2.a). The site can continue to
serve as an access point to Bridger-Teton NF enhancing natural features in the built environment (Policy 3.2.f) and also serve as a
different type of gateway (Policy 4.4.b), a front country gateway to the mountains.
The park is a valuable community gathering site and contains a grass area that can be used for a sports practice field. These roles may
not necessarily be incompatible with Snow King’s future plans for the site, but the community must a) understand the importance of this
site and b) if not undergo a full redesign of the western portion of the site then at least establish some requirements and compensation
criteria for any resort-related development on the property.
Additionally, a re-development at Phil Baux Park should include consideration of the need for, and the design for, special events within
the community, an activity identified by multiple users and one of the most requested activities on a national level. Currently, most of
the special events provided or hosted by the Department occur within the Town center, but there is concern of over use and traffic in the
park.
Developing a space at Phil Baux Park provides the Department with a supplemental site for events, while retaining the “Town core”
concept from the Comprehensive Plan. It should be noted that events do currently occur in Phil Baux Park, but it is not specifically
designed to support this type of activity.
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Options for re-developing Phil Baux Park
? Phil Baux Park should be developed to encourage its use as a front country gateway to the National Forest. Public use and access
should take precedence over redevelopment by a private
entity .
? As Phil Baux Park forms the end point of the Snow King – Maple Way connector (Comprehensive Plan) having a community focused
node at this location is vital.
? A large flexible space can accommodate community events such as concerts, farmers markets, and youth sports practice areas.
? Building off themes of “front country” exploration and the bouldering wall in this park may also be a good location for a natural play
area and interpretive signage related to forest ecology,
wildlife, etc.
? Consideration could be given to an X game or extreme sports theme, and/or could include a
skatepark.
Recommendations for re-developing Phil Baux Park- Medium priority (2-5 years)? Creating connections to the National Forest trail system.
? Developing a special event space to accommodate outdoor concerts/amphitheater, community gatherings and festivals.
? Incorporating outdoor alternative sports/opportunities:
o Climbing
o Skateboarding
o Broomball
o Inline skating
o Nature play areas.
Staff Comments: (Phil Baux Park)
Upon review of the proposed west portal master plan, staff believes that the intent of the applicant is in general concert with the strategic
plan. The master plan supports outdoor mountain and alternative sports, provides a gateway to the National Forest, and accommodates
openspace for special events.
Staff’s comments are primarily based upon April to November use. The park as generally served the winter resort operations in the
winter, and the general park public in the summer. The success and public compatibility of the plan rests in maintaining safe, free and
accessible use of the public’s property for the entire community for non-ski season. This includes both residents and guests. To meet the
criteria of a gateway park to the National Forest, the public would need to maintain free uphill hiking and biking access to the greater
Snowking trail system. Additionally, the park needs to maintain its public identity and character, and commercialization should be kept
at a minimum. The location of a gondola/summit lift on the Town property supports the gateway element by providing a public/private
alternative means to reach the National Forest. Siting of this amenity should meet the following
conditions:
? Place the gondola no further north than the south half of the existing playground;
? Allow for safe and unencumbered user access from the east park facilities to the west park
facilities;
? Allow minimum commercialization, advertising and vendor activity to maintain public park feel;
? Place gondola so to allow safe, clear and accessible biking and pedestrian movement north tosouth from Snow King Ave. to the
National Forest trail access points;
? Provide consideration to the public for use of public land through partnership and use of the
resort property for extended turf uphill (south). The turf access further emphasizes the gateway
connection and helps draw the public up the mountain. Staff is less supportive of locating a zipline within the park. The amenity has
commercial character by use, noise, and visual effect. Staff’s believes that this amenity greatly alters the public park character, and
recommends that such a feature be located on privately owned property or adjacent to like features such as the coaster.
As indicated in the strategic plan, Phil Baux Park plays a key role in public alternative and mountain
sports. Shared use of the property needs to support other sport/recreation opportunities. A key
amenity that has been identified as ideal for Phil Baux Park is a new skatepark facility. As the X-games
continues to grow, along with the introduction of skateboarding as an Olympic sport, the activity
continues to increase in demand. The most successful skatepark facilities are prominately located in
parks, with good visual and amenity access. This further supports the identity and character of the park
and resort, and further places an emphasis on serving our community’s youth.

Project Reviews

Report By:

Tiffany Stolte

28

Type of Review
Contact
Notes

Dates

Status
Sent

Due

Received

Remarks

The other critical element of the park as identified by the strategic plan is special events and concerts. The park continues to grow in
popularity for such activities, and site design will be critical to ensure successful use in the future. The master plan amendment supports
this use by recommending large open multi-use turf . Again, for this to be successful, it is critical to maintain an open and clear east to
west public connection through the entirety of the park. The plan amendment illustrates an amphitheater for further supporting concerts,
theater events, etc. Staff agrees that this is an ideal amenity for the park, and a strong anchor to the Cache Street corridor. Location of
the amphitheater needs to maintain the following site conditions:
? Centrally locate in the middle of the park from east to west to maximize the uphill topography for
ideal viewing;
? Locate from the middle to the south of the park to allow clear, safe and unrestricted movement
in the park from east to west.
The plan amendment has identified on-street parking on south Cache, and drop off access from Snow King Ave. Staff does not support
either of these elements. Although the stakeholders recommended minimal parking on site, most of this conversation was based around
the commercial use of the site, and thecommercial operator providing alternative transportation to the park. In order for the park to
maintain its public character, accessibility and functionality, reasonable parking on site is required. Staff
recommends that parking be placed on-site within the park but on the north and west perimeters. Parking should be sufficient in scale to
not negatively impact neighbors, accommodate standard park and recreation standards, and also serve as a programmable hardscape for
community events, festivals and markets. Staff does not support large loading/offloading at the front of the park. This considerably
changes the character of the park from public recreation to commercial operations. Tour buses, taxis,
and shuttles should be directed to the resort district and hotel. Additionally, a current Start bus shelter and pull-out is located on the east
edge of the park. Staff recommends providing increased bicycle parking, bicycle maintenance amenities, and increase Start bike
opportunities.
Staff Comments- (Community Recreation outside Phil Baux Park)
The strategic plan has identified an on-going community recreation need for indoor climbing. Colocating this amenity with the Snow
King Center can greatly fill this need. The facility is currently under a private/public partnership, and continuing this model could be
ideal for the community. During staff’s earlier discussions with a like partnership at the Recreation Center, we concluded that clear
expectations of community access, affordability and transparency of the operator is imperative. In order to utilize public land and
facilities for commercial operations, the public must be provided with long-term use and assurances of asset maintenance and
management.
Over the past twelve years the department has conducted three community surveys to better
understand the public’s recreational needs and how those needs are being met. Access to our
immediate public lands through walking, running and biking trails consistentlyremains a high priority. Opportunities to expand and
improve this access would be supported by the department’s community outreach. On the flip side, data does not support the expansion
of additional ice facilities for public need. In 2015 33% of the community had a need for indoor ice, of which 82% of the community
need was primarily met. In contrast, 38% of the community had a need for indoor climbing, of which only
14% of the community need was being met.
*** In addition to staff comments... Please see below the reccomendations from the Teton County/Jackson Parks and Recreation
Department
Advisory Board

Teton County/Jackson Parks and Recreation Department
Advisory BoardMinutes
Thursday, August 9, 2018
5:00 PM – Town Council Chambers
Board Members Present: Dave Ellerstein, Shawn Meisl, Missy Falcey, Linore Wallace, Jim Clouse, Stephanie Thomas and Frank Lane
Staff in Attendance: Steve Ashworth, Andy Erskine, Phil Moya and Christina Ramos
1.
a.

Call to Order: Meeting was called to order at 5:00pm.
Additions/Deletions to the agenda - none
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2. Approval of the July 12, 2018 meeting minutes: Frank motioned to approve the July minutes, seconded by Shawn. All in favor.
3. New Staff Introductions- None
4. Public Correspondence- None
5. Upcoming Volunteer and Participation Opportunities - Andy Fleck/Phil Moya: None at this time.
6. Citizen Input to the Board for items not on the agenda: None at this time.
7. Action Items
a. George Washington Memorial Park, War Memorial Replacement- Don Perkins (30 Minutes)
The Mayor and Vice-Mayor requested the Parks & Rec Advisory Board to review the proposal and provide recommendations prior to
being presented to Town Council. There is currently not a policy regarding memorials, monuments and public art on public land/space.
Steve recommends asking Town Council that the Parks & Rec Advisory Board partner with the Public Art Task Force to develop a
policy for public spaces. Site illustrations were provide by Carla from Nelson Engineering.
Cliff Poindexter and Greg McCoy presented. Cliff shared that the masonry on current monument is deteriorating so they are looking at a
new material. There are currently 544 names on the monument. The proposal is to remove the masonry and plaques then build a steel
frame. On the frame put polished granite that would be laser etched with pictures and names. The planters would be removable and the
benches are solar which would provide the lighting at the bottom and top of the monument. The 100th anniversary of the Jackson Hole
Legion is 2019; would like to unveil on Memorial Day. Greg added that there will be space, at the bottom of the monument, for the
Town to add representation.
Stephanie motioned that the Advisory Board
recommends moving forward with the project’s size and scope implications on the Parks Department with the recommendation that the
design be reviewed by the appropriate design review committee. Frank seconded. All in favor.
Shawn motioned that the Parks & Rec Advisory Board partners with the Public Arts Task Force to develop a memorial/monument policy
for public areas. Linore seconded. All in favor.
b. Snow King Resort Master Plan Amendment- Ryan Stanley/Jeff Golightly (45 Minutes)
Steve referenced the staff report which included staff comments and recommendations. The Advisory Board would be providing a
recommendation to the Town Council, on this project, as it affects Parks & Recreation.
Jeff provided background on the project and recent changes of the landing location of the gondola; moving it further south, near the
Cougar Lift. Jeff and Ryan answered questions from the board. Public comment was received from 13 individuals of the community.
Linore motioned that the TCPR Advisory Board make a recommendation to the Town of Jackson Council not to support the amendment
to the Snow King Master Plan that includes the landing of the proposed gondola and zip line on the Town of Jackson property known as
Phil Baux Park and Ball Field as illustrated on the map included in the amended plan. (Map A) Missy seconded. All in favor.
8. Information/Discussion Items – none at this time
9. Directors Report – Steve added that the first public engagement meeting for BLM Parcel 9 & 10 is on Tuesday, Aug. 15th, at
5:00pm – 7:00pm at the Old Wilson School. The purpose of the meeting is to ask the public what they would like to see done on this
land.
Question was asked about the improvements at the Wilson Boat Ramp. Steve answered; 14 truckloads of gravel were extracted
yesterday which improved conditions. A week from Monday, Aug. 27th, at 3:30pm; Steve will be in a workshop with Board of County
Commissioners on visioning the goals for long term maintenance and operation level of service.
10. Comments/Matter from the Board
a. Board Goals
i. Marketing and Communications (Andrew Fleck & Phil Moya)
ii. Community Dog Off -Leash Facility (Andrew Erskine)
iii. Future Specific Purpose Excise Tax [SPET] (Steve Ashworth)
b. Community Communication – The Board has received public comments on our agenda and minutes not up to date on the Parks &
Rec website.
Pathways
Brian Schilling

APPROVED
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(9/3/2018 8:05 AM STOL)
P18-208 –Snow King Master Association Resort Master Plan Amendment
Comments from Teton County/TOJ Pathways Department
Status: approved
• Comments at this phase are quite general in nature. As the applicant develops more detailed plans, comments will also be more
detailed. Some of the comments below may encompass a broader reach than is specifically covered in the specific Master Plan
Amendment, but the comments are nonetheless relevant to the role that Snow King plays in the Town of Jackson and reflect the fact that
Snow King’s reach and impact extend well beyond the immediate boundaries of the resort itself .
• An overarching goal reflected in all comments is that access to and from the resort by transit, biking, or walking should be
exceptionally convenient, comfortable, and desirable—more so even than arriving by car. If this is achieved, then concerns over traffic
impacts will be substantially mitigated.
• Connectivity
o Connectivity for bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized forms of mobility should take a high priority for a resort property.
This is applicable to both internal connectivity with the resort area itself as well as external connectivity to surrounding streets, public
parks, transit access, trailheads, and downtown.
o Specifically, the street design on Snow King Ave. should prioritize safe and comfortable bicycle and pedestrian facilities connecting
to the Town Square and further west along Snow King. Snow King provides bicycle rental services for out of town guests that often hav
limited riding experience and are unfamiliar with the area. Similarly, Snow King is also a frequent destination for families and children
of all ages going to destinations such as the Ski Club, hockey rink, Phil Baux Park, and Snow King trail system via bicycle. Given these
conditions, and the fact that Snow King is also the primary east-west corridor for bicycle traffic in town, the Town and the applicant
should explore protectedbike lanes along Snow King Ave.
o Pedestrian access along Snow King Ave. should be enhanced. The connection from the hotel to Cache St. (at least) should be a
high-quality pedestrian experience that will entice visitors to walk from the hotel to downtown. The corridor should provide comfortable
access for people with mobility issues to the event center, Phil Baux Park, and other destinations. The potential to redesign the Snow
King Ave. streetscape represents an opportunity to provide an outstanding pedestrian experience and seamless connection to the resort
facilities and the natural resources available on Snow King Mountain.
o Provide public access to Cache Creek via the route shown in the Town of Jackson 2012 Bicycle Improvement Plan (Map 3 –
Recommended Bicycle Improvement Corridors).
o Continue to provide access to the Forest Service trails.
• Transportation Demand Management
o Snow King should explore TDM strategies to reduce car trips for the full range of visitors to the resort area. These include guests
staying at the resort, visitors to Jackson who are not staying at the resort but are using services at the resort, and locals accessing services
or other features at the resort.
o The Town of Jackson and Teton County should assist Snow King in developing TDM strategies and goals.
o Generally, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access should be integrated so that all three modes can be used seamlessly.
•
Parking
o Overall parking demand and the provision of on-street and off -street parking for the resort should be carefully considered. If future
development is over-parked (i.e. if too much space is allocated to parking), this will undermine TDM efforts to reduce car trips to and
from the resort, and people will in essence be encouraged to drive personal vehicles to the resort. Snow King and the Town of Jackson
should work closely together to reduce the need for parking to the maximum extent possible.
o When it comes time to design the details for vehicular access to destinations such as the base area, Phil Baux Park, gondola access,
the events center, etc., extra care must be used to ensure that these areas are not degraded by making them essentially into vehicle
dropoff zones where a continuous stream of idling cars makes the whole area inhospitable for all other users. These spaces should be
prioritized for the people actually using them, not for the convenience of the car drivers trying to access them. (A good example of how
not to do this is the existing entrance to the event center/hockey arena—it’s a junk show that forces anyone trying to enter the arena on
foot to have to walk through a gauntlet of idling vehicles).
o Ample bicycle parking should be provided throughout the resort area at all destinations. Additionally, simple amenities for
bicyclists (fix-it stands, benches, etc.) should be incorporated.
• Additional Elements
o Resort features and enhancements for bicyclists, such as a pump track-style bike park available to riders of all ages and abilities,
would be broadly supported.
• Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan amendment. I would be happy to coordinate with the applicant on any of the
comments provided, and I look forward to any opportunity to assist the applicant in incorporating improvements for bicyclists and
pedestrians into future plans.
Planning
Tyler Sinclair
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START
see attachment
APPROVED W/COND 6/29/2018 7/20/2018 9/12/2018
Darren Brugmann
(9/12/2018 9:20 AM STOL)
On behalf of the START Board of Directors and staff , I offer the following comments (in no particular order) to the proposed revisions
to the Snow King Resort Master Plan – Transportation Elements:
1. Should Snow King Resort pay for traffic mitigation similar to the requirements Jackson Hole Mountain Resort and Teton Village
Association are bound by in their Master Plan (Area 1 and 2) with Teton County?
2. Traffic Volume/related figures need updated
3. Pg. 300-01: START Schedules and passenger counts need updated from 1999
4. Pg. 306: START would suggest the following items, some as listed under the strategies for Transportation Demand, be
requirements:
A. Provide free or reduced-level bus passes to all employees
B. Provide free or reduced-level bus/bike passes to guests
C. Require off -site parking for employees
D. Provide START Bikes and promote alternative modes of travel for employee and guests
E. Promote Transit Usage in Marketing and website promotional material
With regards to TDM strategies, Snow King will need to work with START to suggest how employees get to/from Snow King (i.e.,
location of park and ride lots)
5. Pg. 306: The strategy to provide parking at the resort to be used for downtown employee parking needs to be reconsidered
6. Transit Station: A highly visible and concentrated bus stop/transit center should be considered at/near the base mountain.
As the local transit system, START believes it should be an integral component of any future growth management and traffic mitigation
for the Snow King Resort area. Reducing traffic congestion in the resort area should be a priority. We thank you for the opportunity to
voice our recommendations.
Darren R. Brugmann
START Director
TC Housing Authority APPROVED W/COND 6/29/2018 7/20/2018 8/3/2018
Stacy Stoker
(8/3/2018 1:55 PM SAS)
The Housing Department agrees with using the LDRs in existence at the time of any development to calculate the housing mitigation
requirement.
Chapter 8 of the Master Plan Amendment, second paragraph says twenty percent (30%) of employee housing will be required to be built
within the resort. Later it states 30%. It should be clarified which percentage it is. The Housing Department would recommend 30% to
reduce traffic to and from the resort.
The Housing Department will expect SKRMA to keep records of occupants of Employee Housing for two years. The Housing
Department will expect to receive annual reports and documentation on the occupants of the units. Rental units may not be owner
occupied.
The restrictions recorded on the Employee Housing units shall be the Housing Department's standard Employee Housing Restriction.
They will also be regulated by the Housing Department Rules and Regulations.
Employee Housing units shall be built in accordance with the Housing Department's Livability Standards, which are Chapter 2 of the
Housing Rules and Regulations.
The employee housing complex that will house between 50-100 seasonal employees in dorm style units that share common kitchen and
living areas shall be in compliance with the Housing Department Livability Standards.
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Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group
Staff and Consultant Summary of Outcomes and the Process
May 17, 2018
GOAL OF THE STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
The goal of the Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group
process was for a group of 16 members of the community
to work together to come up with multiple scenarios for
the future of Snow King Mountain that balance community
interests. The group included representatives from Snow
King and the Town of Jackson staff sitting down with
community members with diverse preferences and
experiences regarding Snow King—some looking at the
issue through an environmental lens, some through a
business lens, some as Snow King users and user groups,
and some as neighbors, but all with the needs and future
of the community at heart (membership list attached).
The Stakeholder Group met six times between March and
May, working to understand the community interests,
identifying the issues and factors at play on the mountain
and at the base, brainstorming and exploring different
options and ideas, and, finally, agreeing on four different
scenarios that represent a reasonable range of
alternatives for the future of the Snow King Mountain
Resort. These four vision scenarios are summarized in the
accompanying table. The visions represent a substantial
commitment of time and effort by the Stakeholder Group
and a careful deliberation about how best to balance the
community’s interests and ideas.

COMMUNITY INTERESTS
 Conservation of wildlife
habitat and wildlands
 Economic viability of Snow
King Mountain recreation and
resort area
 Diversity of year-round
recreational opportunities for
diverse user groups
 Community accessibility and
affordability
 Preservation of the cultural,
environmental, and historical
character of Jackson
 Prioritization of community
safety
 Availability of high-quality
facilities
 Minimized impacts to the
surrounding areas.
 Consideration of impacts to
infrastructure and services,
both positive and negative
 Balanced impacts of
development and tourism on
the community, both positive
and negative, that can serve as
a model for others
 Consideration of communitywide educational opportunities
 Consideration for holding
events
 Broadened appeal of the
offerings and amenities at
Snow King Mountain
 Clear and concise guiding
documents to clarify rights,
responsibilities, and
accountability for all parties
involved in the future of Snow
King Mountain
 Maintained and enhanced
world-class training and
facilities
 Prioritization of environmental
sustainability

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT
The four scenarios that emerged from the stakeholder
dialogue are captured in a separate summary table. The
purpose of this document is to provide additional
information about some aspects of the scenarios and,
perhaps more importantly, about the nature of the
Stakeholder Group’s discussions. The summary table is
the outcome and output of the stakeholder process, as
captured by Town staff and the facilitator. This report is
intended to support that document and enhance shared
understanding of the group’s work, but it is not a group
work product. It was prepared by staff and the facilitator,
and the Stakeholder Group was invited to review it and
provide edits, but given the short turnaround required
and the lack of in-person discussion about the summary, it should be viewed as a staff and
contractor document rather than a group report.
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May 17, 2018
ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY IN THE PROCESS
The process included two community meetings to allow the Stakeholder Group to learn about
the broader community’s interests and visions. At the first community meeting, participants
were invited to share their interests on the future of Snow King—these are the underlying
motivations and “why’s” they have for the preferences they have. The Stakeholder Group
refined the list of 88 interests from the community meeting down to a list of 16 interests that
then served as a touchstone for the remainder of the process. At the second community
meeting, the Stakeholder Group summarized the options they had identified for all the issues
at play in Snow King’s future, and then invited community members to build their own
scenarios. The Stakeholder Group received 288 completed community vision packages, and
then used those to inform their final discussion on which and how many scenarios to share
with Town Council and Snow King.
PRIMARY STEPS IN THE PROCESS
The first Stakeholder Group meeting occurred the day after the first community meeting. At
this meeting, the group developed their operating protocols (attached) and discussed the
community interests (see above). The remaining meetings involved the follow steps and
actions:
• Development of a preliminary vision for the base
• Discussion of options for the primary elements of the area (front of the mountain trails,
zip line, summit, back of the mountain, boundary expansion and road, east portal and
other SRKMA properties, etc. )
• Delineation of future responsibilities and commitments for Snow King, the Snow King
Resort Management Association (SKRMA),
KEY ISSUES DISCUSSED
and the Town
• Clarification of the options to share with
 Balancing allowing the gondola to land on
the community to learn how they would
Town property with developing new
community benefits at the base
package the options to meet the identified

Ensuring additional community benefits,
interests
such as increased housing, improvements to
• Development of four final scenarios to
parking and traffic, and community access
submit to Town Council and Snow King
to summit amenities in exchange for
development opportunities for Snow King
for consideration
KEY ISSUES IN THE DISCUSSION
The Stakeholder Group worked hard to be
creative and find new paths forward, while also
staying anchored in the best interests of the
community. There were several key issues that
the group discussed at great length, working to
understand one another’s perspective and to
find options for the future that accommodated
as many of the community interests as
possible.
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 Improving traffic flows and parking for all
uses, without pushing problems off of main
roads and arterials and into adjacent
neighborhoods
 Balancing the environmental impacts of
putting in a new road with the potential
gains in safety for staff and visitors to the
summit
 Maintaining the character of the Town while
providing growth and development
opportunities for Snow King
 Ensuring that the roles and responsibilities
are clear for Snow King, SKRMA, and the
Town into the future
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Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group
Staff and Consultant Summary of Outcomes and the Process
May 17, 2018
Gondola Landing and a Vision for the Base
The Stakeholder Group discussed Snow King’s proposal to install a new gondola in place of
the existing Summit Lift and to land the new gondola on Town of Jackson property. The group
acknowledged that landing a new gondola on Town property would represent a substantial
contribution from the community to Snow King, particularly since the land that would be
used is currently a parking lot used to access the community park. However, the group also
noted that this potential contribution from the community represents a substantial
opportunity for the Town to negotiate some exciting amenities for the residents of Jackson in
exchange for use of Town property.

