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Carl Osterberg

From: Holly & Bill Hurt 
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 7:49 PM
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountainside

Regarding the subject expansion, I am adamantly opposed to any further development until the Teton County Land Use 
Code is completed. The ongoing saga of hillside overlays coupled with the lack of any effective public communication 
due the COVID situation has left the public in the dark. Mountainside was sold to the public as a “village”. It’s current 
trajectory is to have a population that will eclipse the balance of Victor. What has the developer done with the open 
areas that were intended to balance the high density housing?  While the tiny houses are more attractive than trailers, 
they provide no off‐street parking or storage.  Another 20 acres of these will create an eyesore, impact traffic and 
wildlife and negativity impact those living in the Okd Jackson Highway corridor. 
 
Bill and Holly Hurt 
Victor ID 



Dear PZC 

Mountainside Village lies within the Big Game Migration Corridor and Seasonal Range 
(see attached map) and is critical winter range to a variety of animals. “Losing wildlife 
migration is like destroying a human language,” says Joel Berger with the Wildlife 
Conservation Society. Indeed, migrations reflect more than physical navigation. They 
serve as windows into the cultures of the animal world, including the learning passed 
down from mothers to offspring, instincts that have ensured survival from one generation 
to the next. Continuing to allow dense development of this critical area will destroy this 
language.  

Phase 4 of Mountainside Village is far from Victor's downtown core and barely 
contiguous. Below is a rough depiction of the City (orange) with Mountainside Village in 
green (triangle). Mountainside Village’s annexation application was submitted in 2003. 
At the public hearing on January 8, 2004, five spoke against the annexation and none 
spoke in favor. The annexation was nonetheless approved. Mountainside Village comes 
across as progressive, but it is a Trojan Horse for traditional developer-driven sprawl. 
This development is outfill, not infill. It is far enough from the City Center that most 
people use their cars to get to town services. Yet it will account for the majority of 
available lots and homes “in the City.” If you have a large development (with 
commercial uses) over a mile from downtown it’s going to rob downtown. This 
development undermines the city’s goals of infilling downtown and surrounding 
neighborhoods, and it is contrary to Victor’s Comprehensive Plan.  Forest fires should 
also be a major concern when you are considering this type of density in a location 
bordering forest. 

:



In violation of Victor's Code, the concept plan for Phase IV does not substantially 
conform with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and other applicable plans and policies, 
such as the Transportation Plan and Recreation Master Plan. Given the distance from the 
downtown core, there are also concerns regarding the need for public services to 
accommodate the proposed development and other health, safety, or general welfare 
concerns. 

PHASE IV CONFLICTS WITH VICTOR’S RECREATION PLAN, 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN And COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 

Recreation Plan.  
Mountainside Village is its own town/village. All open space and recreation amenities 
within the development are completely private. There are even “No Trespassing” signs at 
most entrances and walkways leading into Mountainside Village. There are exclusive 
Mountainside Village resident trails through wildlife range and into BLM, a private 
volleyball court, and a private pond. Every other development in Victor dedicates to the 
public open space, parks, access to creeks and other natural resources. Examples include: 
Timberline’s paths and greenbelt along trail creek, Brookside Hollow’s park and pathway 
along trail creek, Golf Vista’s playground and maintained lawn/open area, the 
Settlement’s sports fields).  

Transportation Plan.  
. The City’s Transportation Plan appears to have not been updated since 2009. The Old 
Jackson Highway (OJH) was not designed to support the traffic created by dense 
development. When MSV was originally proposed the OJH was a gravel road. Locals 
protested its paving because they knew it would increase traffic and speeds on the road. 
MSV used federal grant money for bike paths to pave the road. A condition of the grant 
was that speed bumps be maintained along its length. They were installed and then pulled 
out the first winter and never reinstalled.  