While not all members of the group agreed on what the best package of “gives” and “gets”
should be to ensure that the Town and residents receive an appropriate amount of
community benefit for landing the gondola on Town property, there was convergence in the
group around a vision to maximize gains for all by thinking creatively about the base. Toward
this end, several members of the Stakeholder Group met between meetings to develop a
vision for the base of Snow King that could substantially improve the flow of activities on
the mountain and facilitate Snow King’s delivery of mountain recreation, while also
bringing exciting new recreational opportunities to the area for residents. The underlying
idea behind the vision is that Snow King, the Town, and the residents would all gain from the
vision, adding value for everyone through creative thinking and thoughtful development.
The new vision for the base included the following elements:
•

•
•
•

•
•

•

Mutual planning, development, and creation of a world-class west base area, which
would be the largest, most accessible and contiguous (green/grass and
white/snow) public/recreational space possible, designed for optimal functionality
for multiple uses (both public and resort) in all seasons.
Removal and replacement of the Summit Lift with a gondola.
Careful siting of the gondola landing on Town property to maximize contiguous green
and white space on the property.
Development of a world-class park, event center, and youth sports facility
accommodating public and private events and competitions, a community center,
spectator hospitality, resort amenities, and headquarters for the Jackson Hole Ski and
Snowboard Club, Doug Coombs Foundation, Jackson Hole Youth Hockey, Jackson Hole
Moose Hockey, Jackson Hole Skating Club, the Jackson Hole High School Ski Team, the
Jackson Hole Chapter of the Girls Scouts, and/or a year-round youth/teen center.
Consideration of a variety of community, athletic, and recreational uses at the new
sports facility, including an additional ice rink, a climbing gym, meeting rooms, office
space, study space or a branch library, among other things.
Creation of an expanded and enhanced outdoor park space designed to
accommodate multiple uses including but not limited to: baseball/kickball, markets
and fairs, concerts, general public use, youth sports and winter sports dryland, and
community events.
Establishment of shared funding / expense and operating agreements, association,
or similar organizational structure to help create this vision and cover ongoing
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operations and maintenance of base area facilities (e.g., plowing, parking, janitorial
services for shared buildings) and community benefits.

The idea behind this vision for the base is that it would substantially improve the recreational
opportunities for the community by increasing the contiguous community space at the base to
allow for more outdoor uses and by developing a community mountain and event center for
new and expanded indoor uses. There was strong support among stakeholders about the need
for a clear delineation of responsibilities between the Town, Snow King Mountain Resort, and
Snow King Resort Management Association (SKRMA), in order to improve maintenance of
roads and facilities to improve the user experience and increase safety.

It is important to note that the Stakeholder Group talked at length about the many members of
the community who indicated a preference for not landing the gondola on Town property in
their vision packages at the community meeting. The group members acknowledged and
carefully considered this preference. Upon further deliberation, many in the group ultimately
agreed the vision at the base that included landing the gondola on Town property held the
greatest promise for delivering substantial community benefit to Town residents while also
facilitating operational efficiencies for Snow King.

Community Benefits Now and for the Future

COMMUNITY BENEFITS INCLUDED IN STAKEHOLDER
VISION SCENARIOS

Members of the Stakeholder Group stressed
the importance of developing vision packages
 Reconfiguration and expansion of contiguous
green/snow space at Phil Baux Park
for Snow King that promised a strong return
 New event space at Phil Baux Park
to the local community for their continued
 A new summit building with access for the
and increased support of Snow King.
community, including a restaurant, a
Community benefits included more recreational
telescope/planetarium, and community space
opportunities at the base (see above), as well as
 New picnic areas at the summit and yurts on the
backside of the mountain
a new building at the summit of Snow King that

Improved and in some cases expanded ski terrain on
would be open and welcoming to visitors and
the mountain
the community alike. The new summit building
 Expansion and improvement of the existing ice rink
would include a restaurant open to the
 Creation of a new community mountain sports center
community, community space, a telescope and
 Improved flow for drop-offs and through traffic at the
base
planetarium, and other amenities. The summit
 Increased and improved parking at the existing ice
area would include picnic tables, a weather
rink
station, and easy access to the glorious views
 New housing for Snow King employees provided on
that make Jackson special. The summit would
Snow King property to alleviate housing pressures
be served by a new gondola, and there would
elsewhere in the community
 Clear commitments from Snow King and SKRMA for
be improvements to existing ski terrain for the
future management, financial investment, and
benefit of visitors and residents alike. These
maintenance of amenities and infrastructure
would be available year-round—free for hikers
in the summer and for a lift-ticket fee in the winter (with advance purchase, season pass, and
daily pass options).
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Other recreational benefits that this vision included for the community include expansion
of the existing ice rink and the creation of a new world-class community mountain sports
center (described above). These developments would expand the indoor sports recreation
opportunities available in Jackson, providing more ice for hockey and figure skating, a
climbing wall, and other fitness and sports opportunity. There would also be improved space
to support management and growth of community sports and community groups like Jackson
Hole Ski and Snowboard Club, Doug Coombs Foundation, Jackson Hole Youth Hockey, Jackson
Hole Moose Hockey, Jackson Hole Skating Club, the Jackson Hole High School Ski Team, the
Jackson Hole Chapter of the Girls Scouts.

The Stakeholder Group also sought benefits to the community outside of the sports and
recreation spheres. They saw a lot of room for improvement in parking, traffic, and
transportation at the base of Snow King. The group agreed on the need for a new parking,
traffic, and use study for the area to assess the problems, identify the sources and
patterns behind the problems, and recommend creative solutions. The group further
agreed that the study should be jointly funded and implemented by Snow King, SKRMA,
and the Town. The group acknowledged that they are not traffic engineers or otherwise
experts in the field, but they also had strong preferences for alleviating parking challenges in
the area and ensuring that Snow King and SKRMA invest in solutions along with the Town.
Some members of the group felt strongly that the parking improvements on main streets and
arterials should not have the effect of pushing parking and traffic onto side streets and into
neighborhoods adjacent to Snow King and SKRMA properties. The Stakeholder Group
discussed a variety of options for ways to address parking and improve the flow of traffic, but
did not agree on the best strategies. The parking and traffic improvements options that gained
the most traction in the group are captured in the accompanying scenario summary table.

A Discussion of Finances
Most members of the stakeholder group expressed support for maintaining the viability of
Snow King into the future, although they expressed different understandings and visions for
what that meant, what would be needed to accomplish it, and what the Town’s role in it
should be. Early on, Snow King requested that the group not delve into the financial details of
the resort, suggesting that it would not be the best use of the group’s limited meeting time to
try to understand, debate, or seek agreement on the financial status or revenue needs for
Snow King. Some members continued to believe that knowing the needs of Snow King and the
relative cost and revenue projections for different elements being considered for future
development would help the group make informed choices for a vision. Others stated that this
line of discussion held more opportunity for disagreement and debate than it did for visioning
and creative thinking. In the end, the group invested their time in visions rather than finances.
However, they did discuss more broadly the need for SKRMA to contribute financially to the
community benefit and recreational operations at Snow King. This was very important to
some stakeholders and is reflected in the scenario table under “SKRMA commitments.”
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Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group
Staff and Consultant Summary of Outcomes and the Process
May 17, 2018
Balancing Hard Issues
Among the more challenging isuses that the group
addressed were boundary expansion, road
development, and zipline. Snow King
representatives had previously and in stakeholder
meetings expressed the importance of these topics
to the future financial viability of the ski mountain.
Community members expressed a variety of
perspectives on these issues in their identification
of interests and in their vision packages. Members
of the Stakeholder Group also expressed different
opinions on each, often with different
understandings or calculations of the tradeoffs and
gains for the community.

HARD ISSUES TO BALANCE
 Boundary expansion:
o Whether to do it, how much to do it, where to
do it (face of the mountain, summit)
o Concerns about environmental impacts
o Benefits for the community in terms of
expanded ski terrain
o Other benefits for the community?

 Road development:
o Potential improvements in safety, operations,
and summit access
o Concerns about grade of new road, visual
impacts, and environmental impacts
o Benefits for the community in terms of
potential new ski terrain between
switchbacks
o Other benefits for the community?

The group explored several ideas and options
related to gains for Snow King and for the
community but did not agree on or converge on
a particular outcome. Some of the options
 Zipline:
considered are listed below. These are ideas
o Whether to have one
o Where to put one if there is one
discussed and considered by the whole group, but
o Concerns about visual impacts and impacts to
not necessarily supported by individual members
the experience on the mountain and to
of the group. The summary scenario table
surrounding neighbors and the cemetery
demonstrates different ways that these elements
o Benefits to the community?
could be combined with other ideas to create
unique packages of benefits for Snow King and the community.
•
•
•
•

Boundary expansion at the summit could make sense if it included an expansion of the
ski terrain to create new beginner skiing opportunities in a sunnier, warmer area
Minimal boundary expansion on the face of the mountain could make sense if it
allowed for development of a new road to improve safety and summit access
A new road to improve safety and access could make sense if skiing is allowed between
the switchbacks
If a zipline is going to be built, it could fit better with the surrounding community if it
was located next to the Rafferty Lift and if use was managed to respect visitors to the
cemetery. Alternatively, if a zipline is going to be built, it could fit better with the
surrounding community if it was located adjacent to the gondola, which could reduce
visual impacts and alleviate concerns about the cemetery.

However, there were several concerns that consistently emerged that the Stakeholder
Group was unable to resolve with regard to these options. These issues are listed below.
Some of the issues could be informed and/or resolved through the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) analysis that the US Forest Service will conduct as part of a Snow King
application process. Others are matters of preference or perspective and are therefore more
difficult to resolve.
56

6

Snow King Mountain Stakeholder Group
Staff and Consultant Summary of Outcomes and the Process
May 17, 2018
•
•
•
•
•
•

The potential impacts of expanding the ski area boundary and/or building a new road
on elk habitat, migration corridors, and other natural resource values on the mountain
The engineering challenge of constructing a new road on the front of the mountain on
one hand, and addressing safety and operational concerns related to accessing resort
infrastructure and the summit on the other hand
The change in the experience on the mountain and in the surrounding neighborhoods
with the addition of a zipline, particularly related to noise and potential loss of a lowkey atmosphere
The potential visual impacts from a new road and/or a zipline
The ability or lack of ability to minimize or mitigate these potential impacts
What the appropriate package of community benefits should be in exchange for
boundary expansion and/or new road development and/or a zipline

Scenario Packages and Areas of Divergence
The Stakeholder Group talked at great length about how best to balance gains and
opportunities for Snow King with gains and opportunities for the community. Maintaining
community character and protecting environmental and natural resource values were
important variables in the equation. While there are many areas of agreement among the
stakeholders that are reflected in the pages above and in common language in different boxes
in the scenario summary table, different members of the group weighed those elements
differently against other gains and opportunities for the community. For this reason, the
Stakeholder Group encourages Town Council and Snow King to look at each scenario as a
complete package without “cherry picking” the common elements and removing them from
the context of the scenario packages. While there is general stakeholder convergence
around many scenario elements, there remains divergence among the stakeholders about
important aspects of the future of Snow King, including whether to have a zipline and
where to put it if there is one, whether to develop a new road and where to put it if there
is one, and whether, where, how much to expand the Snow King boundary. The
convergence in many cases is based on compromises made in other topic areas, some of
which may not be obvious to those who were not a part of the discussion. The group hopes
that future negotiations, analyses, and permitting processes among and between Snow
King, SRKMA, the Town, and the US Forest Service yield a balance of outcomes that allow
for the continued viability of Snow King while providing community benefits and
maintaining the feel of the community that makes Jackson such a desirable place to call
home.
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Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
WHAT’S IN THE TABLE
The following table summarizes four scenarios that the Stakeholder Group agreed represent a reasonable range of alternative visions for the future of
Snow King. Each scenario should be viewed as a complete package, as each balances the interests in a unique and carefully thought-out way. Some
elements discussed in the table are marked with an asterisk (*). The asterisk indicates that the same language for that element occurs in each of the four
scenarios. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that language or that element no matter what; each
scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently. The Stakeholder Group encourages Council and the community not to infer
that there is universal agreement about the elements with the asterisks and to review those elements in the broader context of each scenario as a standalone package of carefully considered trade-offs.

Note: The Stakeholder Group seriously and carefully considered the interests and vision packages that emerged from the two community meetings. The
Stakeholder Group integrated the community’s perspectives into their own deeper dive into potential futures that address all the identified interests and
considerations. Early in their work together, the Stakeholder Group converged around a vision for the base of the mountain that fundamentally rethinks
the base in a way that maximizes the community benefits and meets the greatest number of interests to the largest degree. The Stakeholder Group
encourages Council and the community to view the vision for the base and the accompanying scenarios not through a lens of a particular interest, but
through a lens of what will be best for the whole community in the long-term. Please read the accompanying summary report to learn about the
Stakeholder Group’s vision for the base and other elements and ideas that the group considered.

This summary document was prepared by Heather Bergman of Peak Facilitation Group and Tyler Sinclair, Director of Planning for the Town of Jackson. Due
to the urgency of getting information to Council, the Stakeholder Group did not have time for a thorough, in-person review of this table as a group. Individuals
suggested clarifications and edits in response to an emailed draft document; Heather and Tyler incorporated those to the best of their ability, working to
remain consistent with the notes from the meeting. Any errors in this document should be attributed to the writing team, not to the stakeholders.
ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A
Gondola landing on Town of
Jackson property

SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

Gondola landing on Town of
Jackson property

Gondola
Landing

Gondola landing on Town of
Jackson property

SCENARIO D
Gondola landing on Town of
Jackson property

Note: The group briefly discussed
the concept of a land exchange or
purchase such that Town owns
all or a portion of KM6 for
community purposes and Snow
King owns a portion of current
ball field to land gondola and
other amenties. Some members
of the group indicated that they
do not believe the idea is viable;

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

Ice Rink*

Community
Mountain Sports
Center*

SCENARIO A

Expand ice rink to the east to
allow an additional sheet of ice
and other options in the current
area
Community mountain sports
center included as part of the
Snow King Center ice rink,
dependent upon ice rink
expansion options

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

Expand ice rink to the east to
allow an additional sheet of ice
and other options in the current
area
Community mountain sports
center included as part of the
Snow King Center ice rink,
dependent upon ice rink
expansion options

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

Expand ice rink to the east to
allow an additional sheet of ice
and other options in the current
area
Community mountain sports
center included as part of the
Snow King Center ice rink,
dependent upon ice rink
expansion options

others indicated that they would
need more information and/or
discussion before forming an
opinion.
Expand ice rink to the east to
allow an additional sheet of ice
and other options in the current
area
Community mountain sports
center included as part of the
Snow King Center ice rink
dependent upon ice rink
expansion options

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
59

ELEMENTS

Parking

SCENARIO A
• Phil Baux Park should not to
be used for surface parking
• Move parking from Phil Baux
Park to other Snow King
property
• Reconfigure and expand
current Town-owned upper
and lower parking lots at ice
rink to increase number of
spaces and build additional
cantilevered parking at ice
rink to create additional
parking spaces
• Consider parking at KM6—
surface or underground,
depending on development
• Town of Jackson property to
be used for drop-offs and
turnaround with minimal
parking for events
• Bike lanes on Snow King
Avenue
• A parking and traffic study
should be undertaken
collaboratively by Snow King
Resort Management
Association (SKRMA) and the
Town of Jackson to support a
new Transportation Demand
Management Plan.

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

• Phil Baux Park should not to
be used for surface parking
• Recoup lost parking at Phil
Baux Park through:
o Develop easiest surface
parking options in the near
term
o Reconfigure and expand
current Town-owned
upper and lower parking
lots at ice rink to increase
number of spaces
o Create more on-street
parking on South Cache
and Snow King Ave.
o Consider angled parking on
Snow King Ave. on north
side with road widening to
accommodate bike lanes
• Town of Jackson property to
be used for drop-offs and
turnaround with minimal
parking for events
• Bike lanes on Snow King
Avenue
• A parking and traffic study
should be undertaken
collaboratively by Snow King
Resort Management
Association (SKRMA) and the
Town of Jackson to support a
new Transportation Demand
Management Plan.

• Phil Baux Park should not to
be used for surface parking
• Recoup lost parking at Phil
Baux Park through:
o Develop easiest surface
parking options in the near
term
o Reconfigure and expand
current Town-owned
upper and lower parking
lots at ice rink to increase
number of spaces
o Create more on-street
parking on South Cache
and Snow King Ave.
o Consider angled parking on
Snow King Ave. on north
side with road widening to
accommodate bike lanes
• Consider surface or
underground, depending on
development
• Town of Jackson property to
be used for drop-offs and
turnaround with minimal
parking for events
• Bike lanes on Snow King
Avenue
• A parking and traffic study
should be undertaken
collaboratively by Snow King
Resort Management
Association (SKRMA) and the
Town of Jackson to support a
new Transportation Demand
Management Plan.

• Phil Baux Park should not to
be used for surface parking
• Recoup lost parking at Phil
Baux Park through:
o Develop easiest surface
parking options in the
near term
o Reconfigure and expand
current Town-owned
upper and lower parking
lots at ice rink to increase
number of spaces
o Create more on-street
parking on South Cache
and Snow King Ave.
o Consider angled parking
on Snow King Ave. on
north side with road
widening to accommodate
bike lanes
• Consider surface or
underground, depending on
development
• Town of Jackson property to
be used for drop-offs and
turnaround with minimal
parking for events
• Bike lanes on Snow King
Avenue
• A parking and traffic study
should be undertaken
collaboratively by Snow King
Resort Management
Association (SKRMA) and the
Town of Jackson to support a
new Transportation Demand
Management Plan.

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A
No zip line

Zip Line

Boundary
Expansion/Road

Summit Multiuse Building*

Note: A zip line could be
incorporated into this scenario:
a) if it was accompanied by
additional community benefit
provided by Snow King, and b)
only if the zip line was put
adjacent to the Rafferty lift.
Expand boundary to encompass
new road as proposed by Snow
King Mountain but without the
additional terrain proposed on
the front side; this does allow
for skiing between switchbacks.

Multi-use building that is
welcoming to both visitors and
locals
• Green development
• Space for community
activities
• Allow for community use
even when events are going
on
• Appropriate size to
accommodate needs
without being too big;
maximize flexibility of space
while minimizing footprint
• No mid-mountain lodge as
previously considered in the

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

No zip line

Zip line on west side of
mountain (West Portal), activity
recommended to be built
adjacent (on east side) of
Gondola.

Zip line on east side of the
mountain adjacent to the
Rafferty Lift.

Expand boundary to encompass
new road as proposed by Snow
King Mountain but without the
additional terrain proposed on
the front side; do not allow for
skiing between switchbacks.

Expand boundary to encompass
new road as proposed by Snow
King Mountain but without the
additional terrain proposed on
the front side; this does allow
for skiing between switchbacks.

No boundary expansion; new
road within exising boundary,
for summer operations and
safety purposes, could still be
used for downhill skiing in the
winter.

Multi-use building that is
welcoming to both visitors and
locals
• Green development
• Space for community
activities
• Allow for community use
even when events are going
on
• Appropriate size to
accommodate needs
without being too big;
maximize flexibility of space
while minimizing footprint
• No mid-mountain lodge as
previously considered in the

Multi-use building that is
welcoming to both visitors and
locals
• Green development
• Space for community
activities
• Allow for community use
even when events are going
on
• Appropriate size to
accommodate needs
without being too big;
maximize flexibility of space
while minimizing footprint
• No mid-mountain lodge as
previously considered in the

Note: Consider which needs could
be met by a road on the backside
to inform and potentially limit
size and impact of road on front
side of mountain.
Multi-use building that is
welcoming to both visitors and
locals
• Green development
• Space for community
activities
• Allow for community use
even when events are going
on
• Appropriate size to
accommodate needs
without being too big;
maximize flexibility of space
while minimizing footprint
• No mid-mountain lodge as
previously considered in the

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

Summit

Back Side of the
Mountain

SCENARIO A

SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

MDP if there is a building at
the summit
• Restaurant should be
welcoming for all patrons
• Picnic tables
• Summit Park
• Weather forecasting station
• Telescope and planetarium
West Summit minimal
expansion to allow beginner
skiing (magic carpet, facilities)
No change in boundary, as
proposed by Snow King
Mountain including a new lift
and bike and ski terrain within
existing permit boundary, with
consideration for wildlife
migration and habitat; includes
bike park as proposed by Snow
King Mountain; plus yurts (to be
accessible to community as a
community benefit)

MDP if there is a building at
the summit
• Restaurant should be
welcoming for all patrons
• Picnic tables
• Summit Park
• Weather forecasting station
• Telescope and planetarium
No expansion allowed

MDP if there is a building at
the summit
• Restaurant should be
welcoming for all patrons
• Picnic tables
• Summit Park
• Weather forecasting station
• Telescope and planetarium
West Summit minimal
expansion to allow beginner
skiing (magic carpet, facilities)
No change in boundary, as
proposed by Snow King
Mountain including a new lift
and bike and ski terrain within
existing permit boundary, with
consideration for wildlife
migration and habitat; includes
bike park as proposed by Snow
King Mountain; plus yurts (to be
accessible to community as a
community benefit)

•

•

•
Front of
Mountain
Trails*

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018

•
•

Staircase Trail to be
realigned/reinforced
Hiking Trail to be realigned
to get pedestrians away
from the road and
construction traffic; allow
for summer and winter use
Summit Trail needs to be
more obvious and have
better wayfinding
Two biking zones from the
Snow King Mountain

No change in boundary with
limited development for humanpowered activities and yurts (to
be accessible to community as a
community benefit)

•

•
•

Staircase Trail to be
realigned/reinforced
Hiking Trail to be realigned
to get pedestrians away
from the road and
construction traffic; allow
for summer and winter use
Summit Trail needs to be
more obvious and have
better wayfinding
Two biking zones from the
Snow King Mountain

•
•

•
•

Staircase Trail to be
realigned/reinforced
Hiking Trail to be realigned
to get pedestrians away
from the road and
construction traffic; allow
for summer and winter use
Summit Trail needs to be
more obvious and have
better wayfinding
Two biking zones from the
Snow King Mountain

SCENARIO D
MDP if there is a building at
the summit
• Restaurant should be
welcoming for all patrons
• Picnic tables
• Summit Park
• Weather forecasting station
• Telescope and planetarium
No expansion allowed
No change in boundary, as
proposed by Snow King
Mountain including a new lift
and bike and ski terrain within
existing permit boundary, with
consideration for wildlife
migration and habitat; includes
bike park as proposed by Snow
King Mountain; plus yurts (to be
accessible to community as a
community benefit)
Maintain option for road on the
back side of the mountain
• Staircase Trail to be
realigned/reinforced
• Hiking Trail to be realigned
to get pedestrians away
from the road and
construction traffic; allow
for summer and winter use
• Summit Trail needs to be
more obvious and have
better wayfinding
• Two biking zones from the
Snow King Mountain

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

Uphill
Access/Travel
in Winter

East Portal

SCENARIO A

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

proposal to be included;
start at mid-station of
Rafferty lift, have one
crossing point only
• If the road is shared with
the Sink or Swim trail, then
reroute trail to maintain
single-track experience
• Maintain and enhance
connections to surrounding
neighborhoods and area
trails
• Add bike lane on Snow King
Avenue to the resort
• Collaborate with Town,
County, community groups,
and others for trail building
Charge for uphill
access/travel in winter
• Advance purchase discount
option
• Season pass option
• Daily pass option

proposal to be included;
start at mid-station of
Rafferty lift, have one
crossing point only
• If the road is shared with
the Sink or Swim trail, then
reroute trail to maintain
single-track experience
• Maintain and enhance
connections to surrounding
neighborhoods and area
trails
• Add bike lane on Snow King
Avenue to the resort
• Collaborate with Town,
County, community groups,
and others for trail building
Charge for uphill
access/travel in winter
• Advance purchase discount
option
• Season pass option
• Daily pass option

proposal to be included;
start at mid-station of
Rafferty lift, have one
crossing point only
• If the road is shared with
the Sink or Swim trail, then
reroute trail to maintain
single-track experience
• Maintain and enhance
connections to surrounding
neighborhoods and area
trails
• Add bike lane on Snow King
Avenue to the resort
• Collaborate with Town,
County, community groups,
and others for trail building
Charge for uphill
access/travel in winter
• Advance purchase discount
option
• Season pass option
• Daily pass option

proposal to be included;
start at mid-station of
Rafferty lift, have one
crossing point only
• If the road is shared with
the Sink or Swim trail, then
reroute trail to maintain
single-track experience
• Maintain and enhance
connections to surrounding
neighborhoods and area
trails
• Add bike lane on Snow King
Avenue to the resort
• Collaborate with Town,
County, community groups,
and others for trail building
Charge for uphill
access/travel in winter
• Advance purchase discount
option
• Season pass option
• Daily pass option

East Portal to serve primarily
as commercial, lodging, and
retail
• Resort entry, gateway to
“resort activities,” summer
focus

East Portal to serve primarily
as commercial, lodging, and
retail
• Resort entry, gateway to
“resort activities,” summer
focus

East Portal to serve primarily
as commercial, lodging, and
retail
• Resort entry, gateway to
“resort activities,” summer
focus

Enhance beginner terrain within
the existing boundary, including
from the mid-station of the
Rafferty Lift, above the cemetery
and on the back side of the
summit within the current
boundary.
East Portal to serve primarily
as commercial, lodging, and
retail
• Resort entry, gateway to
“resort activities,” summer
focus

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A
•
•
•

Lots 53, 57, and
58

Housing

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018

Welcoming, accessible area
More intense use expected
in this area
Important for winter/skiing
aspect as well as summer
activities

All three lots to be used for
employee housing and
lodging
• Place building envelope
locations to maintain
experience on ski hill
• Maintain/create welcoming
feel
• Locate building envelopes to
minimize impacts on adjacent
property owners
• Apply housing requirements
(see housing section below)
Town of Jackson and SKRMA
negotiate new requirements;
new agreement should provide
parity with requirements in
Land Development Regulations
(LDRs) as much as possible
address seasonal and full
employees
Ensure that housing
requirements are based on
usage and number of
employees, not only square

SCENARIO B

•
•
•

SCENARIO C

Welcoming, accessible area
More intense use expected
in this area
Important for winter/skiing
aspect as well as summer
activities

All three lots to be used for
employee housing and
lodging
• Place building envelope
locations to maintain
experience on ski hill
• Maintain/create welcoming
feel
• Locate building envelopes to
minimize impacts on adjacent
property owners
• Apply housing requirements
(see housing section below);
housing requirement to be
met on-site
Town of Jackson and SKRMA
negotiate new requirements;
new agreement should provide
parity with requirements in
Land Development Regulations
(LDRs) as much as possible
address seasonal and full
employees

•
•

•
•

All three lots to be used for
employee housing and
lodging
• Place building envelope
locations to maintain
experience on ski hill
• Maintain/create welcoming
feel
• Locate building envelopes to
minimize impacts on adjacent
property owners
• Apply housing requirements
(see housing section below)

Welcoming, accessible area
More intense use expected
in this area
• Important for winter/skiing
aspect as well as summer
activities
• Emphasize portal for
beginner skiers and ski
school.
All three lots to be used for
employee housing and
lodging
• Place building envelope
locations to maintain
experience on ski hill
• Maintain/create welcoming
feel
• Locate building envelopes to
minimize impacts on adjacent
property owners
• Apply housing requirements
(see housing section below)

Town of Jackson and SKRMA
negotiate new requirements;
new agreement should provide
parity with requirements in
Land Development Regulations
(LDRs) as much as possible
address seasonal and full
employees

Town of Jackson and SKRMA
negotiate new requirements;
new agreement should provide
parity with requirements in
Land Development Regulations
(LDRs) as much as possible
address seasonal and full
employees

•

Welcoming, accessible area
More intense use expected
in this area
Important for winter/skiing
aspect as well as summer
activities

SCENARIO D

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

Snow King
Mountain
Commitments*

SKRMA
Commitments*

SCENARIO A
footage
• Maintain clear and
negotiated hours of lift
operations (current hours
desired but acknowledgment
that needs may change in the
future)
• Develop procedural
agreement with Town of
Jackson regarding how/when
to allow closures for
conditions (summit and ski
hill)
• Ensure / negotiate affordable
rates for locals with Town of
Jackson (Details TBD;
different definitions of
“affordable” and “local” make
it tricky.)
• Maintain access for current
user groups
• Ensure SKRMA is a
functioning entity as
described in the year 2000
Resort Master Plan
agreement, which is the
current agreement with TOJ.
• Present the SKRMA “entity
structure” to the TOJ council
to agree on “mutual”
compliance.
• Clearly define SKRMA’s
responsibilities and members
to avoid future “open to
interpretation” issues
• Develop an agreement on
commitments that functions

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

• Maintain clear and negotiated
hours of lift operations
(current hours desired but
acknowledgment that needs
may change in the future)
• Develop procedural
agreement with Town of
Jackson regarding how/when
to allow closures for
conditions (summit and ski
hill)
• Ensure / negotiate affordable
rates for locals with Town of
Jackson (Details TBD;
different definitions of
“affordable” and “local” make
it tricky.)
• Maintain access for current
user groups

• Maintain clear and negotiated
hours of lift operations
(current hours desired but
acknowledgment that needs
may change in the future)
• Develop procedural
agreement with Town of
Jackson regarding how/when
to allow closures for
conditions (summit and ski
hill)
• Ensure / negotiate affordable
rates for locals with Town of
Jackson (Details TBD;
different definitions of
“affordable” and “local” make
it tricky.)
• Maintain access for current
user groups

• Maintain clear and negotiated
hours of lift operations
(current hours desired but
acknowledgment that needs
may change in the future)
• Develop procedural
agreement with Town of
Jackson regarding how/when
to allow closures for
conditions (summit and ski
hill)
• Ensure / negotiate affordable
rates for locals with Town of
Jackson (Details TBD;
different definitions of
“affordable” and “local” make
it tricky.)
• Maintain access for current
user groups

• Ensure SKRMA is a
functioning entity as
described in the year 2000
Resort Master Plan
agreement, which is the
current agreement with TOJ.
• Present the SKRMA “entity
structure” to the TOJ council
to agree on “mutual”
compliance.
• Clearly define SKRMA’s
responsibilities and members
to avoid future “open to
interpretation” issues
• Develop an agreement on
commitments that functions

• Ensure SKRMA is a
functioning entity as
described in the year 200
Resort Master Plan
agreement, which is the
current agreement with TOJ.
• Present the SKRMA “entity
structure” to the TOJ council
to agree on “mutual”
compliance.
• Clearly define SKRMA’s
responsibilities and members
to avoid future “open to
interpretation” issues
• Develop an agreement on
commitments that functions

• Ensure SKRMA is a
functioning entity as
described in the year 2000
Resort Master Plan
agreement, which is the
current agreement with TOJ.
• Present the SKRMA “entity
structure” to the TOJ council
to agree on “mutual”
compliance.
• Clearly define SKRMA’s
responsibilities and members
to avoid future “open to
interpretation” issues
• Develop an agreement on
commitments that functions

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A

in perpetuity that is
transferable to any/all new
owners
• Clarify and separate where
appropriate SKRMA
commitments from Snow
King Mountain commitments
• Clarify where the SKRMA and
Snow King Mountain
commitments overlap and are
connected.
• Require a financial
commitment from all SKRMA
members consistent with the
current SKRMA/TOJ
agreement.
• Ensure adequate parking;
develop transportation
demand management (TDM)
plan
• Clarify maintenance
expectations and
requirements, including snow
removal
• Contribute some percentage
of fees/dues to support
recreation (community
center, ice rink, grant funding,
etc.)
• Re-visit and confirm funding
requirements per the 2000
Resort Master Plan with TOJ.
(Or propose a new
mechanism to TOJ.)
Leases
Town of Jackson
• Clean
Commitments*
up/renegotiate/consolidate

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

in perpetuity that is
transferable to any/all new
owners
• Clarify and separate where
appropriate SKRMA
commitments from Snow
King Mountain commitments
• Clarify where the SKRMA and
Snow King Mountain
commitments overlap and are
connected.
• Require a financial
commitment from all SKRMA
members consistent with the
current SKRMA/TOJ
agreement.
• Ensure adequate parking;
develop transportation
demand management (TDM)
plan
• Clarify maintenance
expectations and
requirements, including snow
removal
• Contribute some percentage
of fees/dues to support
recreation (community
center, ice rink, grant funding,
etc.)
• Re-visit and confirm funding
requirements per the 2000
Resort Master Plan with TOJ.
(Or propose a new
mechanism to TOJ.)
Leases
• Clean
up/renegotiate/consolidate

in perpetuity that is
transferable to any/all new
owners
• Clarify and separate where
appropriate SKRMA
commitments from Snow
King Mountain commitments
• Clarify where the SKRMA and
Snow King Mountain
commitments overlap and are
connected.
• Require a financial
commitment from all SKRMA
members consistent with the
current SKRMA/TOJ
agreement.
• Ensure adequate parking;
develop transportation
demand management (TDM)
plan
• Clarify maintenance
expectations and
requirements, including snow
removal
• Contribute some percentage
of fees/dues to support
recreation (community
center, ice rink, grant funding,
etc.)
• Re-visit and confirm funding
requirements per the 2000
Resort Master Plan with TOJ.
(Or propose a new
mechanism to TOJ.)
Leases
• Clean
up/renegotiate/consolidate

in perpetuity that is
transferable to any/all new
owners
• Clarify and separate where
appropriate SKRMA
commitments from Snow
King Mountain commitments
• Clarify where the SKRMA and
Snow King Mountain
commitments overlap and are
connected.
• Require a financial
commitment from all SKRMA
members consistent with the
current SKRMA/TOJ
agreement.
• Ensure adequate parking;
develop transportation
demand management (TDM)
plan
• Clarify maintenance
expectations and
requirements, including snow
removal
• Contribute some percentage
of fees/dues to support
recreation (community
center, ice rink, grant funding,
etc.)
• Re-visit and confirm funding
requirements per the 2000
Resort Master Plan with TOJ.
(Or propose a new
mechanism to TOJ.)
Leases
• Clean
up/renegotiate/consolidate

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A
existing leases to reflect new
uses and improvements that
emerge from this process
• Write new lease for Gondola
landing and SKM 1 land usage
with Town of Jackson
• Includes ice center, ski lodge,
and any new things that
emerge from this process
Parking
• Update the current travel
demand management (TDM)
plan and parking strategy in
collaboration with SKRMA for
private and public land
Parks
• Maintain parks and other
Town-owned amenities in the
area.
• Collaborate with SKRMA to
ensure maintenance and
integrated access to park, ice
rink, and associated
amenities
• Coordinate with SKRMA on
programming and events
Housing
• Explore options for investing
public funding in employee
housing for Town of Jackson
staff in conjunction/
partnership with
requirements for employee
housing for SKRMA
Review
• Ensure timely and efficient
review of all plans, proposals,

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

SCENARIO D

existing leases to reflect new
uses and improvements that
emerge from this process
• Write new lease for Gondola
landing and SKM 1 land usage
with Town of Jackson
• Includes ice center, ski lodge,
and any new things that
emerge from this process
Parking
• Update the current travel
demand management (TDM)
plan and parking strategy in
collaboration with SKRMA for
private and public land
Parks
• Maintain parks and other
Town-owned amenities in the
area.
• Collaborate with SKRMA to
ensure maintenance and
integrated access to park, ice
rink, and associated
amenities
• Coordinate with SKRMA on
programming and events
Housing
• Explore options for investing
public funding in employee
housing for Town of Jackson
staff in conjunction/
partnership with
requirements for employee
housing for SKRMA
Review
• Ensure timely and efficient
review of all plans, proposals,

existing leases to reflect new
uses and improvements that
emerge from this process
• Write new lease for Gondola
landing and SKM 1 land usage
with Town of Jackson
• Includes ice center, ski lodge,
and any new things that
emerge from this process
Parking
• Update the current travel
demand management (TDM)
plan and parking strategy in
collaboration with SKRMA for
private and public land
Parks
• Maintain parks and other
Town-owned amenities in the
area.
• Collaborate with SKRMA to
ensure maintenance and
integrated access to park, ice
rink, and associated
amenities
• Coordinate with SKRMA on
programming and events
Housing
• Explore options for investing
public funding in employee
housing for Town of Jackson
staff in conjunction/
partnership with
requirements for employee
housing for SKRMA
Review
• Ensure timely and efficient
review of all plans,

existing leases to reflect new
uses and improvements that
emerge from this process
• Write new lease for Gondola
landing and SKM 1 land usage
with Town of Jackson
• Includes ice center, ski lodge,
and any new things that
emerge from this process
Parking
• Update the current travel
demand management (TDM)
plan and parking strategy in
collaboration with SKRMA for
private and public land
Parks
• Maintain parks and other
Town-owned amenities in the
area.
• Collaborate with SKRMA to
ensure maintenance and
integrated access to park, ice
rink, and associated
amenities
• Coordinate with SKRMA on
programming and events
Housing
• Explore options for investing
public funding in employee
housing for Town of Jackson
staff in conjunction/
partnership with
requirements for employee
housing for SKRMA
Review
• Ensure timely and efficient
review of all plans, proposals,

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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ELEMENTS

SCENARIO A
and permits related to
SKRMA and Snow King

Snow King Vision Stakeholder Group
Final Vision Scenarios - May 17, 2018
SCENARIO B

SCENARIO C

and permits related to
SKRMA and Snow King

proposals, and permits
related to SKRMA and Snow
King

SCENARIO D
and permits related to
SKRMA and Snow King

* Indicates that the exact same language is present in each scenario. However, this does not necessarily mean that members of the Stakeholder Group support that
language or that element no matter what; each scenario includes other components to balance these elements differently.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jim LaRoe
Town Council; Town Council
Tyler Sinclair; Larry Pardee
RE: For Consideration from a Stakeholder
Sunday, July 29, 2018 8:46:15 PM

Dear Town Council,
Thank you for your service.
I am writing as a Stakeholder of the Snow King Engagement process and as a Citizen.
It was an honor to be selected as a Stakeholder and still feel a strong sense of responsibility to
follow through on key issues .
I have great respect for everyone involved in the Stakeholders process. However, I do have
strong opinions on certain issues.
The final 4 Scenarios are a valuable work product .
However, the Scenario's do not reflect all the important discussions and commitments that
surrounded key issues.
The recent submission by Snow King made progress and reflected a number of Stakeholders
discussions.
However, their submission showed “few" specific details and commitments. These details
and commitments were
the backbone and value of the Stakeholders process.
As we move into “long-term” binding agreements I believe it is imperative that "very specific
details” be presented by Snow King.
I am concerned "all parties” will suffer, unless “specific details" are presented and debated
before proposals are approved.
If possible, I would like to meet with the appropriate Staff and/or Council members to express
"my understanding" of the commitments
and discussions that stand behind the issues in the Stakeholders process. (I speak only for
myself in his regard.)
The following are the primary issues that I believe are worth further discussion. I appreciate
your consideration.
SKRMA- Structure
The MOU was between SKRMA and TOJ. (It was not with Snow King and Gardner
Capital )
Snow King and Gardner Capital stated to the Stakeholders ---they could not represent
SKRMA in the Stakeholders process.
The Town and Citizens should be made aware of who is in the negations with these
agreements.
Is it SKRMA ? Snow King ? Gardner Capital ? -- Is it a Non-profit ? How is it funded ?
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Who can Bind them ?
Proposals need a “specific schedule” of delivery. All work needs to be “Bonded” and
tied to the agreed schedules.
SKRMA-Financial
I believe, SKRMA in the 2000 agreement, was granted significant Up-Zoning of Land
Value for Commercial Development.
This was specifically done, I believe, to allow SKRMA to “ indefinitely run” Snow
King without ever having to suffer any financial challenge with Mountain Operations.
This was stated specifically on page 173 of Snow King Planned Resort District 2000.
This language should never be removed. It is the backbone of a critical legal agreement
with the TOJ and Citizens
These obligations run with the land regardless of change of owner. A Change ownership
gets the same benefits--- but also the same obligations.
   SKRMA-Current
I believe SKRMA is a current “binding” agreement with TOJ and should be currently
enforced.
My understating was SKRMA’s commitments and structure were to be presented (and
accepted) by TOJ “before” any approvals were addressed.
Important Community Benefits are currently in the SKRMA agreement and should still
be enforced.
The Approval process could take years.
The Gondi Landing
The support for the Gondi in PB Park could be misleading, without insight to the
Stakeholders discussions.
I myself supported this, "but only” with considerable and very "specific commitments"
from Snow King.
For me, It was much more than-- vague green space --- but specific Deeded equivalent
ground to the Town .

  The Base in General
I fully support the concept of a Mountain Sports Center and a great outcome of the
Stakeholders process in my opinion.
I was pleased to see that Snow King showed a new ice sheet and other facilities in their
recent proposal and hope this extends to a climbing wall as well.
Again, I believe much greater detail is needed . More than a footprint.
Defined buildings, specific uses, funding plan , schedules and bonding.
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Zip Line in PB Park
In my opinion “a zip line” has no place landing in PB Park.
PB Park will be greatly changed with the summer tourist congestion for the new
Gondi alone .
Considerable crowds of tourists loading the Gondi for the proposed restaurant, as
well as new bus traffic at the Base.
A zip-line here will only add more congestion, more crowds , noise and the damage
the peace of our PB Park
Also, my perception is that Snow King/ SKRMA is very well funded and does not
need a zip-line for financial reasons.
If meetings can’t be scheduled, I would be glad to submit more detailed written comments for
your review.
Thanks again for your consideration.
Best, Jim
Jim LaRoe
307-200-6779 (H/O)
301-956-0649 (M)
Jackson, WY
jtlaroe7@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Skye Schell
Hailey Morton Levinson
New base masterplan
Monday, July 30, 2018 12:18:12 PM
Base Area MDP Map1.pdf
SK Resort Master Plan notice.pdf

Dear Hailey,
Following up on our conversation, here is more information that I've recently received
regarding the Snow King base masterplan:
1. Attached: the 1-page masterplan amendment map that SK/Town shared a couple weeks ago.
This is all the public has seen so far. Note the lack of new hotels and condos on the hotel and
KM-6 sites - made me wonder, are those no longer in the masterplan?
2. I found a new proposed base masterplan on the Snow King website here. Compare the map
on page 78 in the PDF to the attached base map... this one includes hotels and condos at hotel
and KM-6. Answers my question but raises a new one. Why would these be excluded from the
version of the map that SKMR shared with the public, and included in the version they're
submitting for approval?
3. The reason for the substantial lodging / commercial upzone in the 2000 base masterplan was
stated explicitly:
It must be noted that many of our community partnership activities mentioned above often
come at a high cost to Snow King. Resort operation of lodging and other facilities provides
the financial and operational platform and the resources to support these and other
community-oriented activities.” [172-173]
The new proposed version changes it to remove the link from lodging specifically to onmountain activities:
It must be noted that many of our community partnership activities mentioned above often
come at a high cost to Snow King Resort and operation of lodging, conference, and on
mountain activities provide the financial and operational platform and the resources to
support these and other community-oriented activities. [171]
If we unwind the deal on one side (SK/SKRMA commitments), we should probably unwind it
on the other side (Town commitments - upzone) to be fair to our community.
4. I've attached the letter we got about an August 15 Planning Commission public hearing on
this 211-page masterplan. I'm concerned that the public will only have 5 days to digest a 211page document between staff report and public hearing. Even a month would be pushing it,
given the scope and scale of this 18-year-old deal. How can fairly we have a public hearing
without time for real review? Could you try to extend that amount of time so people can
reasonably review the new document, understand the proposed changes, and respond?
Thanks,
Skye
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-Skye Schell
Executive Director
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance
office (307) 733-9417
www.jhalliance.org
fb JHConservationAlliance
Help Build Safe Wildlife Crossings for JH!
Save the date: August 29:
Alliance Summer Block Party feat. Wildlife Crossings
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*Proposed Base Area Master Plan Amendment. Snow King will work with Town of Jackson and Parks & Rec to ﬁnalize.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Pope
Town Council
Future of Snow King
Thursday, August 02, 2018 4:04:05 PM

Dear Members of the Town Council,
I wanted to write to you today to express my strong disapproval of Snow King's less than
transparent plans for growth.
Of course we all know that Jackson has changed dramatically in the past twenty or so years.
Not all of the change has been bad, some of it has been inevitable and a lot, has seemingly
been for the benefit of entities other than the people who choose to make a home here.
Snow King has stood out as a place that still exists almost exclusively for the benefit of the
community. One of the few.
The current owners want to make money. Unfortunately, there is no place for community on a
balance sheet and to expect them to make decisions that are going to affect anything other than
their bottom line, is both naive and unrealistic.
Snow King should be owned by the town, a non profit or a coop. There is plenty of precedent
for the in the West and this is truly the only way to ensure it won't become an overdeveloped
amusement park. Probably the best way to do this is to end the significant subsidies that are
given to a private entity so that they can make a lot of money, at our expense. They were given
a chance to hold up their end of the bargain and they came up short. As the saying goes, "fool
me once ..."
Here, we have the opportunity to do something strictly for the benefit of the people that call
Jackson home. To do so would set a meaningful precedent for the future of this community.
I hope you will consider the significant public opposition to the current plan.