Before additional development along the Old Jackson Highway is approved, the City 
should update its transportation plan. It should also work with the County to reduce speed 
limits on the OJH. It is heavily used by bikers and pedestrians, as well as the kids 
mountain bike team and other to access the Southern Valley Trail System. Yet the speed 
limit is 35 mph, there are blind curves and no shoulders. I have noticed a significant 
increase in high-speed traffic on this road. People choose to drive it instead of the 
Highway 33 but go the same speed they would on the highway. Heading towards Victor 
from MSV is not much better and the narrow bike path MSV installed is not in good 
shape and is about half the standard width of most bike paths. 

Comprehensive Plan 
The development of Mountainside Village violates several goals and policies of the 
City’s comprehensive plan as illustrated below 

Chapter 13 Special Areas and Sites 
Areas that residents value and would like to maintain in a natural state: the Eastern 
Foothills and wildlife winter range.  



GOALS AND POLICIES SPECIAL AREAS AND SITES GOALS: 
1. Protect and enhance wildlife refuge areas.

Chapter 8 Natural Resources 
Wildlife Habitat. The southern Teton Basin supports a variety of wildlife species. The 
critical habitat elements for some of those species include the open, south or west facing 
slopes near the base of the Teton Range. The sunny slopes of the Teton Range offer 
accessible winter browse for mule deer and elk. The quantity and diversity of wildlife in 
the southern Teton Basin depend on limited open space resources.  
** Only small areas of insensitive development would be needed to end the winter 
range value of the open slopes. 

The Land types of the southern Teton Basin show how the landscape of the Victor area is 
composed of distinct, but interrelated elements. Each of these landscape elements, the 
steep mountain slopes, the fertile Aeolian soils, the aquifer recharge areas of the alluvial 
fans, and the wetlands and floodplains of the stream corridors, imposes some limitations 
on human land use. Each also offers unique values that may be diminished or lost by 
insensitive land development. 

Teton County has a wide variety of wildlife species and habitats. The Idaho Department 
of Fish and Game manages wildlife populations and the U.S. Forest Service, BLM and 
Idaho Department of Lands are responsible for wildlife habitats on lands they manage. 
Large mammals that are found in Teton County include mule deer, whitetail deer, moose, 
elk, grizzly bear, black bear, and an occasional gray wolf. Coyote, bobcat, wolverine, 
snowshoe hare, cottontail rabbits, red fox, badgers, beavers, pine martens, porcupines, 
and skunks can also be found within the county. Upland birds present in Teton County 
include blue grouse, spruce grouse, and sharp-tail grouse. Raptor species include golden 
eagles, osprey, prairie falcon, red-tailed hawk, and wintering bald eagles. 

GOALS AND POLICIES NATURAL RESOURCE GOALS 
1. To encourage the preservation of open space, wildlife, clean water and air, native
vegetation, for use by future generations. 2. Develop natural resources according to local
priorities without doing environmental damage. 3. Conserve wildlife habitat and water
resources. 4. Aquifer Protection 5. Enhance and Preserve Scenic and River Corridors. 6.
Encourage Water Conservation. 7.Preserve and Protect Wetlands and Open Space in
Victor and within the City Impact Area.
Policy No. 1: Preserve open space. Require open space in the Trail Creek Flood Plain and
in other critical lands within the area of city impact. Policy No. 2: Preserve natural habitat
by careful zoning control in areas adjacent to habitat. Policy No. 4: Recognize the
importance of the surface water and groundwater resources of the City.
Policy No. 5: Recognize the need to protect and reserve existing water rights and
encourage the preservation of existing water right use.
Policy No. 7: Encourage development in the Impact Area to proceed sequentially to
minimize sprawl and to minimize both acreage and the visual impact of the remaining



land. 

RANGE AND WILDFIRE 
Wildfire can be mitigated by proper planning.  
Properly planned setbacks and fire awareness in development can make a 
substantial contribution to fire mitigation as well as to public health and safety. Teton 
County completed a Wild land Fire Mitigation Plan in April 2004.  

* Mountainside Village is entirely located in the Extreme area of the Teton County
Wildfire Mitigation Map.