--

Sam Pope
Producer/Director
KGB Productions
1155 Gregory Lane / PO Box 403
Jackson, WY 83001
P: 307.690.0300 E: pope@kgb-productions.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

katefield02@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Please renegotiate the Snow King leases & update the Master Plan
Monday, August 06, 2018 5:56:49 PM

Dear Jackson Town Council,
Thank you for allowing public comments on the proposed amendment to the Snow King Base Master Plan, and for
helping to ensure a balanced future for our Town Hill. This is our community's chance to come up with a whole new
vision and plan for Snow King. Please renegotiate all the leases on Town land, and this Base Master Plan, so that
they are fair deals and so our community gets at least as much benefit as we are giving away in development.

Thank you for your dedication to our community.
Sincerely,
Mary Field
1325 S Hwy 89 Apt 207 Jackson, WY 83001-8295
katefield02@yahoo.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mike May
Steve Ashworth
Town Council
Phil Baux park - Snow King proposal
Tuesday, August 07, 2018 2:02:47 PM

Good day Steve,
I'm writing today to ring in on a hot topic in town of late, specifically Snow King resort's
proposed take over of Phil Baux park. I cannot make Thursday's public meeting so I hope you
will consider my comments here.
While I agree that the park is potentially a logical place to land a gondola I just want to make
it clear, as you're well aware, that Phil Baux park is public property and great care should be
taken to make sure that public land stays in public hands and/or Snow King needs to deliver
fair value in return for the park if they want to take that land over for their private operation.
Logical place to land a gondola or not, Snow King has no right and zero entitlement to that
land, and I hope as discussions are taking place this is in the forefront of our collective minds.
I'll go ahead and say it, rumor on the street is that Snow King feels that the park is in the bag.
We all know how rumors fly so I'll leave that there, but suffice to say that after seeing the
stakeholder scenarios - all of which had the gondola landing on public land - I have great
concern that Phil Baux is simply being assimilated into the proposal without any clear
concession on what Snow King will be contributing in the deal. Beyond that, I've spoken to a
number of stakeholders who went through that exercise and to say there was consensus that
Phil Baux was on the table simply isn't true.
So again, I ask you to please safeguard our public land or get a proper exaction from the
private entity looking to absorb our public park.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely, Mike May
Jackson, Wyo.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

lorna miller
Pete Muldoon
Snow King and the Gondola proposal
Wednesday, August 08, 2018 11:52:22 AM

Dear Mayor Muldoon,
Before Director Ashworth of Parks and Rec comes before you with a recommendation
regarding the Snow King proposal to construct the gondola building on Phil Baux Park, I would
like to suggest that the entire Town Council take a field trip out to Teton Village.
Pay close attention to the gondola building and infrastructure there; listen to the machinery,
etc, how far the sound actually carries, walk uphill towards the ropes course and then notice
the gondola impacts as you come back down again. When seen from different angles, one can
gain a real understanding of probable impacts.Then imagine what that will be like if placed on
the Phil Baux Park.
I have no idea if the gomdola entry to the building will require a similar excavation or not with
a significant clearance beyond the building footprint being required for the lead in to the
loading dock. This potential impact is not shown on the Snow King map presented to the
public.
It would also be instructive to take the short walk over to the Village Commons and imagine
what that park-like experience would be if the Gonfola building was basically in the middle
there, or even on the edge. The commons space is heavily used and provides a very pleasant
user experience and safe kids play area.
The gondola will not be shut off to accommodate a public event where a quieter environment
might be desireable. It will run in the evening too and that requires lighting and, of course,
there will no doubt be the gondola version of "elevator music." Certainly the village gondola
has that.....
I understand that, if not built on the park, the gondola will be built on Snow King property
uphill, however I would suggest that the impacts while there, will be a lot less. They will be on
the edge of public property and not centrally located on public property. And since a gondola
will likely be there in any event the "access/gateway to the National Forest" will still be there
too.
A field trip gives insights that are impossible to garner from a spoken presentation with maps.
It all seems so innocuous until you see an actual structure and hear the operating machinery.
The fact that the valley has a functioning gondola is a great opportunity for the realisitc
evaluation of potential impacts on he town park.
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Sincerely,
Lorna Miller
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Petri
Town Council; commissioners@tetoncountywy.gov
Snow King gondola concerns - Save Phil Baux Park!
Wednesday, August 08, 2018 4:08:24 PM

Hello Town of Jackson Councilers and Teton County Commissioners,

I sent this email to Steve Ashworth at Parks and Rec ahead of tomorrow's meeting with Snow
King. I thought I should also send it on to you all.
Thanks for your time reading my letter. I appreciate your time and consideration. Thanks!
Sam Petri
___________
Hi Steve and the Parks and Rec advisory board,
Sam Petri here. I live on Pine Drive, near the base of Snow King, and am writing with my concerns regarding the proposed
Snow King Gondola in Phil Baux Park. I would come to the meeting tomorrow, but I will be out of town. Below are my
concerns for public record.
After reading your Staff Report on the Snow King Master Plan Amendment, I would first like to say that I was very pleased to
see that I share with Parks and Rec staff that "The success and public compatibility of the plan rests in maintaining safe, free
and accessible use of the public's property for the entire community for non-ski season."
I also share with you that landing a Zip Line of any kind in Phil Baux park is a bad idea - it commercializes the people's land
with an amusement park ride.
However, I am very concerned with the idea of landing a gondola -- or a lift of any kind -- in Phil Baux Park, for a number of
reasons. I am also concerned about the proposed amphitheater, as I have never seen that in any of the Snow King proposals so
far.
While I do understand a gondola in Phil Baux Park was in every Snow King Stake Holder scenario, and that perhaps you are
seeking a compromise with them, it has been well documented that the stakeholders process was flawed, that no one actually
agreed on all the scenarios, and that the public didn't get to comment properly. So, those scenarios don't necessarily represent
the voice of the people who actually use Phil Baux Park - people with no backyards, people who live in cramped apartments,
who use the park for birthday parties, and family gatherings. Please do not be pressured by Snow King's developers, who are
billionaires seeking entitlements so they can increase its value and likely sell it. They literally seek to monetize the park - the
people's land.
You say that. " ... for this to be successful, it is critical to maintain an open and clear east to west public connection through
the entirety of the park."
I couldn't agree more! That's what we have now.
However, how will that be possible when there is a gondola, and gondola line in the middle of the park? The current
Exhibition double chair services about 100 people an hour. The new 6 or 8 person gondola (the current owners of Snow King
change it in their various proposals) will service about 1,200-1,400 people per hour in bright Snow King-blue Gondola eggs about 100 of them.
Will you want to have your child play on the jungle gym, or host a birthday party in the Phil Baux pavilion while hundreds of
people line up out of tour busses to load the noisy gondola (think of the hum the one at Teton Village makes) to ride the new
noisy Zip line - the fastest in the country, at 70 mph? Or to get drunk at the top? Or to get drunk, and then ride the zip line to
Snow King's private land, just uphill to the south? How is that safe?

How does this not commercialize the park? How does this not give the park over to Snow Kings owners - whoever
that might be in the future?
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The construction of a modest, small, Aerial Tram should be encouraged on the footprint of the
current Exhibition lift, on Snow King's private property, as a reasonable alternative to assist
with construction of an improved panorama house and provide better emergency access, and
provide much-needed tram announcements/education to all year round guests.
Further, please consider the commercial entitlements around the entirety of Phil Baux Park,
along Snow King Avenue, and Cache. Each one of those potential developments will bring
more cars, more customers, and more pressure on Phil Baux Park. There is currently a new
brew pub set to open right across the street from the proposed Gondola. Combine that with a
proposed massive new panorama house made for summer weddings, burgers, fries, beer, a zip
line and this no longer becomes a "western portal" but a "western wall" unwelcoming to the
general public, unless they have money to pay for all the rides.
Which brings me to the amphitheater - I am not sure what that is, but if it's on public land just
to the south of the gondola, I would want to make sure it doesn't undermine Jackson Hole
Live, and our free access to public lands. Will Snow King hold its own concerts there? Will it
be some kind of VIP area during Jackson Hole Live? How will it impact the skiing? How will
it impact access up the hill, to the south in the summer? How will this proposed amphitheater
relate to the gondola? It all seems to be taking place right in the center of Phil Baux Park
impacting the permeability to the north, south, east, and west.
Please maintain the borders of Phil Baux Park, and don't let the owners of Snow King further
encroach on our public lands. They don't share the same values as the people, they only seek
to take public land as theirs to increase the value of their business venture and to help push
through their proposal with the US Forest Service.
Thank you,

Sam Petri
307-690-7064
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Vonde Smith
Town Council
Snow King
Friday, August 17, 2018 3:41:43 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
I support moving plans for the Snow King gondola and further development of Snow
King facilities forward.
Vonde Smith

Vonde M. Smith, PC
Of Counsel
Admitted in Wyoming

SMITH LC
Post Office Box 8729
Jackson, Wyoming 83002
tel: 307.201.6000| fax: 307.201.6001
direct: 307.200.0030
email:  vsmith@smith-lc.com

www.smith-lc.com
Physical Address:
15 South Jackson Street
Jackson, Wyoming 83001
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information contained in this communication may be confidential and/or attorneyclient privileged and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure, or copying
is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and permanently delete this email.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jan Lovett
Town Council
Snow King Development
Tuesday, August 21, 2018 10:46:34 PM

Town OfficialsThank you so much for wrestling with the development of Snow King. While I am a huge
supporter of the JH Ski Club, I have a huge concern with the development of Snow King,
especially the loss of Phil Baux Park for our community. The owners of Snow King always
seem to come to the citizens Jackson with hat in hand asking fo more, more more. I have tried
to figure out what the residents of our town and county are getting in return for the loss of a
beautiful town park, and I have not been able to figure it out. Snow King claims to be our
town hill, but there needs to be more of a benefit to the town. Snow King is privately owned
and is allowed to lease land from the Forest Service for its operations. That is a huge subsidy
to the private business. When Teton Village was expanding their bike park, ropes course,
trampolines, disc golf… they did not ask to be subsidized by the citizens of Teton County. I’m
not sure why Snow King cannot make all these improvements. SK will reap the benefits of the
ticket sales. How do they plan to share that with the people of Jackson?
I have lived in Jackson for over 40 years and have seen public agencies "give away” land to
the Center for the Arts, fun Manuel’s ice rink, and fund bus transportation for visitors when
residents go without. I think it is time for elected officials to do what is best for citizens, not
businesses and organizations.
Thanks you for listening.
Jan Lovett
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Petri
Town Council; County Commissioners; comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us; Snow King
Engagement; environmental@jhnewsandguide.com; marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us; Ben Graham
Please extend comment period, host Snow King forum
Tuesday, August 21, 2018 12:38:13 PM

Dear Mayor and Town Council, Teton County Commissioners, and Bridger-Teton National
Forest officials,
Sam Petri here from Pine Drive in Jackson, Wyoming. If we haven't met yet, we certainly will
in the coming months, as I am dedicated to protecting Snow King Mountain from the massive,
out-of-line development currently proposed by an investment group on our public land. I strongly
feel no other current proposed development could more fundamentally change the look and
feel of Jackson Hole, as Snow King Mountain is the backdrop to our community.
First, I would like to thank Town Council for the discussion at Council Chambers on Monday,
I thought it was productive, and it helped me to understand the decision making process
moving forward. Thank you.
While I did not make a comment at the meeting -- I was there to listen and learn -- I am
writing with some thoughts that were presented about the upcoming process.
Much of what you will read below is in line with what you may have already received from
Shane Rothman. I truly hope that this letter doesn't dilute his or my comments, but instead,
hope it shows my commitment to the process and how I want to make sure the public is aware
of what is being proposed, and has ample time to comment properly.
Thanks for your consideration and your commitment to weighing the diverse perspectives
regarding what is being proposed on our public land.
Please extend the comment period:
- The proposal is overwhelming and the comment period is short.
- PLEASE advocate for a longer comment period for the public in regards to the BTNF. This
would not affect any other portion of this process, and a 60 day timeframe should be
considered the standard for the public to review such a significant proposal.
-An October 4th closing of the comment period after 60 days would be much more suitable,
and would still allow Council to review the updated public feedback, prior to submitting their
own comments by October 15th.
Host Forum in a neutral location:
- A collaboration with the BTNF, as well as Wyoming Game and Fish, to host a “comments &
questions” forum at the new BTNF Headquarters in town, would be a great way to bring the
community together in this new space. I believe it is by far the most appropriate site, and
would be the most effective way to encourage the public to assist the BTNF with the
management of our public land.
-This should be scheduled towards the end of an extended comment period. Mid-Late
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September would be most appropriate, and would allow for proper scheduling and
notification. This meeting should be announced with at least 2-3 weeks of notice, and the
Council should first ensure that all elected officials can attend on this important date.
-There are many aspects of this plan that require a Q&A discussion with BTNF officials to
learn more. There are many directives from the USFS that must be adhered to, and I think the
public/local government/media needs the opportunity to have an informational gathering, prior
to the end of the comment period.
-It can be assumed that it would be most efficient for our BTNF officials to address everyone
at once, rather than spending their limited time to address informational requests from
individuals, local government officials, and local media outlets.
-I do not believe the Grandview Lodge is an appropriate location for this for many reasons. It
is not a proper atmosphere for this gathering, and will likely be much costlier to taxpayers.
The only future discussions that are appropriate at this venue should be SKRMA
related(which the public is still unaware of any progress, yet it heavily pertains to these “interrelated” review processes...)
-If an arrangement cannot be made to host this forum at the BTNF Headquarters, other public
venues such as the Library or Center for the Arts could be considered instead.
Other additional thoughts:
- Email address for SKengagement@jacksonwyo.gov is not working. Public comment may
have been lost.
- Email address for BTNF comments was posted wrong during the beginning of the comment
period.
- No area residents or previous commenters (that I know of) have received an official
scoping document in the mail, which has been protocol for all previous projects. It is
much preferable to have a tangible document to study and take notes on. I live on Pine
Drive, about 100 yards from Snow King. In fact, I basically live ON Snow King
Mountain. This development will directly effect my life. I am very surprised I never
received anything in the mail.
-These plans are projecting far more significant and immediate impacts than those
within the Resort District Master Plan. I would not expect the Council to properly
review the RDMP within a mandatory 30-40 day period, and the Council and BTNF
should not expect the public to be reviewing both of these plans simultaneously in only a
30-40 day period, either. There is an imperative need to allow for facilitated educated
comments at this time, and there appears to be no reason why the comment period would
not be able to be extended.
Thank you for your time and consideration, and I would greatly appreciate it if the suggested
actions regarding this can be made, as soon as possible.
See you out there,
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Sam Petri
Jackson, Wyoming
307-690-7064
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Center Management Inc.
A Wyoming 501-c-3 non-profit Public Benefit Corporation

Comments on Snow King Master Plan Review and Phil Baux Park and Snow King
Ball Park Redevelopment Master Plan Concepts
Mayor Muldoon and Jackson Town Council:
Center Management, Inc. (CMI) operates the Snow King Sports & Events Center (Center) for the Town of
Jackson (Town). Built by the Town in 1992 with substantial donations by the skating community, the
Center has been the centerpiece of the community’s winter sports activity for many years. Our
community also benefits from using the Town’s Snow King Ball Park and Phil Baux Park for expanded
recreational programs during our busy summers, including the JacksonHoleLive concert series produced
by CMI.
The Town’s priority should be the protection and enhancement of these areas for use by the many
community beneficiaries:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

JH Ski & Snowboard Club
Youth Hockey and Figure Skating
programs
Snow King Mountain summer and
winter operations
Jackson Hole Moose hockey
JHLive Summer Concerts
Recreation League hockey
People’s Market

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hispanic family events
Eco Fair
Hill Climb
Snow Cross
Summer camps
Uphill and downhill hikers and
mountain Bikers
Conferences such as Western Design
Visitors and spectators

CMI was an active participant in the Stakeholder discussions and strongly supports the group’s
recommendations for:
1) Expansion of the Town-owned Center to incorporate the growth in Ski Club and Skating
programs, possibly/likely as part of an exchange for the 5-acre parcel of land adjacent to the
Center and/or as financial consideration in Snow King Mountain’s (SKM) leasing of Town land for
private use. The highest priorities are the Town’s need to restructure the Lodge Room and Ski
Club spaces into a mountain sports training center as well as the Town’s and/or County’s need
to add a second sheet of ice to accommodate growth in skating programs.
2) Locating the proposed Gondola close to Snow King Avenue in order to 1) preserve uphill green
space for skiing, large-scale community events and community access to public lands; 2)
enhance ski club and mountain ops access to the Center; and 3) ensure maximum stage visibility
for large scale concerts and events on the Ball Park.

89

Center Management Inc.
A Wyoming 501-c-3 non-profit Public Benefit Corporation

3) Providing additional and more functional parking at the base and Center, with primary access
off Cache rather than Snow King Avenue, and suitable for staging Hill Climb ops, food
trailers/trucks, farmer’s market trucks, recreational access, etc.
4) Relocation of SKM sales and F&B activities to the Gondola complex, and SKM’s mountain
operation facilities for snow cats and other equipment to the rear of the Center.
We also encourage your further consideration of incorporating better facilities that support the Town’s
capacity to host large-scale community events, including:
•
•
•
•

A permanent stage complex at the Ball Park, perhaps as part of the Gondola complex and
modeled after Victor’s modest Music on Main stage
A graded and grassed amphitheater area that better connects the ski terrain to the Ball Park for
an enhanced event experience, recreational access and stage visibility
More pavilions and restrooms in Phil Baux and other public spaces for small group uses
Power, water and communications infrastructure to support the community users above

The Ball Park and Phil Baux areas are uniquely-suited among all public spaces in Town for such
events…please don’t compromise them for narrower purposes.
As a practical matter, we appreciate that satisfying all parties’ needs and interests will be challenging. In
fact, some traditional uses of the base area for soccer, football, softball and other recreational sports
may need to be shifted to other locations in the Town or County in favor of the community’s uses above.
As the non-profit operator of the Town’s major asset at Snow King—the Center—we urge the
Council’s sensitivity to protecting—and strengthening—the economic viability of the Center and its
programs, including the popular JacksonHoleLive concerts. It’s essential to use this opportunity to
ensure that SKM’s planned investments strongly support the Town’s economic stake in these assets.
Respectfully,
CMI Board of Directors - John Valiante, Steve Sullivan, Jim Coleman
CMI Management - Bob Carruth, Jeff Potter
JacksonHoleLive – Shannon McCormick

Contact:
Bob Carruth – (307) 201-1633, Carruthx4@hotmail.com
Jeff Potter – (307) 201-1633 x3, jeff@cmijh.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

shane rothman
Town Council; County Commissioners; comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us; Snow King
Engagement; environmental@jhnewsandguide.com; Ben Graham; marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us
Host Snow King forum, extend comment period
Tuesday, August 21, 2018 9:39:39 AM

Dear Mayor and Council (and BTNF officials),
Thank you all for the “reviewing” discussion at Council Chambers on Monday, it definitely helped to clarify the
outline.
I am writing to reiterate some thoughts that were presented about the upcoming process, and here’s a few key points
I’d like to stress further:
Extend Comment Period
-PLEASE advocate for a longer comment period for the public in regards to the BTNF. This would not affect any
other portion of this process, and a 60 day timeframe should be considered the standard for the public to review such
a significant proposal.
-An October 4th closing of the comment period after 60 days would be much more suitable, and would still allow
Council to review the updated public feedback, prior to submitting their own comments by October 15th.
Host Forum:
-I would most appreciate a collaboration with the BTNF, as well as Wyoming Game and Fish, to host a “comments
& questions” forum at the new BTNF Headquarters in town. I believe it is by far the most appropriate site, and
would be the most effective way to encourage the public to assist the BTNF with the management of our public
land.
-This should be scheduled towards the end of an extended comment period. Mid-Late September would be most
appropriate, and would allow for proper scheduling and notification. This meeting should be announced with at least
2-3 weeks of notice, and the Council should first ensure that all elected officials can attend on this important date.
-There are many aspects of this plan that require a Q&A discussion with BTNF officials to learn more. There are
many directives from the USFS that must be adhered to, and I think the public/local government/media needs the
opportunity to have an informational gathering, prior to the end of the comment period.
-It can be assumed that it would be most efficient for our BTNF officials to address everyone at once, rather than
spending their limited time to address informational requests from individuals, local government officials, and local
media outlets.
-I do not believe the Grandview Lodge is an appropriate location for this for many reasons. It is not a proper
atmosphere for this gathering, and will likely be much costlier to taxpayers. The only future discussions that are
appropriate at this venue should be SKRMA related(which the public is still unaware of any progress, yet it heavily
pertains to these “inter-related” review processes...)
-If an arrangement cannot be made to host this forum at the BTNF Headquarters, other public venues such as the
Library or Center for the Arts could be considered instead.
Other additional thoughts:
- Email address for SKengagement@jacksonwyo.gov is not working. Public comment may have been lost.
- Email address for BTNF comments was posted wrong during the beginning of the comment period.

91

- No area residents or previous commenters (that I know of) have received an official scoping document in the mail,
which has been protocol for all previous projects. It is much preferable to have a tangible document to study and
take notes on.
-These plans are projecting far more significant and immediate impacts than those within the Resort District Master
Plan. I would not expect the Council to properly review the RDMP within a mandatory 30-40 day period, and the
Council and BTNF should not expect the public to be reviewing both of these plans simultaneously in only a 30-40
day period, either. There is an imperative need to allow for facilitated educated comments at this time, and there
appears to be no reason why the comment period would not be able to be extended.
Thank you for your time and consideration, and I would greatly appreciate it if the suggested actions regarding this
can be made, as soon as possible.
Sincerely,
Shane Rothman
Jackson WY
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ryan Stanley
Town Council
Fwd: Snow King Mountain Releases Revised Base Area Maps
Tuesday, August 21, 2018 2:09:45 PM
image001.png
Park Concep A.pdf
Phil Baux Park Concept B.pdf

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE                                             
August 21, 2018                                                                                               

Snow King Mountain Releases Revised Base Area Maps
Community Feedback Leads to Two New Proposed Maps for Base Area
Jackson, Wyoming – Snow King Mountain Resort presented two additional draft base area maps to
the Town of Jackson on Monday for submittal.
Both maps are grounded on a wide variety of community feedback Snow King Mountain received
after the submittal of their Base Area Master Plan Amendment to the Town several weeks ago.
Keeping a parking lot for the People’s Market, a kickball/baseball field, not having the gondola
landing so close to Snow King Avenue and not interrupting the ‘east to west’ flow of the bottom of
the field are just some of the comments Snow King heard from locals, user groups and the Parks &
Rec Advisory Board.
“Community feedback continues to shape this process and we are listening to ideas and responses
from locals and user groups,” says Snow King Mountain General Manager Ryan Stanley. “We are
presenting these revised maps based on Parks & Rec feedback as well as public comments. We will
continue to listen and remain flexible in our proposal to the community and Town based on public
comments.”
Snow King Mountain will work to get the newly proposed maps out in front of as many locals and
users of Phil Baux Park in order to gain feedback and hear comments. They will be hosting two
“Coffee and Conversations” in the next several weeks for anyone who wants to learn about the new
maps and provide feedback.
-EndAbout Snow King Mountain Resort
Founded in 1939, Snow King Mountain Resort – just six blocks from Town Square in the heart of
Jackson Hole – is Wyoming’s first ski resort. Since locals first began to ski the “Town Hill” in the
1920’s generations of Jackson locals and visitors have learned to ski on its iconic slopes via
recreational skiing, racing, uphill skiing, and the full-service mountain sports school.
Snow King Mountain offers 3 lifts, 32 ski runs on 400 acres, 1571 vertical rise, two terrain parks, two
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restaurants, and a full-service rental and ski tuning facility. For non-skiers and snowboarders, King
Tubes snow tube park, the Cowboy Coaster, and the Summit Scenic Chairlift provide alternatives for
every member of the family to enjoy the thrills of winter and take in the best view in town with
amazing views of downtown Jackson and the Tetons.

Ryan Stanley
General Manager
Snow King Mountain Resort
ryan@snowkingmountain.com
Office: 307-201-5004
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Tozzi
Town Council; Tyler Sinclair
Support for Snow King Phase 2
Tuesday, August 21, 2018 9:29:09 AM

Dear Tyler and Elected Officials,
As a long time resident of Jackson Hole, I would like to express my support for Phase 2 of Snow King Mountain. As
a family of five, we have been involved with Jackson Hole Ski and Snowboard Club and supporters of Snow King
Mountain for over 15 years, and would like to continue to see infrastructure improve to support ALL of Jackson.
For safety and efficiency, it only makes sense to allow Snow King to continue to update and improve their aging
infrastructure. Anything else is a disservice to this community. Snow King Mountain, in combination with the Ski
Club, provides a truly World Class training venue for our local kids, and there is so much more potential at our
Town Hill.
I see the measured growth of Snow King as a benefit, not a burden, and without a doubt it would improve all aspects
of Snow King for our community and families, recreation, JHSC, and tourism.
Thank you for your consideration and hearing from community members who recognize and are grateful for the
extreme benefit of Snow King, its amenities, and preserving the long standing relationship and world class training
facility for our young athletes.
Best regards,
Johnny Tozzi
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

susan divjak
Town Council
Town Hill Proposed Development
Sunday, August 26, 2018 2:18:07 PM

We are 16 year residents of Jackson, now retired. We have seen many changes during that time, and
are concerned about this proposed development. We have become a small town with big city traffic.
Rumors abound that Gaslight Alley will become a luxury hotel, businesses on Broadway will be cleared
for a Ritz Carlton Hotel. Do we need more $500 a night hotel rooms, condos that locals cant afford, or
Disney like attractions on our Town Hill. I dont think so!!
Tourists come for wildlife, views, mountains, clean air, western vibes. We can lose our town soul to
commercialism - growth is good. But lets make sure it is going in the right direction.  
With respect, Susan Divjak
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

shane rothman
marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us; County Commissioners; Town Council; Snow King Engagement;
Steve Ashworth; environmental@jhnewsandguide.com
Comment period, ziplines, PB Park, road, expansion, etc
Sunday, August 26, 2018 10:32:01 AM

Hello Mayor and Council, County Commissioners, and BTNF decision makers,
Please advocate for an extension to the comment period. There is way too much to address, there is too much going
on, discussions are still evolving, and SK continues to state that they are still considering more changes to the plans.
I do not have the time to write detailed reasons for each aspect, propose suitable preferred alternatives, or even dig
into my hard drives(I am seeking help from someone more computer literate)to share about 10,000 images of
wildlife, or “POV” snowboard runs that capture wildlife encounters, popular wintering locations (such as exactly
where the Eastern switchback and trails would be), large avalanches, poor snowpack depth and conditions, and
much more. I am literally begging for an extension to allow for proper time to present this undeniable proof, and I
would consider both myself and cooperating entities as negligent if this cannot be achieved.
Here is a post that I just wrote concerning the ziplines, road, and expansion. Please excuse my frustrated tone, but I
do not have the time to rewrite this for each audience.
The following was written on 8/26/2018:
Let’s talk about the zipline one last time before we go any further down the “expansion road”...
Don’t let the 70mph zipline proposal distract you from this bigger picture. The “Screeching Eagle” (they’d totally
name it that) would be the biggest joke in town, and it’s not gonna happen.
In the event of an unlikely zipline approval, the annoyance wouldn’t be permanent whatsoever, especially if
someone gets maimed or possibly killed. Don’t worry about them building it anymore, and focus on the permanent
intrusions.
It definitely won’t be going anywhere on or near Phil Baux Park, or even down the face of the King, unless the King
is run by complete jerks, but Jeff Golightly will come through as “the nice guy” who has to politely tell Max
Chapman to tell his Vice President/GM Ryan Stanley that maybe it’s not such a “first-class” or “world-class”
addition after all.
It’s apparent that this is “still a thing”, but Ryan Stanley will have to back off of it soon, and make the public well
aware that he’s made another “concession” resulting from the “community feedback”. It’s totally foreseeable, and
don’t waste your time thinking otherwise.
It will likely end up allowed on Stanleyland(don’t call it Rafferty), over at the other ziplines, but there’s no way that
SKMR LLC would be dumb enough to put that thing on their own 25 acres of private property below the lift’s
midstation. What if the seat belt thing came loose???(Happened at Targhee many years ago, still no ziplines there)...
Max Chapman would then instead “infuse his group’s capital” for more ziplines on public land in the heavily
disturbed and transformed “world class” area that already has miles worth of cables and a powerline’s worth of
utility poles scattered everywhere too. Then they can charge over $100 bucks for the ropes course instead of $75 or
whatever. That is totally foreseeable also.
Case closed... Unless Max & Co just simply balk at the whole investment in the first place. That’s what Max
politely threatened to do if Mark Barron & Council didn’t give them immediate and unfair approval for the entire
Cowboy Coaster package deal on 11/17/2014, (less than a year after electeds, donors and taxpayers were conned
into paying for the fancy mismanaged snowmaking system). Only Stanford saw right through everything, and called
it a gimmick, knowing there was nothing minor about their “minor development plan”. The other Councilors(same
Council since then) totally fell for the pressure, and barely even asked a question or made comments. They didn’t
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even discuss the operating hours after being told 50 times from SK about how “quiet” coasters are. Employee
housing was never monitored for compliance, and it really wasn’t even a thought until about 6 months later when
hordes of temporary construction workers came to bulldoze Rafferty’s area to construct the poorly designed and
planned permanent infrastructure. The housing issue coincidentally became an “emergency” during Phase 1, and
community morale has been down since. And SK still claims they don’t make enough money, but now they throw in
the keywords “in winter”, as if Stanleyland wasn’t intended to fund winter operations. That has been a totally
foreseeable strategy since the approval of Phase 1, and you’d be naive to think that a capital management firm
wouldn’t be thinking of an “exit strategy” whether anything gets approved or not.
SKMR LLC keeps pushing their heavily overpriced ski tickets as “community benefits”, but the TOJ electeds will
make them build some housing before anything moves forward prior to any “groundbreaking” additions. You should
have very high confidence about this, but you never know what an elected official might do towards the end of their
term.
Enough of the distracting tangents!
Here’s the real issue:
Does anyone here really think the BTNF could approve the new road? It’d be really bad if they did...
Send a quick comment concerning the road to the BTNF to help relocate this idea into the garbage can.
There’s an endless amount of work that could be done inbounds, which has never come close to its potential. The
current road has also needed work for many years, yet their poop pumping truck makes frequent visits to the top for
the “emergency access” without any poop-spill headlines, like over at Max’s other well known property. They only
need a road for cement trucks and to monopolize radio tower access, and they are totally just using gullible
“beginner skiers” as their excuse to compromise their best inbounds terrain and unique backcountry experience.
How are they even serious about expansion and a road when they haven’t maintained any terrain or even scratched
the surface of their potential inbounds?
Cmon Jackson, and cmon Snow King, why does everything have to be so difficult, complex and controversial? It
doesn’t have to be this way, but the future outlook remains grim under private ownership.

...Thank you for your time and consideration, and please excuse my attitude for being quite frank about this whole
situation. I have done my due diligence, and listened to the community, as well as our wildlife.
Shane Rothman
Jackson WY

100

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

tristandroppert@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Please renegotiate the Snow King leases & update the Master Plan
Monday, August 27, 2018 11:19:19 AM

Dear Jackson Town Council,

I wish to comment on the Snow Kind expansion,
I will be brief. I think it is critical that we do not allow our park to be bisected, we have such little open park space
within the downtown envelope we cannot sacrifice this critical community space to a gondola.
The back bowl skiing is ok in my opinion, and expansion in that direction would have minimal impact on town. The
bike trails could be of great benefit as well with minimal impact to town and nearby residents. But the zipline needs
to be researched and reported on more. It seems like they are trying to create a "six flags in the woods" environment
which is not a value ad to Jackson, we already have so many opportunities for tourism and adventure without more
man-made attractions.
I also believe the building of an 18 ft wide road is both excessive and unnecessary when there is already a road on
the West side that can be negotiated and refurbished.
For many reasons we should be very careful in considering expanding the resorts boundaries into wildlife or NF
land.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
tristan droppert
4303 PO Jackson, WY 83001
tristandroppert@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Petri
comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us; Snow King Engagement; Town Council; County
Commissioners
Snow King Mountain Resort On-mountain Improvements
Monday, August 27, 2018 12:36:13 PM

Dear Bridger-Teton National Forest officials,
Thank you for your service to our shared public land.
I am writing because I am very concerned about the proposed Snow King Mountain Resort
On-Mountain Improvements, which I believe have massive environmental impacts, social
impacts to our community, and in many cases, flies in the face of the 2012 Teton County
Comprehensive Plan.
I've been following along as closely as I can, meeting with people in our community, writing
letters to the editor in the local newspaper, and reading everything I can about what I believe is
one of the most impactful developments proposed in Jackson Hole.
I'd like to preface all of this by saying how much I love Snow King Mountain. I truly hope it
can succeed for another 80 years and beyond. I own a house and live right next to it, and I
much rather live next to a vibrant ski hill, than a ghost town. When I first heard that investors
wanted to inject ~$20 million into the hill, I was excited, as I know first hand how much Snow
King desperately needs capital improvements.
But this isn't about the viability of the ski area, it's about what we, as a community, feel is
appropriate use of our public land.
I do believe almost every development in this current proposal is far too big for such a small
ski area. The current "owners" (what do they really own? some old lifts? The majority of the
land it's operating on is public.) are asking for too much, with seemingly no regard for the
environment, or our community or our shared public land. It is with a heavy heart that I am in
such opposition. I wish current "ownership" would listen to the community and be better
stewards of Wyoming's first ski hill, one of the oldest in the country. But time and time again
they continue to try to force through this outrageous proposal, which is so inappropriate given
the type of hill Snow King is. So here I am, making comment. What else can I do? And when
will these people take "No" for an answer? Seems like never!
Below are 10 aspects that I believe should not be considered due to protocol, previous
decisions, impacts to wildlife, setting a poor precedent, and much more. I've provided
alternatives where I can.
Thanks again for your commitment to our public lands and our community.
1. The new road:
- This requires expansion into sensitive year-round wildlife habitat
- Requires steep road cuts, compromises every signature ski trail with steep and dangerous
intersections(Elk, Grizzly, Belly Roll, Exhibition, Bearcat).
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- Requires major increase in avalanche mitigation along ridgeline and through steep forest,
will create new starting zones for destructive wet avalanches below the road.
- Will require snowmaking pipes along route, pipes/hydrants could leak and contribute to
major erosion or landslide (no pipes were allowed to be laid horizontal during the 2014
snowmaking project)
- Should require a bond of over $20M to cover potential landslides and erosion issues, and a
potential threat to private property on the lower slopes
- Encourages beginners and intermediates to explore dangerous forests known for marginal
base depths and extremely variable snow conditions, and typically subpar average base depths
below the Cougar Lift top terminal elevation(7095’, the typical rain/snow line). Snow depth
and conditions on the upper half of SKM typically deteriorate fast on the descent due to
frequent fluctuations in the rain level. People without local knowledge will be lured into
dangerous areas and a rapidly fading snowpack, especially from the road’s location on the
upper West Side of the ski area. This is a major liability issue especially for a “struggling” ski
area. All terrain outside SK’s current footprint should remain only accessible through
backcountry gates.
- This road is being excessively designed to cater to cement trucks, not recreation.
- This road appears to be more about controlling exclusive access to cell towers, not for
beginner skiers.
- A new lift will provide faster and safer “emergency access” than riding up or down in a
vehicle. Fire suppression equipment should be permanently placed at the Summit, and the
infrastructure to do so has been in place since 2014.
- A small tram (10 to 20 person tram car) should be considered the most ideal lift for the needs
of this mountain, and would significantly reduce the need for ATV vehicle trips up the
mountain both during construction and after. Current ATV traffic is already a burden on the
public users, neighbors, and wildlife
- This road will be a mile wide scar (eyesore) on a historic ski hill, which serves as the famous
backdrop of Jackson. This compromises the historic integrity. A recent historic evaluation
required for “Phase 1” found that many structures weren’t worth preserving, but the
unchanged view of Snow King Mountain would be eligible to be registered as a historical
landmark.
- Most portions of the existing road were built by the CCC in the 1930’s, and should definitely
be eligible for historic designation at WY’s first ski area.
-The existing road would still be necessary to access the top of Elk and Grizzly from the
Summit Lift, and to traverse East towards Rafferty from the top of the Cougar Lift. Having
two separate roads within close proximity will totally compromise safe, fun skiing, and the
potential for race events on Elk and Grizzly.
Alternative: Due to the challenges of constructing and maintaining this route, the
preferred alternative route should be to use the existing backside road, and trying to
103