GOALS, AND POLICIES 
HAZARDOUS AREA GOALS 
1. Carefully consider limiting development in hazardous areas.
2. Plan and construct development in hazardous areas in a way
that considers the natural conditions of those areas and
maximizes the health and safety of the City residents while
minimizing the risk of damage or loss of property.
Policy No. 3: Establish appropriate development standards and require development
review of proposals in potentially hazardous areas.
Policy No. 8: Restrict activities destructive of vegetation in designated riparian areas.
Policy No. 15: Create defensible space in extreme risk developments.

Thank you for your time! 
Kathy Spitzer
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Carl Osterberg

From: hope harper <
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 4:41 PM
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountainside Village comments

Hello Planners! 
 
Thank you for taking comments on this project and the consideration of Phase IV. 
 
 I think the allowable density and sheer volume of homes, and therefor people and dogs, etc... is far too 
intense for this location. 
 
‐It's not downtown Victor, or close enough NOT to be considered Sprawl, which I believe is a focus for Victor 
development. 
 
‐This density of housing (people / dogs) would have a highly negative impact on the very important and 
delicate Wildlife Corridor in the foothills. 
 
‐ We need to consider the negative impacts the addition of so many septic systems to that area ‐ what are the 
impacts on the water sources there? 
They should certainly be made to tie into Victor Water and Sewer systems! 
 
‐Another major concern would be the impact of the addition of this much traffic on the Old Jackson 
Highway!  I'm sure the argument exists that Drivers would have side road access more directly to Hwy 22 ‐ but 
of course they're going to want to take the scenic route up to Moose Creek to join the Hwy when they 
can!  Speed issues, maintenance, and the 'shared road' safety issue are real! 
 
‐The zoning in this area needs to be addressed for far less density! 
 
Please reconsider, in any way that you can, rejecting this application!   
 
Thank you! 
 
Hope & Kevin Harper 
Victor, Id 
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Carl Osterberg

From:
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 9:13 AM
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountain side village expansion

Importance: High

 
Victor City Officials, 
 
I STRONGLY OPPOSE the expansion of Mountainside village. 
 
Phase 4 of Mountainside Village is ridiculous planning. Shame on you if this passes. Shame on Tom Hedges. 
 
 
‐‐ Phase 4 of Mountainside Village is far from the downtown core and  
barely contiguous. 
 
‐ it was annexed in 2004 despite significant opposition. current  
government officials can fix mistakes of the past but instead are  
exasperating them 
 
‐ should be de‐annexed from the city ‐ the city is obviously ill  
prepared to  protect/steward this type of property 
 
‐ it is developer‐driven sprawl in the guise of a "sustainable  
development" 
 
‐ it will account for the majority of available lots and homes in Victor  
‐ yet in critical habitat instead of on urban land 
 
‐ if it were in the County it would be zoned max 1 home per acre, maybe  
even one home per 20 acres 
 
‐ Property should never have been zoned RS‐7 allowing two home per 7,000  
square feet of property ‐ that is insanely dense for natural resource  
property far from downtown 
 
‐ ‐ traffic impacts of new development on OJH will be significant ‐ what  
traffic mitigations will there be in place since everyone will drive the  
OJH to the trails and to get to Jackson. 
 
‐ Forest fires should also be a major concern when you are considering  
this type of density in a location bordering the forest. 
 
 
 
  Please I hope this does not pass and you do the right thing. 
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    Kind Regards, 
         Sophie Moore 
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Carl Osterberg

From: SanTheresa BruLerch <t >
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 8:49 PM
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountainside phase IV - letter in opposition

The proposed phase IV build out of additional 49 lots with 2 homes per lot should be opposed for reasons of excessive 
density and inappropriateness to an area that has Big Game migration and seasonal range classification.  The prior phase 
3 was already approved with a similar density and now this next steps takes this even further to excess.  The prior zoning 
of RS‐7 allowing two homes per 7,000 square feet of property should never have been allowed for a piece of property 
that has overlay as Big Game migration and seasonal range.   
Oppose this phase IV build out.  Less density must be considered for this development given it location of bordering 
urban interface with rural County and wildlife interface. 
These proposals are appropriate for downtown development NOT this piece of property. 
Theresa Lerch 
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