improve the current road.
2. East/West Expansion:
- 1. Our 2012 Comprehensive Plan gives very specific direction: in order to protect and
preserve our area’s ecosystem, “existing Planned Resorts should be limited to their existing
footprint” (Policy 3.1.d). Therefore, the Forest Service should not allow new development,
roads, or chairlifts outside the existing operating footprint. Instead, they should encourage
Snow King to improve terrain and amenities only within their existing footprint.
-These areas have been historically used by wintering wildlife, especially Mule Deer and Elk,
and must remain in a natural state without the use of machinery.
-Increased human recreation alone will need to be managed carefully in the future to ensure
proper etiquette is used.
-No other ski areas can compare to the wildlife present on these slopes. Perhaps Sleeping
Giant in Cody could compare, but it is highly unlikely that they would propose major
developments and an expansion, despite previous struggles to maintain “viability”.
-Backcountry skiing is a large and growing segment of users, and SKM will still benefit from
this trend, while avoiding liability.
-The Public is fortunate enough to be able to recreate in these areas that share the same
characteristics of nearby winter closure areas such as Josie’s Ridge and Crystal Butte. The SK
"backcountry" should serve as an educational experience, in balance with nature.
3. Lifts B and C, Ski School Headquarters:
-These beginner areas will require mass grading, and the removal of a mature aspen stand as
well as sagebrush, in an important area for migrating and wintering wildlife. Currently there is
no reasonable pitch on this Ridge to provide a good location for this, and this area would be
altered significantly. Last year, SKM allegedly received approval to unnecessarily mow down
acres of Sagebrush habitat for the 2 hour long solar eclipse event, including acreage outside
their SUP boundary, with no public process. Many people were upset by this, which is
minuscule in comparison to their plans.
-Placing first-time beginners and a ski school headquarters at the top of the mountain is a very
poor idea due to the fact that most days up there are not sunny, and typically feature exposure
to wind and blowing snow. There is very little precedent(if any) for a ski area to place
beginners on an exposed ridge, and this could lead to future accidents at the “steepest ski area”
in North America.
-Beginners will likely be forced to pay full price for a lift ticket to access this area, which will
eliminate the $10 ticket that has enabled so many users to learn. It will not be nearly as
affordable, and many beginners will be hesitant to believe that they can learn to ski up there,
especially if it isn’t perfectly sunny. Operating lifts/carpets in this area would surely not make
any revenue on all days with slightly inclement weather, and hurt long term viability and
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affordability of the ski area.
-Many of these users might even flee the Summit due to incoming weather before they acquire
the necessary skill level, leading to the potential for major accidents(sliding off this trail would
have severe consequences for a beginner, and would likely require a technical rescue to get the
injured person back up to the road for an evacuation).
-Other reasonable alternatives exist for beginners, such as:
1. Improving the Rafferty Area for such use, as it was always intended to be(SK has
compromised their historic beginner terrain by building condos and a mountain coaster,
but there is still potential).
2. The “Turnpike” trail also possesses the perfect grade for a learning area, and there
are existing plans that would be easily approved and fully supported by the public.
3. Another ideal location for the typical perfect “bunny hill” slope lies on the vacant land
behind the Snow King Resort Hotel, which receives more sun than anywhere on the
frontside, and is located adjacent to existing parking and service amenities. Ownership of
the Hotel should consider working with SKMR to use this terrain to generate shared
revenue instead of building a costly hotel expansion.
4. The “ski school” headquarters should remain in the new Rafferty building at the base
to reduce impacts to the Summit, encourage use of Rafferty, and provide a welcoming
introduction, especially for days with inclement weather.
4. The top-to-bottom zipline:
-This unprecedented thrill ride has no place on our public lands, especially in this location.
-This is against USFS policy and will set an extremely poor precedent for all future
development. No current ziplines in the USA can compare to the speed (70 mph) and length
(~1,600 feet of vertical drop). There is no educational value, is not “in harmony with nature”,
and does not complement the surrounding environment. Most people would never want to
hike/recreate(the dominant historical user group) anywhere near a contraption like this, or live
near it, or get married next to it.
-A dangerous liability that would result in certain death if anything were to happen. Snow
King would be marred forever by the horror story.
-Constant noise. Snow King is already far too noisy, all noise-generating activities should
remain strictly confined to their already-impacted private lands on Rafferty. Currently our
“Cowboy Coaster” operates above noise-compliance levels, and stays open until 9pm during
peak summer, despite the business application stating 8pm would be the closing time. I foresee
that most of the ridership would consist of inebriated tourists leaving the summit restaurant,
and I would not trust a SK employee to perform sobriety tests.
-Jackson residents despise this idea, and definitely don’t want this controversial scream
machine/eyesore/distraction inside Phil Baux Park. A petition to stop this, negative
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publicity/media coverage, and a potential lawsuit are foreseeable results of this proposal. This
will also waste time for our local government during this decision making process, while they
have far more important things to be working on.
-This is also not suitable to place near a wedding venue, cemetery, public park, or even the
brand new luxury lofts at the base.
Alternative: A more suitable location for this activity would be Las Vegas NV, Orlando
FL, Atlantic City NJ, etc...
4. The Summit Restaurant Building:
-This is an excessively large building, especially for a ski area that does not experience enough
skier visits to justify.
-This will contradict protocol due to the fact that it does not focus on recreational users. It’s
simply a sneaky way to build a fancy restaurant on our public land.
-The proposed location will be a prominent eyesore on the mountain, require too much tree
removal, generate too much light pollution, and could be subject to a failing foundation. This
will block out precious sun rays during winter for Town residents as well. There is no suitable
setback location on the narrow ridge to help conceal. This will also have unknown effects to
the snowpack surrounding the building, and will definitely cause heavy drifting in certain
areas.
-This area will surely become attractive to bears and other scavenging wildlife. I do not trust
tourists or SKMR LLC to practice proper food storage etiquette, especially since they have not
installed bearproof containers anywhere on their property, and have become notorious for
leaving full garbage cans outside throughout the base area and at the Rafferty mid-mountain
station. Previous complaints have never been addressed properly, despite the simple obvious
solution. The presence of bears frequenting the Summit would likely help generate revenue
and provide media exposure, and ownership could view this as a bonus attraction. I would
never trust SK employees to haze our wildlife away from this site in an ethical manner.
Alternative: A suitable alternative is to allow improvements/expand/retrofit the existing
Panorama House, and make it a historical landmark. This was the original plan when
the snowmaking/infrastructure upgrades were approved in 2013/2014. This site is hidden
from Jackson’s skyline.
5. The Gondola:
-An 8 person lift capable of transporting 1200-2400 people per hour is complete overkill.
Current hourly numbers on the Summit Lift during ski season average far less than 100 per
hour during 95% of the winter (from years of personal observation). Snow quality will be
greatly diminished and become even icier due to increased traffic.
-The carrying capacity of the Summit should not exceed over 150 people at any given time.
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-Their official color, bright blue(almost neon) should be discouraged on public lands, and all
infrastructure should use the color green to blend in with surroundings.
-A heated, enclosed gondola storage facility is a waste of resources and their precious, limited
skiable terrain.
-There is insufficient space for a detachable lift's terminal on the Summit Ridgeline
Alternative: The construction of a modest (10 to 20 person) Aerial Tram should be
encouraged as a reasonable alternative to assist with construction and provide better
emergency access, and provide the much-needed "tram announcements/education" to
all year round guests. While I know this sounds like a larger lift, because locally our
mind all jumps to the tram in Teton Village, I believe a small tram would have less visual
impact on the mountain - fewer towers, more energy efficient, fewer cars, and only needs
to run when needed. I have ridden small trams in europe and know they exist and feel
like it could work for Snow King.
6. Expanded snowmaking coverage:
-The proposed snowmaking expansion is complete overkill, and will not assist SK to provide a
sustainable future, and instead will only add to their costly winters
-Should never be allowed outside of current footprint due to the presence of wintering wildlife
-The only places that should require snowmaking are the top of Rafferty Lift(should have been
part of Phase 1, but was likely not eligible with the usage of "Categorical Exclusion"),
Exhibition, and perhaps allow snowmaking from nearby hydrants for a small area on "Lift D"
(if that receives approval).
- The plume of snow of all those snow guns would completely cloud the entire town.
7. Clearcutting new Ski Trails:
-Should not be allowed outside of current footprint due to the presence of year round wildlife
-"Trail 3" is by far the worst concept within their current boundary. This is the steepest
gradient on SKM, contains numerous cliffs, and anywhere could serve as an avalanche starting
zone. The Rafferty Lift is placed in a known runout zone. Cutting this trail will endanger the
public and will require dangerous avalanche control techniques. Skier compaction will not
guarantee safety due to the historically variable snowpack and constantly changing conditions.
An avalanche could be triggered anywhere on this steep gradient, far outside the traditional
loaded starting zones. When conditions are hardpacked or icy, this trail will be a "slide-forlife" and an extreme liability for ownership.
Alternative: Inside the footprint, very narrow ski trails and glading (selective thinning)
are suitable proposals that would add character and drastically improve expert terrain.
Careful considerations must be given to protect from erosion. The canopy must remain
intact to prevent increased fire danger.
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8. “Lift A” on the backside:
-This Lift is impossible due to the close proximity to radio towers(no trespassing signs
surround a large radius), in a wind-prone, south facing area with a typically unskiable
snowpack.
-A chairlift would blow like a kite on many days. Frequent closures can be expected, which
would strand users lower down in the drainage.
-It provides easy access to dangerous terrain(with wildlife present)off the Radio Tower
Summit. This area should remain accessible only by hiking. It also provides easy access to
remote drainages that do not feed back to the ski area.
-This area has already been denied a Yurt and cross-country skiing
-The “Bike Park” is an insult to the studies and protocol that were created when Skyline Trail
was built. There would be no way to ensure that these users would not be poaching our trail
system. The Bike Park would be hot and dusty, and a challenge to maintain properly.
Emergency access to rescue injured riders would pose a serious challenge, and would not be
quick. Any trail built on the upper half of the frontside would even be a challenge for experts
due to exposure and very tight switchbacks. This would further encourage poaching an epic
ride towards Game Creek, Skyline, Ferrins, Wilson Canyon, etc.
-Private property owners at the bottom of Leeks Canyon will likely have concerns about
trespassing, increased runoff from snowmaking, providing construction/emergency search and
rescue access, and more.
Alternative: A reasonable, sustainable, and more-supported alternative would be a much
shorter surface lift such as a T-bar (bottom and top need to be shortened) with no
snowmaking, grading, or clearcutting. This lift would operate as conditions allow, and if
no wildlife is present. Current roads would be used to facilitate construction of
terminals, and serve as the return trail to the "Saddle". This area's natural state would
serve as an intermediate's introduction to off piste and backcountry skiing.
9.. Affordability:
-These plans definitely foreshadow a significant increase in ticket prices to cover the capital
being spent. It will likely take decades for investors to see a return on their investment, if
ever(selling the ski area appears to be their best option). This will likely alienate a major
portion of SKM's intend target market: locals in search of affordable lift accessed skiing.
10. These plans contradict our current community priorities:
-I understand that the USFS supports job creation, but special consideration is needed for
Teton County within the BTNF District, where every business has been struggling more and
more to find employees. Our service industry can’t keep up with our current demand, and the
wages are not fair enough to reside locally. At the very least, Snow King should complete a
significant employee housing facility before any new jobs are created, and before any
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significant construction projects begin. Local residents have made workforce housing
requirements our top priority ever since the effects of “Phase 1” began in Spring of 2015.
Snow King Mountain currently has no designated housing for their employees, and has
an invisible track record except for in 2017 when they violated the municipal code for
housing/“stacking” 14-20 employees in one modest house in a quiet neighborhood. It can be
assumed that they have been taking advantage of their seasonal employees and the leniency of
local government for many years. It appears that There has been a historical lack of
compliance to their 2000 Resort District Master Plan.
Regarding the proposed Snow King expansions, I ask that you please analyze the
impacts from all projected uses, and require that Snow King commit in legally-binding
documents to fully mitigate all impacts before getting approval to build any new
projects. Please analyze these and similar key questions:
• How many skier days does Snow King host today – and how many will it host after
boundary, trail, and lift expansion?
• How many people ride the Summit lift now and how many people do they expect to ride the
new gondola – in winter, and in summer?
• How many people do they expect to ride the zipline, every day, and total?
• How many employees does Snow King have now – vs. after building all these projects?
• How much parking does Snow King use now – vs. after building these projects?
• How many new parking spots will this development require, and where will they put those
spots?
• How much more impact will there be on utilities – water, sewer, garbage, etc?
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sam Petri
P.O. Box 4775
Jackson, Wyoming 83001
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

lynne becker
Town Council
Zipline
Wednesday, August 29, 2018 11:14:38 AM

When I am sitting in my backyard relaxing and dreaming
Do I want to hear people coming down a zip line yelling and screaming?
Just a little rhyme to let you know I am vehemently opposed to a zip line on
Snow King Mountain.
Thank you for your consideration.
Lynne Becker
45 year resident.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

wyoforever@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Snow King
Tuesday, August 28, 2018 11:17:44 AM

Dear Jackson Town Council,
Hello,
Thank you for allowing public comments on the proposed amendment to the Snow King Base Master Plan, and for
helping to ensure a balanced future for our Town Hill. This is our community's chance to come up with a whole new
vision and plan for Snow King. Please renegotiate all the leases on Town land, and this Base Master Plan, so that
they are fair deals and so our community gets at least as much benefit as we are giving away in development.
Specifically, I ask you consider these items:
... Amend the base masterplan to change it from things we don't want (convention center, 1100 more hotel rooms or
550 more condos), to things we do want (affordable housing, another ice rink, climbing gym, ski club facility), to
create a balanced future for our community.
... Fair market leases for the other Town land they lease – or subsidies if locals get free uphill or affordable yearround access. Don't give away of Phil Baux Park / the ballpark! Please negotiate a fair trade of equally-valued land
in exchange for Phil Baux park.
... Please ask the Forest Service to analyze the impacts from all projected uses (ziplines, gondola, restaurant, skiing,
etc); and require SK agree to fully mitigate all impacts on-site (housing, traffic, parking) before getting approval to
build any new projects.
Thank you for your dedication to our community.
Sincerely,
Rose Caiazzo
PO Box 4342 Jackson, WY 83001-4342
wyoforever@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Skye Schell
Town Council
Tyler Sinclair
Ideas to set up the Town"s Snow King process for the best outcome
Wednesday, August 29, 2018 2:54:16 PM
Town Council SK Process Comments - Alliance.pdf

Dear Mayor Muldoon & Councilors, and Planning Director Sinclair,
Please see my attached comments regarding your process for making decisions regarding
Snow King.
We believe that it is critical that our community be able to make decisions about the future of Snow King
in a holistic and comprehensive manner. Decisions about the base area private lands (“Town Master
Plan”), base and ski area Town lands (“Lease agreements”) and Forest Service lands (“FS Master Plan”)
should all proceed in tandem. Please do not make weighty decisions regarding Snow King development
on Town and private land until you and our whole community can see how those decisions fit in with
negotiations regarding development on Forest Service lands.

In our attached letter, I attempt to explain why Town and Forest decisions are so inextricably
linked that you should carefully consider them in tandem. I hope these comments are helpful
as you discuss your process next week. Please be in touch if I can explain anything further.
Sincerely,
Skye
-Skye Schell
Executive Director
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance
office (307) 733-9417 x1
www.jhalliance.org
fb JHConservationAlliance
Help Build Safe Wildlife Crossings for JH!
Save the date: August 29:
Alliance Summer Block Party feat. Wildlife Crossings
Support our mission. Give through Old Bill's Fun Run!
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August 29, 2018
Town Council & Mayor
Jackson, WY
Dear Mayor Muldoon and Councilors:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding your upcoming Snow King process. We
believe Jackson Hole can be a national model of a strong community living in balance with
nature, and Snow King can be the greatest example of this balance: a ski hill built on our
community values of protecting wildlife and providing access to nature on our public lands.
Following up on your August 20 discussion, we would like to propose a process / timeline
alternative that we believe will result in a better process and outcome for our whole
community.
We believe that it is critical that our community be able to make decisions about the future of
Snow King in a holistic and comprehensive manner. Decisions about the base area private lands
(“Town Master Plan”), base and ski area Town lands (“Lease agreements”) and Forest Service
lands (“FS Master Plan”) should all proceed in tandem. Please do not make weighty decisions
regarding Snow King development on Town and private land until you and our whole community
can see how those decisions fit in with negotiations regarding development on Forest Service lands.
Town and Forest Service decisions are inextricably intertwined
In 2000, our Town made a deal with Snow King to allow dramatically more commercial and
lodging development at the base in exchange for that development serving as the “financial
and operational platform” for the ski areai. That latent development equates to 550 new condos
or 1100 new hotel rooms. Nearby condos are currently selling for $1.5-2 million, so 550 condos
means $800 million to a billion dollars of condo revenue. A small portion of that revenue is
supposed to – and easily could – support the winter skiing operations.
Unfortunately, the new investor group wants to remove their responsibilities from that deal with
the Town, and instead set up a new deal with the Forest Service where on-mountain
amusements like a zipline service as the financial platform for skiing. However, they want to
keep the 500,000 sf of commercial development they received from the Town in 2000. We
believe that the investors need to decide whether to have their cake or eat it… but not both.
Either they follow through with the 2000 master plan deal and use development revenue to
support the ski hill, or we should undo the deal (and remove the massive future commercial
development potential) and they can use new zipline revenues to support the ski hill.

Option 1:
stick with
deal
Option 2:
new deal

Town: Base master plan
Follow through with 2000 deal:
use revenues from the base to
support ski area, keep 500,000 sf
of latent development
Undo 2000 deal: don’t use base
revenues to support ski area – and
remove 500,000 sf of latent
hotel/condo/commercial
development
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USFS: On-mountain
Don’t need to build new amusements to
generate revenue, since revenue comes
from base
Build new amusements to generate onmountain revenue to support ski area,
since no revenue from base

This is a weighty discussion that deserves your full attention. Most important for now: please
don’t pre-determine the outcome by making a unilateral Town decision on the left-hand
column without being able to negotiate the right-hand (Forest Service) column too.
Similarly, re-negotiating Town lease agreements for Phil Baux Park, the almost 30 acres of ski
area the Town owns, the ice rink, etc, should be done in tandem with decisions about allowing
ziplines, new lifts, etc – not prematurely in advance of those decisions.
Either way, the only way we can fairly and holistically have this conversation is to hold off on
making Town decisions about the base master plan until we are able to negotiate a full package
with Snow King’s investors (development on private and Town and Forest land). And we can’t
do that until the Forest Service reaches the next step of their process.
The Forest Service will release their full Draft Environmental Impact Statement in February 2019.
Even if they release portions ahead of time, we won’t have full certainty about its contents until
February. Therefore, we suggest that you start public hearings in October, but wait
to hold actual Town decision-making meetings until the Draft EIS comes out in
February 2019.
Here is a proposed alternative calendar to create a comprehensive process:
Aug 18 Sep
18
PC
Town Master Staff
review
Rec
Plan

Oct 18

Nov
18

Dec
18

Jan
19

TC public
hearings

FS Master
Plan (EIS)
Lease
Agreements

Feb 19

Mar 19

Apr 19

Joint hearings, Applicant
TC review
revisions
* Draft EIS *

3 readings

Drafting of
agreements

Signing of
agreements

May Jun 19
19

* Final
EIS *

Please schedule your decisions so that these three processes can truly move holistically and
comprehensively, so that our community can best negotiate a great outcome for our Town Hill.
Please let me know if we can be of assistance.
Sincerely,
Skye Schell
Executive Director
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance

i Snow King Planned Resort District Master Plan [2000], page 172-173. Referenced in
https://jhalliance.org/2018/04/17/whats-deal-skrma/

Protecting the wildlife, wild places, and community character of Jackson Hole.
685 S. Cache St. • P.O. Box 2728 • Jackson, WY 83001 • (307) 733-9417 • info@jhalliance.org • JHAlliance.org
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Geneva Chong
Larry Pardee; Town Council; Tyler Sinclair; County Commissioners; info@snowkingmountain.com
Idea for Snow King process communication
Friday, August 31, 2018 1:54:22 PM

Good afternoon,
I had the pleasure of meeting my son’s 4th grade teacher today, and we talked about Snow
King (classroom view attached). As we admired it we talked about the current and potential
value for kids and families as a focal point of our community. He is concerned that it is in
danger of going away.
Please, it would be wonderful if Snow King and TOJ would issue a joint statement that
operations will continue as they have, and the planning process is to determine how things will
change in the future. I feel it is unnecessary and damaging for the conversation and process if
people feel threatened and uncertain.
Please contact me with any questions.
Thank you for your work and have a wonderful Labor Day weekend.
Geneva Chong
307-699-0330
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alli Noland
Town Council; commissioners@tetoncountywy.gov
Snow King Master Plan Comments
Friday, August 31, 2018 2:43:55 PM

Dear Honorable Council Members and Commissioners,
Thank you as always for taking the time to read and consider my comments. Your
service and commitment to making Jackson and Teton County a great place for
everyone is truly appreciated.
I am concerned by what I see and hear about Snow King's ultimate end goal and how
it will permanently affect this community, and while I appreciate some of the
improvements the've made thus far, I can easily see how they would not be awesome
for everyone, especially those who live near the base (which I do not), and for wildlife
who call that area home.
When considering the next round of approvals for Snow King, please include the
following in your deliberations:
We need comprehensive negotiations. All stakeholders need to be on board, not
just developers. Politicization of our valley's needs and lands can only come back to
bite later.
The Masterplan needs to be amended. If we thought the discussion about
affordable housing was rancorous before, I can only imagine how bad it will be with
1000+ new hotel rooms and the people needed to support them. The needs of the
people who live here and sustain Snow King Mountain and the Town of Jackson
through good times, but more importantly, through bad, should outweigh the needs of
developers. Workforce and affordable housing and facilities that will be used by
residents are what's needed most.
Town Land belongs to the residents of Town, it is not anyone's to give away. I
find this particularly irksome. The base of Snow King has been a gathering place for
locals and visitors alike for decades. The shady open space, picnic area, climbing
walls, and ball field are used by almost every single person who lives in Teton
County. As taxpayers, we all own that land together, and to give it away would be
short sighted and seemingly very selfish.
The Forest Service needs to be involved. As one of the major stakeholders, the
Forest Service should have access to all the information available, and they should
assess the actual impacts of the completed construction, as well as projected uses.
As the developers would be leveraging public lands for their own profit, said
developers should be required to fully mitigate impacts on site before approvals are
given for new projects.
Again, thank you for your time, consideration and service!
Alli Noland
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-Alli Noland
Terra Public Relations
65 Mercill Ave, #14C - 0989 (UPS/FedEx)
PO Box 989 (mail)
Jackson, WY 83001
307-733-8777 o
307-699-4572 c
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Frederick Reimers
Steve Ashworth; Town Council
Snow King/Howelsen Hill
Friday, August 31, 2018 8:34:30 AM

Dear Jackson Town Councilors and Mr. Ashworth,
This was a note I sent to the county commissioners, and thought it proper to send
your way as well.
+++++
Last Monday I tuned into the county commissioners meeting for about five minutes,
all that I had time for in a busy work day. During that time I listened to Snow King's
GM Ryan Stanley highlight Steamboat Spring's Howelsen Hill as a defense of the
proposed designs for Snow King. Stanley said that the community of Steamboat tried
to get private investors to run Howelson because it loses so much money, and no one
would. As a former resident of Steamboat (2001-2004, where I was an editor for
Paddler magazine), it took me 15 minutes to check those facts with a couple of phone
calls to the town of Steamboat:
-Howelsen Hill is mostly used by locals, and in that group mostly as a ski racer
training center.
-Yes, the ski hill loses about half a million dollars a year, the town foots the bill.
-MOST of the money is lost because of one reason only: Howelsen runs a ski jump
training facility. Citizens are very attached to that training resource so it is not on the
table to close it.
-They put out an RFP not out of desperation but of curiosity to see if anyone could run
it more efficiently. They had very stringent and non negotiable guidelines on how the
hill would be run. They did receive only one proposal, and they rejected it.
-The community voice was firmly to support the ski hill as a racer training facility and
community ski hill. They are very emotionally attached to it (director's words). The
community told the town they wanted to continue supporting the hill - and the ski jump
facility - despite any loss because - his words here - "they did not want to see it
become like, a Disneyland, you know"
-The park operates an alpine slide and more water based ski training features in the
summer. It has ball parks, forest trailheads for biking and hiking. It is a beloved
community asset.
So, while not patently untrue, Stanley chose to relay about 10% of the facts to support
his mission for Max Chapman's amusement park/possible flip deal. The full story is
quite different. An understanding of community ski hills in places like Steamboat and
Bozeman (Bridger Bowl) should be a part of this discussion, but we should be sure
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we get our facts straight.
Thanks for your time.
Frederick Reimers
Jackson, WY
541-520-4873
frederick.reimers@gmail.com

119

120

121

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

whitney.marcella.wright@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Please consider Snow King holistically
Friday, August 31, 2018 9:20:44 AM

Dear Jackson Town Council,
Thank you for allowing public comments on the proposed amendment to the Snow King Base Master Plan, and for
helping to ensure a balanced future for our Town Hill. This is our community's chance to come up with a whole new
vision and plan for Snow King. Please renegotiate all the leases on Town land, and this Base Master Plan, so that
they are fair deals and so our community gets as much benefit as we are giving away in development. In addition,
please don't rush big decisions - wait until after you and our community can see how these decisions will fit in with
negotiations regarding Forest Service lands in early 2019.

Thank you for your dedication to our community and your hard work on this project.
Sincerely,
Whitney Wright
PO Box 362 Jackson, WY 83001-0362
whitney.marcella.wright@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jantina3755@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Please consider Snow King holistically
Saturday, September 01, 2018 8:35:32 AM

Dear Jackson Town Council,
Thank you for allowing public comments on the proposed amendment to the Snow King Base Master Plan, and for
helping to ensure a balanced future for our Town Hill. This is our community's chance to come up with a whole new
vision and plan for Snow King. Please renegotiate all the leases on Town land, and this Base Master Plan, so that
they are fair deals and so our community gets as much benefit as we are giving away in development. In addition,
please don't rush big decisions - wait until after you and our community can see how these decisions will fit in with
negotiations regarding Forest Service lands in early 2019.

Thank you for your dedication to our community and your hard work on this project.
Aspen got destroyed, Vail is a rich man's town........Dont want Jackson to follow their example.
Sincerely,
Jantina Tuthill
3265 W King Eider Rd Jackson, WY 83001-9194
Jantina3755@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrew Jakovac
Town Council; County Commissioners; marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us;
environmental@jhnewsandguide.com; Ben Graham
Snow King Evaluation Timeline
Tuesday, September 04, 2018 11:19:02 AM

Mayor, Councillors, and Commissioners,

I am writing to you in concern regarding the enormity of the proposals by the Snow King
investor group, and the rush processing demand that has been made, and the news that this
does not coincide with the Forest Service review timeline. The impacts of this decision are farreaching, permanent, and will change the face of this town. Please do not rush this decision
on a developer’s timeline. Please do this slowly, carefully, and in conjunction with the Forest
Service timeline.
I hope that you recognize most especially in this case that your duty and concerns should be
first and foremost with the residents of this town, who have many misgivings about the
community benefits versus the costs of the Snow King investors wishes.
Residents and their families whose future in this town will be greatly impacted by this
development have been extremely busy all summer. The Snow King owners’ maps and ‘plans’
are constantly changing, but in the end, appear disingenuous and not forthright. Community
input? It looks like the ones submitted for approval aren’t much different from the ones the
original mission – despite the endless meetings and contrary community input, and then
‘maps’ some on napkins? How is that not just grounds to throw this garbled mess out and
start over? It’s widely understood the stakeholder process was deeply flawed, but this train
rolls on.
It’s a concern to see still under consideration to take a local park and make a tourism
Disneyland and launching pad for an events center at the top, municipal public land, currently
in use, for a private investment group? The community said NO. Not, maybe, if you move your
landing area over. People said: NO. (And that lift clearly isn’t for skiers. It’s for shuttling
tourists to Chapman’s - or, whoever he flips the lease, development, and approvals to…Vail
Resorts, maybe, events center at the top. Have you considered the value you are adding to the
lease, and who you are giving it to?)
What’s wrong with a cheaper lift, on Snow King private land, above the park. Why are they
saving that land? Is it to build condos later? What is even going here? Are you asking these
questions on behalf of the community you serve?
No one in this community wants a thrill ride top to bottom, tourists screaming out over town
all day every day. Snow King’s ownership is not listening, because they do not care. They have
shown no evidence, and done nothing in good faith to benefit this community, other than
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hang on to the ski hill and use the lifts closing as leverage for a grossly overdeveloped
amusement park on what is a valued local respite and access point to nature.
The new road will completely ruin the skiing we are supposedly trying to save, and it goes into
the ever diminishing wildlife habitat, and, over to our community bike trail Ferrins and Hagen.
Why can’t they put a fraction of that money into upgrading Leeks canyon? Have you asked
these questions? Have you received any truly valid reason why not? Has anyone?
The supposed benefits to the community are outweighed by the negatives here, by far, in my
opinion. We are already suffering from a lack of housing, too many low paying service jobs,
traffic, crushes of tourists, and a diminishing quality of life and community. That is called
poorly managed tourism, not success.
Please, fix the problems we have before you throw more fuel on the fire with this needlessly
massive and burdensome project. Please slow the consideration, and not be rushed on this
developer’s timeline, when there are huge issues and impacts at stake for those who actually
make the community run.
Thanks for your time, attention to this matter, and your service.
Thank you,
Andrew Jakovac
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Colleen Crook
Town Council
Re: Town Hill
Wednesday, September 05, 2018 5:57:45 PM

Commodity or Community? The more Jackson, WY becomes a commodity that caters to the
recreational wants of the masses the more the community suffers and are alienated. We have a
wild and natural experience at our doorstep that people sorely need. They can get zip lines,
increased exhaust and overcrowding in other places.   
In a National Geographic article on sustainable communities Dan Buettner states “…
Enlightened leaders make conscious decisions to favor quality of life over economic
development or political expediency.” Teton county and the city of Jackson have
some tough decisions to make - to continue to market this beautiful valley that’s
turning into a theme park and game reserve where entitlement is courted and catered
to or become a sustainable community for the quality of life for all of its residents.
Regards,
Colleen M. Crook
Land and Homeowner since 1978

-Colleen M. Crook
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

skishooting@everyactioncustom.com
Town Council
Please consider Snow King holistically
Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:48:42 AM

Dear Jackson Town Council,
Thank you for allowing public comments on the proposed amendment to the Snow King Base Master Plan, and for
helping to ensure a balanced future for our Town Hill. This is our community's chance to come up with a whole new
vision and plan for Snow King. Please renegotiate all the leases on Town land, and this Base Master Plan, so that
they are fair deals and so our community gets as much benefit as we are giving away in development. In addition,
please don't rush big decisions - wait until after you and our community can see how these decisions will fit in with
negotiations regarding Forest Service lands in early 2019.

Thank you for your dedication to our community and your hard work on this project.
Sincerely,
russell scott
PO Box 994 Jackson, WY 83001-0994
skishooting@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Linore Wallace
Town Council
Snow King Development
Wednesday, September 05, 2018 6:39:40 PM

Dear Mayor Muldoon, Jim Stanford, Hailey Morton-Levinson, Don Frank and Bob Lenz:
As you start to ponder the Snow King Master Plan, I ask that you consider some of the
following in your decision making as it concerns the Town of Jackson (TOJ) and its residents:

-The Master Plan and its amendments still propose placing the gondola and zipline landing on
TOJ property. However, they are not forthcoming in exactly where and what the footprint of
this would be. I think it would be irresponsible to approve any use of TOJ property without
full disclosure of what they are proposing. All you have to do is look at the footprint of the
gondola out at Teton Village and you can see how massive that is without the addition of a
zipline landing building. They have admitted that they can place the gondola where the
Summit lift is now; it would just not be “ideal” for them.

-The majority of town residents do not want to see any changes made to the existing ball field
or Phil Baux Park despite all the amenities SK is promising. To remove the parking loop and
turn it all into green space would eliminate the use of that area for functions like the Peoples
Market or vendors for concerts and other events as they would not be able to drive and set up
their wares on the grass area. This would mean they would have to park on the street
requiring road closures during those events. The added parking they are proposing would in
no way provide enough parking for the increase in traffic they are saying they will have with
all of their improvements. And, the parking they say will be built on the east side of the ice
rink building would only be temporary as that area is slated for commercial buildings in the
future.

-The placement of a zipline on the front of Snow King would create a horrendous noise
nuisance. As it is now, screaming can be heard all over the east end of Jackson all hours of the
day and evening from the roller coaster that is in place by the hotel. During the late fall and
into winter, the residents in east Jackson are already subjected to the incessant noise of
snowmaking machines, bright lights and disruption of sunlight due to the snow clouds. To
add a screaming zipline in that area that will run day and night all year round is not fair to the
town residents. If a zipline is needed to make the operation of the mountain successful, it
should be restricted to the amusement park area already established next to the hotel.

These are just a few of my personal concerns about the Snow King Master Plan being
presented to you. I believe there is a lot of “blue sky” in their proposal that may not come to
fusion down the road when the group of current investors decides to sell. Thank you for your
time and consideration of my thoughts.
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Linore Wallace
450 South Willow St.
PO Box 3366
Jackson, WY 83001
307-733-2768

-Linore Wallace
Jackson Hole Insurance Services
Life Insurance, Medical Insurance, Long Term Care Insurance
PH: 307-733-7007
PO Box 7444
Jackson, WY 83002
http://www.jacksonholeinsuranceservices.com/
www.facebook.com/JHInServ
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is intended to be viewed only by the listed recipient(s). It may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited
without our prior written permission. If you are not an intended recipient, or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by return e-mail and permanently remove the original message and any copies from your computer and all back-up systems.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Ignatiadis
Town Council
Town Hill Development
Friday, September 07, 2018 9:39:30 AM

Dear Town Council,
In many ways, the presence of Town Hill defines life in Jackson. Snow King is an important
commercial center for the town, but more importantly, those of us who live here use, drive by,
or look at the the Hill on a daily basis. The relatively undeveloped nature of Town Hill
plays a critical role in maintaining the Town’s character, access to wilderness recreation,
the presence of charismatic fauna and flora, and attracting visitors. To ignore the voices
of the townspeople asking for you to reconsider the current development proposal put forth by
Snow King is a gross violation of your civic and moral duties.
Sincerely,
Mary Ignatiadis
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From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

shane rothman
Town Council; Tyler Sinclair; Steve Ashworth; County Commissioners; Snow King Engagement;
marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us; comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us;
jeff@gardnercmc.com; Ben Graham; environmental@jhnewsandguide.com; Editor, JH News & Guide
Snow King Mountain “zipline”
Saturday, September 08, 2018 10:23:56 AM

Hello Mayor, Council, Parks and Recreation Board, and BTNF officials,
Thank you for all of your time spent on Snow King. I appreciate your efforts to ensure that
productive public comments will be recorded and discussed.
The timing and complexity has become confusing for all, and I believe that plenty of
unnecessary time and controversy could be avoided with a simple motion to reverse the
Council’s previous decision to allow ziplines on public property. I am positive that this decision
would have no chance of approval under today’s different circumstances, and consider this
current proposal to be an embarrassment and liability for the Town of Jackson.
Please consider the following:
-The decision to allow “ziplines” on public property was made under entirely different
circumstances. Before the “Cowboy Coaster”, Snow King did not have enough steady summer
revenue to sustain winter operations, and was desperate for a quick source of supplementary
income. Although current financial numbers are undisclosed, it is safe to assume that their
summer business has skyrocketed, and future stability is already guaranteed under proper
management.
-The proposed zipline is an uneccessary attraction that does not blend with our community
character, nor does it foster an appreciation for nature, and it certainly is not harmonious with
the surrounding environment. It does not fall within USFS guidelines, and it would be foolish
for TOJ to support this.
-Parks and Rec has already clearly stated that this proposal does not fall within their
guidelines, and is not a “community need”. If SKMR LLC still insists that this must be packaged
with the gondola on PB Park, the decision to deny approval will be much easier to make.
-Even the “zipline” is entirely different than what was proposed at the time(a short, tacky,
mechanical carnival ride aka “Soaring Eagle”, compared to a 70mph top-to-bottom scream
machine that is totally unprecedented on American public lands.
-This does not belong anywhere near the West Portal or Phil Baux Park. This portal should
remain community oriented, without the distraction, crowding, and noisy impacts of
commercial amusement attractions.
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-SKMR LLC would likely not dare to put this liability on their own private land due to fear of
litigation. If they were to consider putting this on their Rafferty private lands, operating hours
and noise mitigation parameters must be set in place, and guided by public comment.
-This zipline is a huge liability, any accident will result in serious injury or death, which would
mar Snow King forever.
-The Snow King Resort District should be considered an extension of “the bar scene” in the
future, and alcohol usage will increase greatly. Alcohol consumption at the proposed Summit
Restaurant and recently constructed “Mega-Pub” across from Phil Baux Park would encourage
ridership, and SK employees cannot be trusted to perform sobriety tests.
-If TOJ somehow allows this to be constructed, extreme controversy is easily foreseeable,
resulting in negative media coverage and potential lawsuits to cease construction or
operation.
-A circulated petition to remove this proposal and reverse the previous decision should not be
necessary due to these foreseeable discrepancies in current policies for both TOJ and BTNF.
This proposal should easily be rejected before discussing any further.
-Please contact SKMR LLC to advise for immediate removal of this proposal, and encourage
them to listen to the community. They have been falsely stating that “the majority of the
public who attended(SK engagement forum) voiced support for a zipline”, but absolutely no
one mentioned a zipline amongst the estimated 100+ “community interests” that were
presented.
-The only appropriate area on the mountain for a zipline is within the already impacted ropes
course/coaster area on Rafferty(inside the footprint prior to “Phase 1”), but more respectful
operating hours and a noise mitigation plan must be presented before anything were to
receive approval.
Please strongly consider introducing a motion to reverse this prior decision at Monday’s Town
Council Meeting with County Commissioners and the BTNF, and save everyone time,
controversy, and future headaches. This is already serving as a distraction, and it’s beyond
time to dismiss this idea, permanently.
Thank you all for your time and consideration,
Shane Rothman
Jackson Wy
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Timothy Brown
marymoore@fs.fed.us
poconnor@fs.fed.us; Snow King Engagement; -council@jackson.gov; commissioners@tetoncounty.gov;
planningcommission@jacksonwy.gov; planningcommission@tetoncountywy.gov; jlove@jhnewsandguide.com
Do not approve the expansion of Snow King
Monday, September 10, 2018 2:54:25 PM

9/10/2019
Open letter to:
Mary Moore, District Ranger
Bridger Teton National Forest
Jackson Ranger District
We are fortunate to live in a small western town with good bones, however,
over my 21 years living here, the bones are being removed in a haphazard
effort to change the laid back western small town flavor we enjoy. The
desired goal of the capitalists and elected’s is a vision of another Aspen,
Vail or Breckenridge. Our town should not be confused with Disneyland. The
founding pioneers must be rolling over in their graves wondering where
we are heading and why the character of the town is being destroyed.
The visionaries spend huge amounts of money to invite people to share
a week of their lives on vacation in the great outdoors, then complain about
the traffic congestion (so we build a four lane highway to nowhere), add
additional hotel rooms and then complain we are not at capacity, cannot
hire enough of our youth to work in the service industry, while we lament
there is not enough housing, but, continue to approve and build more
business space that cannot be staffed.
Meantime, venture capitalists are trying to expand the town hill showing a
a massive display of arrogance by insisting that the comprehensive plan
voted on in 2012 is not valid or what the people intended. It was unanimously
adopted by BOTH our Town Council and the Teton County Commissioners and
voted on by the real people calling Jackson their home. We voted for peace
and quiet, open spaces, and keeping developers in the existing foot print but
according to the developers fiat, this is not what we meant. I repeat for
emphasis, keeping the existing land use in its current foot print to enhance
and protect our wild life and their migration corridors is most important to many
in this town and I would like to think the Forest Service also agrees.
Under your leadership, the Forest Service is about to study the need for
expanding the hill on three points of the compass into wild life habitat. It
is a foregone conclusion that within the present footprint development will
continue and the private base on Snow King will continue growth at a
rapid rate. Your department is the last stop/step in the approval process.
The Forest Service has the chance to say NO to expanding the current foot
print into public land to satisfy the desires of a private equity firm wanting to
make profits from the wealth of the public land owned by the people of this
town. I speak for myself. The venture capitalists desires should not supersede
the wishes of the voting tax paying people of this town.
When younger and for many years, my volunteer time working for the Forest
Service through the Friends of Pathways digging/repairing trails and hauling
miles of abandoned barbed wire on my back on the east side of Snow King in
the Cache Creek drainage, taught this corporate capitalist easterner about
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our diverse wildlife on our town mountain during all seasons. The animals
are the mountain. Usage by the people of the town, on our world class
multi-use trail system, are just visitors in their habitat. It would be a shame
to see it marred by unnecessary development particularly during the most
critical time for them, winter.
This is a once in a life time decision that you and your department have to
decide during your first year living with us in Jackson. If expansion is
approved - when the plows start digging the required 16 foot wide service
road with deep cut banks, it will leave a 2.5 mile 90 foot wide scar on the
mountain, cutting across all existing ski runs from east to west for all future
generations to see when driving across the valley to Jackson - it cannot be
changed. There are no do overs as the Snake River Canyon Club proved
in 2002 and continues to be true today. I hope that you can bring some
common sense (bigger is not necessarily better) back to this drawn out
process, because, our elected’s have failed to do so all over town in the
name of progress during my time living here in the last known frontier
town in America.
My hope is that other concerned citizens, neighbors and friends will express
their views with you before the scoping comments end on October 3rd. Time
is short! Without your intervention we may have to adopt a new slogan for
our town, “Howdy partner! Welcome to anywhere USA.”
Thanking you for your consideration I remain,
Just one man, one vote, one opinion.
Timothy Brown
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

shane rothman
Town Council; Snow King Engagement; County Commissioners; marymoore@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us;
comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us
Snow King Mountain: process/host public forum?
Monday, September 10, 2018 11:18:42 AM

Hello Elected Officials of Jackson and Teton County, BTNF, and other relevant cooperating agencies,
Once again, thanks for all of the work being done to address the future of Snow King Mountain! I am thankful for
the countless hours being spent on this, and I’d like to help make this process more informative and as easy to
understand as possible!
While meeting with the BTNF officials today, I’d like to continue to recommend the need for an additional public
forum/Q&A/comment-gathering opportunity to help further educate residents in regards to policy/protocol, timeline
updates, phasing of Phase 2, and more. An “open house” at a neutral location should be organized ASAP, before the
10/4/2018 closing of the comment period.
I’d also like to stress the importance of reminding the USFS that the BTNF District deserves special attention in
regards to our local economy, where additional “jobs” are not a priority, because it is listed as a major directive in
the USFS decision-making policy. Until updated/dedicated/designated employee housing at Snow King is
GUARANTEED, the impacts of their future developments could greatly harm our local economy with significant
negative repercussions to the housing issues.
Here are just some of the questions I have which could help me(and the rest of the public) provide the most
informed comments as possible. Many of these questions require answers from mulitple cooperating agencies.
Please excuse the lack of sequence of these scattered thoughts, but time is of the essence for me as well!
(Questions for BTNF and other cooperating agencies, including SKMR LLC)
For reference purposes, are there any USFS MDP’s that were not even “accepted” for further review? Is the BTNF
legally obligated to accept every single plan, while spending as much time and public tax dollars as needed to
properly vet the proposal?
1: What kind of zipline is prohibited on public land? Is there a precedent, have any been denied? How does the
USFS (and private operators) mitigate noise effects?
2. What was the reasoning for not allowing an East Side Chairlift? Did SK voluntarily withdraw this proposal, or
were they forced to revise their plan?
2. Would the BTNF even consider an expansion if there was no desire for a new road? Has the BTNF received
complaints about people skiing/snowboarding in the surrounding wildlife habitat? What jurisdiction/responsibilities
does Friends of Pathways have for this terrain? Has a “jump” trail ever been proposed for mountain bikers?
3. What is the protocol for building a new road on USFS lands? Are roads allowed in avalanche paths or potential
mudslide paths? Can they be allowed to cut through steep expert terrain/established trails and feature impassable
road cuts?
4. Have any soil studies been done? How is the stability of a slope gauged? Many surface water springs are located
throughout the lower sections of the mountain, including the Cowboy Coaster area, Snow King Drive, and along the
Hagen trail. What are the techniques used to mitigate potential landslides, and repair damaged terrain?
5. Is there any bonding required to ensure that a damaged road system would be fixed, or to pay for landslide
damages to private property beneath?
6. Snow King Drive is a costly mess to fix. How will SKM/ BTNF be able to guarantee a leaky pipe won’t cause a
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costly eyesore on this road, with extended closures due to instability and repair?
7. Snow King’s lower mountain road(private land) is unsuitable for construction vehicles, and needs to be rerouted
ASAP before any further construction projects. This should be clearly stated prior to any approvals. The road is very
steep(25%grades), and has tight switchbacks, an abundance of loose rock, and is prone to accidents and dust
problems. What is the timeline for this “Phase 1 of Phase 2?”? (The TOJ should allow SK to start building this
portion of road as soon as possible, which will also improve their beginner ski terrain.)
8. Is there USFS protocol for placing a building along the skyline of a mountain? Teton County regulations likely
prohibit this. The restaurant’s proposed placement will block the precious limited sun rays daily in mid-winter, and
cause extended glares.
9. Have there been any snow studies or climate data derived from the proposed expansion sites? Does BTNF
research historical climate data when making a decision? What is the protocol for changing the hydrology
observation site that has been in use for decades at the top of Snow King?
10. Who will be hired to conduct the biological surveys outside the boundary? Does Snow King get to choose who
is hired? Will all four seasons be studied? Will they attempt to gain local input, or just make their decision based on
a few walks in the woods?
11. What is the protocol for allowing restaurants on public land, even when recreational activities are closed? Could
this restaurant legally operate year-round, including off seasons? Are there any established hours of operation, or
could it even be used even for overnight events if desired? Will the site go completely dark every night?
12. Is there any current USFS protocol for using this restaurant/conference center for political purposes? Max C
Chapman has always been a very active political donor, and will likely use this location to host frequent private
events. These events could unfairly influence town politics on a local level due to wealthy attendees.
13. How will the BTNF determine a proper number for the human capacity of the Summit? Are skier numbers
considered when deciding the size of a restaurant facility?
14. The previous snowmaking project did not allow snowmaking/water pipes to be laid horizontally across the hill.
Why would it be allowed if there is a new road, clearcut trails, and increased snowmaking/runoff?
15. What is the protocol for placing a restaurant, or any inhabited building, near the radio towers? These sites are
marked with no trespassing signs, and feature high frequency radio waves with unknown effects to humans.
16. Does SK or Friends of Pathways have a plan for rerouting public trails? The Hagen Trail would be heavily
impacted by a road and new trails.
17. Where will the BTNF reroute hikers, bikers, and dogs if the ski area requires an extended closure? How many
summer seasons will be needed to complete projects that require closure?
18. Are any new winter wildlife closures or increased restrictions proposed for the surrounding area outside the
SUP?
There is already a conference center proposed for the KM6 parcel at the base. Are conference centers allowed on
public land?
That’s all for now, but I hope all agencies can collaborate to help further educate each other, and the public, in a
timely manner!
Thanks again for your time and consideration!
Shane Rothman
Jackson WY
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tyeise Wetzel
Town Council
Support for Snow King
Monday, September 10, 2018 10:11:40 PM

Just sending a quick note to show support for Snow King improvements!
Snow King is a valuable asset to the town of Jackson and has a long history here! Please help keep it alive!
Thank you!
Tyeise Wetzel
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

RICHARD LURIE
Snow King Engagement
Attention: Snow King Mountain Resort On-mountain Improvements
Tuesday, September 11, 2018 7:36:22 PM

As president of the Grand View Condominiums, I would like to take this
opportunity to express strong support for the proposed upgrades and additions
to Snow King Mountain. The proposed improvements are all very reasonable,
necessary to keep the mountain safe, make the Mountain more desirable as an
all-year-round recreational center and are being achieved within the character
of the current landscape.    I am voicing my strong support in an effort to offset
the exaggerations and misleading statements bordering on lies being
propagated by the Conservation Alliance, a group that appears to be against any
improvement.
I also would like to urge you to bring the Snow King Mountain Improvements
proposal to a decision as soon as possible. The vitriol being expressed among
the opposing factions is reaching an unhealthy level and is not good for our
Town.
I believe the Town of Jackson is very fortunate the Snow King Mountain
ownership group is willing to invest and improve “The Town Hill” and provide
an all year round attraction that adds to the overall attractiveness of Jackson.
There are many people (young and old, town resident or visitor) that do not
want to deal with having Jackson Hole Mountain Resort their only recreational
alternative.   The distance from town, the crowds, the parking, and the expense
are all major detractors which will make Snow King Mountain an attractive
alternative if the improvements are allowed.
If the improvements that are proposed were to be denied, I suspect the chances
are very high that the “Town Hill” will cease to exist and it would be a great
loss to our community.
Respectfully submitted,

Rich
Richard Lurie
President
Grand View Homeowners Association
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Snow King Loop Road
Jackson, WY 83001
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tyler Sinclair
Tiffany Stolte
Fwd: Snow King Mountain Resort On-mountain Improvements
Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:28:30 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sam Petri <sampetri@gmail.com>
Date: September 12, 2018 at 14:59:34 MDT
To: <tsinclair@jacksonwy.gov>
Subject: Snow King Mountain Resort On-mountain Improvements
Dear Tyler Sinclair,
I wanted to reach out to you and share my thoughts on Snow King Mountain
Resort's On-mountain Improvements. It is my hope you could forward this letter
on to the planning commission ahead of next Wednesday's meeting, so they have
time to read some public input, if that is appropriate. I understand you will be
discussing the resort district master plan, and perhaps there are things in my
below letter that do not directly apply to that discussion. But because everything
is related, I thought I would share all of my thoughts here.
This is a letter I wrote to the Jackson Town Council, Teton County Commission,
and the US Forest Service. In this instance, I have addressed it to the Town of
Jackson Planning Commission.
Thanks! and here we go:
Dear Town of Jackson Planning commission,
I am writing because I am very concerned about the proposed Snow King
Mountain Resort On-Mountain Improvements, which I believe have massive
environmental impacts, social impacts to our community, and in many cases, it
flies in the face of the 2012 Teton County Comprehensive Plan.
I've been following along as closely as I can, meeting with people in our
community, writing letters to the editor in the local newspaper, and reading
everything I can about what I believe is one of the most impactful developments
proposed in Jackson Hole.
I'd like to preface all of this by saying how much I love Snow King Mountain. I
truly hope it can succeed for another 80 years and beyond. I own a house and live
right next to it, and I much rather live next to a vibrant ski hill, than a ghost town.
When I first heard that investors wanted to inject ~$20 million into the hill, I was
excited, as I know first hand how much Snow King desperately needs capital
improvements.
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But this isn't about the viability of the ski area, it's about what we, as a
community, feel is appropriate use of our public land.
I do believe almost every development in this current proposal is far too big for
such a small ski area. The current management is asking for too much from the
public, with seemingly no regard for the environment, or our community or our
shared public land. It is with a heavy heart that I am in such opposition. I wish
current management would listen to the community and be better stewards of
Wyoming's first ski hill, one of the oldest in the country. But time and time again
they continue to try to force through this outrageous proposal, which is so
inappropriate given the type of hill Snow King is. So here I am, making comment.
What else can I do? And when will these people take "No" for an answer? That's a
serious question to consider - as none of this HAS to happen.
Below are 10 aspects that I believe should not be considered due to protocol,
previous decisions, impacts to wildlife, setting a poor precedent, and much more.
I've provided alternatives where I can.
Thanks again for your commitment to our community.
1. The new road:
- This requires expansion into sensitive year-round wildlife habitat
- Requires steep road cuts, compromises every signature ski trail with steep and
dangerous intersections (Elk, Grizzly, Belly Roll, Exhibition, Bearcat). This is
prima facie evidence that none of their developments are about the sport of skiing.
The road literally ruins the skiing on the entire mountain.
- Requires major increase in avalanche mitigation along ridgeline and through
steep forest, will create new starting zones for destructive wet avalanches below
the road.
- Will require snowmaking pipes along route, pipes/hydrants could leak and
contribute to major erosion or landslide (no pipes were allowed to be laid
horizontal during the 2014 snowmaking project)
- Should require a bond of over $20M to cover potential landslides and erosion
issues, and a potential threat to private property on the lower slopes
- Encourages beginners and intermediates to explore dangerous forests known for
marginal base depths and extremely variable snow conditions, and typically
subpar average base depths below the Cougar Lift top terminal elevation(7095’,
the typical rain/snow line). Snow depth and conditions on the upper half of SKM
typically deteriorate fast on the descent due to frequent fluctuations in the rain
level. People without local knowledge will be lured into dangerous areas and a
rapidly fading snowpack, especially from the road’s location on the upper West
Side of the ski area. This is a major liability issue especially for a “struggling” ski
area. All terrain outside SK’s current footprint should remain only accessible
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through backcountry gates.
- This road is being excessively designed to cater to cement trucks, not recreation.
- This road appears to be more about controlling exclusive access to cell towers,
not for beginner skiers.
- A new lift will provide faster and safer “emergency access” than riding up or
down in a vehicle. Fire suppression equipment should be permanently placed at
the Summit, and the infrastructure to do so has been in place since 2014.
- A small tram (10 to 20 person tram car) should be considered the most ideal lift
for the needs of this mountain, and would significantly reduce the need for ATV
vehicle trips up the mountain both during construction and after. Current ATV
traffic is already a burden on the public users, neighbors, and wildlife
- This road will be a mile wide scar (eyesore) on a historic ski hill, which serves
as the famous backdrop of Jackson. This compromises the historic integrity. A
recent historic evaluation required for “Phase 1” found that many structures
weren’t worth preserving, but the unchanged view of Snow King Mountain would
be eligible to be registered as a historical landmark.
- Most portions of the existing road were built by the CCC in the 1930’s, and
should definitely be eligible for historic designation at WY’s first ski area.
-The existing road would still be necessary to access the top of Elk and Grizzly
from the Summit Lift, and to traverse East towards Rafferty from the top of the
Cougar Lift. Having two separate roads within close proximity will totally
compromise safe, fun skiing, and the potential for race events on Elk and Grizzly.
Alternative: Due to the challenges of constructing and maintaining this route,
the preferred alternative route should be to use the existing backside road,
and trying to improve the current road.
2. East/West Expansion:
- 1. Our 2012 Comprehensive Plan gives very specific direction: in order to
protect and preserve our area’s ecosystem, “existing Planned Resorts should be
limited to their existing footprint” (Policy 3.1.d). Therefore, the Forest Service
should not allow new development, roads, or chairlifts outside the existing
operating footprint. Instead, they should encourage Snow King to improve terrain
and amenities only within their existing footprint.
-These areas have been historically used by wintering wildlife, especially Mule
Deer and Elk, and must remain in a natural state without the use of machinery.
-Increased human recreation alone will need to be managed carefully in the future
to ensure proper etiquette is used.
-No other ski areas can compare to the wildlife present on these slopes. Perhaps
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Sleeping Giant in Cody could compare, but it is highly unlikely that they would
propose major developments and an expansion, despite previous struggles to
maintain “viability”.
-Backcountry skiing is a large and growing segment of users, and SKM will still
benefit from this trend, while avoiding liability.
-The Public is fortunate enough to be able to recreate in these areas that share the
same characteristics of nearby winter closure areas such as Josie’s Ridge and
Crystal Butte. The SK "backcountry" should serve as an educational experience,
in balance with nature.
3. Lifts B and C, Ski School Headquarters:
-These beginner areas will require mass grading, and the removal of a mature
aspen stand as well as sagebrush, in an important area for migrating and wintering
wildlife. Currently there is no reasonable pitch on this Ridge to provide a good
location for this, and this area would be altered significantly. Last year, SKM
allegedly received approval to unnecessarily mow down acres of Sagebrush
habitat for the 2 hour long solar eclipse event, including acreage outside their SUP
boundary, with no public process. Many people were upset by this, which is
minuscule in comparison to their plans.
-Placing first-time beginners and a ski school headquarters at the top of the
mountain is a very poor idea due to the fact that most days up there are not sunny,
and typically feature exposure to wind and blowing snow. There is very little
precedent(if any) for a ski area to place beginners on an exposed ridge, and this
could lead to future accidents at the “steepest ski area” in North America.
-Beginners will likely be forced to pay full price for a lift ticket to access this
area, which will eliminate the $10 ticket that has enabled so many users to learn.
It will not be nearly as affordable, and many beginners will be hesitant to believe
that they can learn to ski up there, especially if it isn’t perfectly sunny. Operating
lifts/carpets in this area would surely not make any revenue on all days with
slightly inclement weather, and hurt long term viability and affordability of the
ski area.
-Many of these users might even flee the Summit due to incoming weather before
they acquire the necessary skill level, leading to the potential for major
accidents(sliding off this trail would have severe consequences for a beginner, and
would likely require a technical rescue to get the injured person back up to the
road for an evacuation).
-Other reasonable alternatives exist for beginners, such as:
1. Improving the Rafferty Area for such use, as it was always intended to
be(SK has compromised their historic beginner terrain by building condos
and a mountain coaster, but there is still potential).
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2. The “Turnpike” trail also possesses the perfect grade for a learning area,
and there are existing plans that would be easily approved and fully
supported by the public.
3. Another ideal location for the typical perfect “bunny hill” slope lies on the
vacant land behind the Snow King Resort Hotel, which receives more sun
than anywhere on the frontside, and is located adjacent to existing parking
and service amenities. Ownership of the Hotel should consider working with
SKMR to use this terrain to generate shared revenue instead of building a
costly hotel expansion.
4. The “ski school” headquarters should remain in the new Rafferty building
at the base to reduce impacts to the Summit, encourage use of Rafferty, and
provide a welcoming introduction, especially for days with inclement
weather.
4. The top-to-bottom zipline:
-This unprecedented thrill ride has no place on our public lands, especially in this
location.
-This is against USFS policy and will set an extremely poor precedent for all
future development. No current ziplines in the USA can compare to the speed (70
mph) and length (~1,600 feet of vertical drop). There is no educational value, is
not “in harmony with nature”, and does not complement the surrounding
environment. Most people would never want to hike/recreate(the dominant
historical user group) anywhere near a contraption like this, or live near it, or get
married next to it.
-A dangerous liability that would result in certain death if anything were to
happen. Snow King would be marred forever by the horror story.
-Constant noise. Snow King is already far too noisy, all noise-generating activities
should remain strictly confined to their already-impacted private lands on
Rafferty. Currently our “Cowboy Coaster” operates above noise-compliance
levels, and stays open until 9pm during peak summer, despite the business
application stating 8pm would be the closing time. I foresee that most of the
ridership would consist of inebriated tourists leaving the summit restaurant, and I
would not trust a SK employee to perform sobriety tests.
-Jackson residents despise this idea, and definitely don’t want this controversial
scream machine/eyesore/distraction inside Phil Baux Park. A petition to stop this,
negative publicity/media coverage, and a potential lawsuit are foreseeable results
of this proposal. This will also waste time for our local government during this
decision making process, while they have far more important things to be working
on.
-This is also not suitable to place near a wedding venue, cemetery, public park, or
even the brand new luxury lofts at the base.
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Alternative: A more suitable location for this activity would be Las Vegas
NV, Orlando FL, Atlantic City NJ, etc...
4. The Summit Restaurant Building:
-This is an excessively large building, especially for a ski area that does not
experience enough skier visits to justify.
-This will contradict protocol due to the fact that it does not focus on recreational
users. It’s simply a sneaky way to build a fancy restaurant on our public land.
-The proposed location will be a prominent eyesore on the mountain, require too
much tree removal, generate too much light pollution, and could be subject to a
failing foundation. This will block out precious sun rays during winter for Town
residents as well. There is no suitable setback location on the narrow ridge to help
conceal. This will also have unknown effects to the snowpack surrounding the
building, and will definitely cause heavy drifting in certain areas.
-This area will surely become attractive to bears and other scavenging wildlife. I
do not trust tourists or SKMR LLC to practice proper food storage etiquette,
especially since they have not installed bearproof containers anywhere on their
property, and have become notorious for leaving full garbage cans outside
throughout the base area and at the Rafferty mid-mountain station. Previous
complaints have never been addressed properly, despite the simple obvious
solution. The presence of bears frequenting the Summit would likely help
generate revenue and provide media exposure, and ownership could view this as a
bonus attraction. I would never trust SK employees to haze our wildlife away
from this site in an ethical manner.
Alternative: A suitable alternative is to allow improvements/expand/retrofit
the existing Panorama House, and make it a historical landmark. This was
the original plan when the snowmaking/infrastructure upgrades were
approved in 2013/2014. This site is hidden from Jackson’s skyline.
5. The Gondola:
-An 8 person lift capable of transporting 1200-2400 people per hour is complete
overkill. Current hourly numbers on the Summit Lift during ski season average
far less than 100 per hour during 95% of the winter (from years of personal
observation). Snow quality will be greatly diminished and become even icier due
to increased traffic.
- The proposed base location of the Gondola is on public land, and goes against
the open, east to west flow of Phil Baux Park. Snow King owns 5.2 acres right at
the base. If there must be a new gondola, or lift, tell them to put it on the 5.2 acres
they own and leave our public lands alone.
-The carrying capacity of the Summit should not exceed over 150 people at any
given time.
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-Their official color, bright blue(almost neon) should be discouraged on public
lands, and all infrastructure should use the color green to blend in with
surroundings.
-A heated, enclosed gondola storage facility is a waste of resources and their
precious, limited skiable terrain.
-There is insufficient space for a detachable lift's terminal on the Summit
Ridgeline
Alternative: The construction of a modest (10 to 20 person) Aerial Tram
should be encouraged as a reasonable alternative to assist with construction
and provide better emergency access, and provide the much-needed "tram
announcements/education" to all year round guests. While I know this
sounds like a larger lift, because locally our mind all jumps to the tram in
Teton Village, I believe a small tram would have less visual impact on the
mountain - fewer towers, more energy efficient, fewer cars, and only needs to
run when needed. I have ridden small trams in europe and know they exist
and feel like it could work for Snow King.
6. Expanded snowmaking coverage:
-The proposed snowmaking expansion is complete overkill, and will not assist SK
to provide a sustainable future, and instead will only add to their costly winters
-Should never be allowed outside of current footprint due to the presence of
wintering wildlife
-The only places that should require snowmaking are the top of Rafferty
Lift(should have been part of Phase 1, but was likely not eligible with the usage of
"Categorical Exclusion"), Exhibition, and perhaps allow snowmaking from
nearby hydrants for a small area on "Lift D"(if that receives approval).
- The plume of snow of all those snow guns would completely cloud the entire
town.
7. Clearcutting new Ski Trails:
-Should not be allowed outside of current footprint due to the presence of year
round wildlife
-"Trail 3" is by far the worst concept within their current boundary. This is the
steepest gradient on SKM, contains numerous cliffs, and anywhere could serve as
an avalanche starting zone. The Rafferty Lift is placed in a known runout zone.
Cutting this trail will endanger the public and will require dangerous avalanche
control techniques. Skier compaction will not guarantee safety due to the
historically variable snowpack and constantly changing conditions. An avalanche
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could be triggered anywhere on this steep gradient, far outside the traditional
loaded starting zones. When conditions are hardpacked or icy, this trail will be a
"slide-for-life" and an extreme liability for ownership.
Alternative: Inside the footprint, very narrow ski trails and glading (selective
thinning) are suitable proposals that would add character and drastically
improve expert terrain. Careful considerations must be given to protect from
erosion. The canopy must remain intact to prevent increased fire danger.
8. “Lift A” on the backside:
-This Lift is impossible due to the close proximity to radio towers(no trespassing
signs surround a large radius), in a wind-prone, south facing area with a typically
unskiable snowpack.
-A chairlift would blow like a kite on many days. Frequent closures can be
expected, which would strand users lower down in the drainage.
-It provides easy access to dangerous terrain(with wildlife present)off the Radio
Tower Summit. This area should remain accessible only by hiking. It also
provides easy access to remote drainages that do not feed back to the ski area.
-This area has already been denied a Yurt and cross-country skiing
-The “Bike Park” is an insult to the studies and protocol that were created when
Skyline Trail was built. There would be no way to ensure that these users would
not be poaching our trail system. The Bike Park would be hot and dusty, and a
challenge to maintain properly. Emergency access to rescue injured riders would
pose a serious challenge, and would not be quick. Any trail built on the upper half
of the frontside would even be a challenge for experts due to exposure and very
tight switchbacks. This would further encourage poaching an epic ride towards
Game Creek, Skyline, Ferrins, Wilson Canyon, etc.
-Private property owners at the bottom of Leeks Canyon will likely have concerns
about trespassing, increased runoff from snowmaking, providing
construction/emergency search and rescue access, and more.
Alternative: A reasonable, sustainable, and more-supported alternative
would be a much shorter surface lift such as a T-bar (bottom and top need to
be shortened) with no snowmaking, grading, or clearcutting. This lift would
operate as conditions allow, and if no wildlife is present. Current roads
would be used to facilitate construction of terminals, and serve as the return
trail to the "Saddle". This area's natural state would serve as an
intermediate's introduction to off piste and backcountry skiing.
9.. Affordability:
-These plans definitely foreshadow a significant increase in ticket prices to cover
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the capital being spent. It will likely take decades for investors to see a return on
their investment, if ever(selling the ski area appears to be their best option). This
will likely alienate a major portion of SKM's intend target market: locals in search
of affordable lift accessed skiing.
10. These plans contradict our current community priorities:
-I understand that the USFS supports job creation, but special consideration is
needed for Teton County within the BTNF District, where every business has
been struggling more and more to find employees. Our service industry can’t keep
up with our current demand, and the wages are not fair enough to reside locally.
At the very least, Snow King should complete a significant employee housing
facility before any new jobs are created, and before any significant construction
projects begin. Local residents have made workforce housing requirements our
top priority ever since the effects of “Phase 1” began in Spring of 2015. Snow
King Mountain currently has no designated housing for their employees, and
has an invisible track record except for in 2017 when they violated the municipal
code for housing/“stacking” 14-20 employees in one modest house in a quiet
neighborhood. It can be assumed that they have been taking advantage of their
seasonal employees and the leniency of local government for many years. It
appears that There has been a historical lack of compliance to their 2000 Resort
District Master Plan.
Regarding the proposed Snow King expansions, I ask that you please analyze
the impacts from all projected uses, and require that Snow King commit in
legally-binding documents to fully mitigate all impacts before getting
approval to build any new projects. Please analyze these and similar key
questions:
• How many skier days does Snow King host today – and how many will it host
after boundary, trail, and lift expansion?
• How many people ride the Summit lift now and how many people do they
expect to ride the new gondola – in winter, and in summer?
• How many people do they expect to ride the zipline, every day, and total?
• How many employees does Snow King have now – vs. after building all these
projects?
• How much parking does Snow King use now – vs. after building these projects?
• How many new parking spots will this development require, and where will they
put those spots?
• How much more impact will there be on utilities – water, sewer, garbage, etc?
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sam Petri
307-690-7064
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Amy Unfried
marymoore@fs.fed.us; comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us; poconnor@fs.fed.us
Snow King Engagement; Pete Muldoon; Jim Stanford; Hailey Morton Levinson; Don Frank; Town Council;
commissioners@tetoncountywy.gov; Mark Newcomb; Paul Vogelheim; srhea@tetoncountywy.gov; Natalia
Macker; Greg Epstein; planningcommission@jacksonwy.gov; planningcommission@tetoncountywy.gov;
parksandrecboard@tetoncountywy.gov
comments towards EIS re Snow King Mountain Resort Improvements Project
Thursday, September 13, 2018 5:23:26 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Bridger-Teton National Forest:
I am very concerned about the extravagant plans being proposed for the development of Snow
King Mountain in Jackson. The proposals play fast and loose with two important values of this
region: our wildlife and our community. Many aspects of the proposed development would
impact Forest Service land, of which you are the stewards. Critical wildlife habitat is
threatened in several places.
In addition, there is a desire to develop Town land that the Town must protect for the sake of
our community.
A third area of great concern is the desire of the developers to break faith with the Town
regarding the development permissions that the Town granted to the developers in 2000 in
exchange for their assurance that they would maintain Snow King Mountain as a viable ski
hill in perpetuity. The combined group of developers still has half a million square feet of
development potential (equivalent to five Marriotts) that they are not talking about right now,
while they’re working on turning Snow King into a year-round carnival/amusement part, but
attention must be paid to that development potential while the current proposals are under
discussion. A deal is a deal, and the Town Council must hold the developers to the deal they
made in the past to assure the future of skiing at Snow King.
--The developers’ proposals include a plan to build a road extending deep into two adjacent
areas of Forest Service land that are critical wildlife habitat.   Bad for the wildlife that is so
important to Jackson Hole’s special quality and tourist appeal.
Even worse, combined with this is their plan to locate their beginner ski area at the top of the
mountain, including terrain on the far (southern) side of the mountain that also contains
critical wildlife habitat including calving grounds for elk. Again, bad for the wildlife, and also
bad for those beginning skiers, who, in the event of high winds or power outages, would have
that new road the developers want to build as their only route down the mountain, crossing the
steep existing ski slopes where not all skiers can be relied on to go slow enough not to
endanger those beginner skiers. Beginners should instead be welcomed on the lower slopes, as
is the case in most places.
Also, the developers plan a large building including a restaurant at the top of the mountain. In
principle a restaurant is a decent idea, but it should not be large. I have heard 1000 square feet
suggested, and that seems reasonable to provide snacks and lunches for skiers and hikers. It
should not be a large destination restaurant—again, bad for the wildlife.
It is my understanding that there is an existing and serviceable road up the back side of the
mountain already, which is now used to service the communications towers up there and could
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equally provide supplies to the (small) restaurant building and equipment to the top of the lift.
This seems like an excellent way around the problems that that new road on the front would
create. If this alternative is not judged to be workable for the operation of the ski mountain,
any new road should remain within the currently permitted area, with no encroachment on the
wildlife areas.
As guardians of our public lands, you have a responsibility, in my view, to hold the developers
to the scope of their previous agreement: to maintain the mountain as a ski mountain for the
community, without extending in three directions into areas that would be severely detrimental
to the wildlife we all love.
--A zip line is another of the extravagant proposals, possibly terminating in Phil Baux Park; or a
new gondola lift might be the new development that would terminate in the park. I
understand that in other resorts the addition of a zip line has brought in large sums of revenue,
and that’s very tempting to a developer, and an argument can certainly be made for a new
covered high-speed lift. However, none of these resort expansions should ever be allowed to
terminate in Phil Baux Park—the Park belongs to the Town and it is not just empty land
available for the taking, waiting for someone to come and put development on it. Bad for our
community! Any zip line or new lift to be built at Snow King should be entirely within the
confines of the existing ski mountain.
As to the use of the huge development potential at the base, it appears that the vision is of
hotels and condos, and that’s really not what this community needs half a million more square
feet of. If instead the developers envisioned a mix that included benefits to the community
such as affordable housing, a parking garage, an ice rink, and a climbing gym, that would
begin to hold some appeal.
Very truly yours,
Amy Unfried
Wilson

Amy Unfried
amyunfried3@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Stephen Unfried
Comments-intermtn-bridger-teton-jackson@fs.fed.us
marymoore@fs.fed.us; Snow King Engagement; Town Council; commissioners@tetoncountywy.gov;
planningcommission@jacksonwy.gov; planningcommission@tetoncountywy.gov;
parksandrecboard@tetoncountywy.gov
Attention: SKMR On-mountain Improvement Projects
Thursday, September 13, 2018 5:20:01 PM

With respect to the scope of analysis for the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed projects at the
Snow King Mountain Resort, as local residents we greatly value our “Town Hill”, which has provided easily
accessible skiing to the community and an excellent venue for training our local ski teams.
However, given that we are fortunate enough to live in one of the most intact ecosystems in the temperate world,
any projects undertaken must not impinge upon our wildlife or its habitat. For example, the proposed boundary
adjustments on the east and west sides of the existing SKMR should not be granted as they would primarily
facilitate building a new access road through prime wildlife habitat. Similarly, any projects on the back (south) side
should be scrutinized with respect to their impacts on wildlife, especially elk calving grounds.
Within the existing frontside area, the access road and any additional “commercial” projects should be confined to
the eastern side, leaving the ski runs on the western side as unimpaired as possible. If a new major lift to the summit
is built, it should terminate well away from Phil Baux Park, which is a highly valued local amenity. Needless to say,
all existing public access rights must be preserved.
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