
From: Peter Carman
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Comments for Concept Plan SD2020-04
Date: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:16:52 PM

To the Planning Staff and the P&Z commissioners,

First, let me thank you all for your efforts to make and keep Victor a great community.

When we moved to Mountainside Village  I did not give any thought to issues
involving zoning and density. This was based on a naive assumption that with such a
complete plan, of course, these issues  would have been worked out and settled. We
took for granted that the later phases of MSV would happen and have been primarily
concerned that the open spaces, common land, public land access, and general
Village Community nature  would be preserved in future development phases.

Now a few years later and with the benefit of a lot of work by the County, Vard, City of
Victor and  numerous others it seems clear that the edge of the valley and the hillside
areas are different and need to be considered with that in mind.

In reviewing the Comprehensive Plan  I have the following observations: 

● MSV was designed as a stand alone ‘village’.

● It has many of the forward -looking characteristics listed in the ReEnvisionVictor

document.

● It does not include  a Core downtown area ( as part of MSV)

● It does include a small central ‘Live / work’  area which has not yet been built.

● It seems to fit the Victor Comprehensive Plan as an Edge or a Surrounding

neighborhood.

As such I encourage P&Z ,  when reviewing the current Application, to give strong
consideration to the concerns expressed on pages 32 - 33 of the Comprehensive
Plan with the heading : 

 

Resilient Environment

Natural Resources | Hazard Mitigation | Agriculture
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These pages are included below.

Sincerely and gratefully, 

Peter Carman 

Resilient Environment

Natural Resources | Hazard Mitigation | Agriculture

In addition to the importance of incorporating green space within a community, is the
maintenance and preservation of natural resources and systems. Increasing awareness and
stewardship of these resources

enhance the community by contributing to its sense of place and community character,
and offer recreational assets and amenities. On a larger scale, preservation of open space,
greenways, and hydrologic

systems, ensure continuation of wildlife species and assets of which make the area special.

Goal: Preserve open space, wildlife, and native vegetation for future generations.

» Maintain and protect wildlife migration corridors.

» Increase awareness, education, and enforcement of dark skies policies.

 » Mitigate the negative impacts of development on the natural environment.

» Utilize compact, conservation-oriented development within Edge Neighborhoods
to facilitate growth while preserving limited, environmentally sensitive lands.

» Identify and maintain important community viewsheds.

» Promote the acquisition and/or conservation of privately owned lands within the

proposed Trail Creek greenway, and additional open space areas as defined on the
future land use map.

 » 



Consider flexibility in the division of land and the siting and design of buildings
in environmentally sensitive areas.

 

 

Goal: Preserve and improve Victor’s water resources and water quality.

» Protect waterways and preserve natural riparian vegetation.

» Facilitate water management/drought resiliency planning for Victor.

 » Enhance and preserve hydrologic corridors.

Goal: Minimize risk of damage to property and injury to people from natural
hazards.

» Identify natural hazards and coordinate regionally to mitigate impacts.

» Limit development in environmentally sensitive and hazardous areas.

 » Assess Trail Creek vulnerability/resilience to floods.

» Improve and expand emergency evacuation planning and education.

Goal: Strengthen resiliency and mitigate impacts from climate change.

» Identify grants that incentivize green building and energy-efficient design.

» Initiate new sustainability measures including efforts to mitigate climate change
(i.e disallowing certain energy types or lawn types).

 » Expand urban farming, through the creation of community gardens, urban
orchards, etc.

-- 
Peter Carman

 



From: suellen carman
To: Carl Osterberg; Kimberly Kolner
Subject: Comments re: Mountainside Village Phase 4 Application Request SD2020-04
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 5:07:20 PM

Dear Planners and P&Z Commissioners,
 
The ReEnvision Victor document describes what the community sees as the ideal
development plan for Victor. I appreciate the hard work and the wisdom that went into
creating this document and I fully support it.
 
I live in Mountainside Village, a planned neighborhood development that incorporates many
of the same ideas as ReEnvision Victor. The concepts that went into designing Mountainside
Village make it a very nice place to live. The proposed Phase 4 of Mountainside Village would
extend the same concepts in this future phase of development. That is to be commended.
However, the topography is different in the proposed Phase 4. It is a hillside, rather than a flat
field, and that requires additional consideration.
 
Hillside developments have greater impacts on their surroundings than flatland developments.
Some of impacts include wildlife, view corridors, dark skies, accessibility, and infrastructure.
When the hillside area in question was zoned by the City of Victor, the Comprehensive Plan
and ReEnvision Victor did not exist. The city suffered from an unusually high turnover rate of
planners and little care was devoted to these issues. The current zoning of RS-7 did not take
these issues into account, with the result that the current zoning for this property is wholly
inappropriate for the land.
 
Now the City of Victor has an opportunity to correct the errors of the past and ensure that the
hillside development comports with the ReEnvision Victor plan. That is, consider the density;
wildlife habitat; view-scapes, dark skies, how to get infrastructure such as roads, water and
sewers to the area, and so on. Eliminating water and sewer service would solve one problem,
while causing others – the impact of multiple septic systems and wells. The surrounding
neighborhood of Edgewood, correctly, is very concerned about the impact of multiple wells on
their own wells.
 
I urge the planners and the Planning and Zoning Commission to take all of these issues into
account, and not to approve any development plan that is in contravention of the vision set
forth in ReEnvision Victor. It most likely will require a reduction in density for the hillside. So
be it. Please stick to your principles.
 
Thank you for your work,
Suellen Carman
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--
Suellen Carman

 



From: Lawrence Veit
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Concept Plan (SD2020-04)
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 5:14:20 PM

P & Z Commission,

The plan attached to the notice of the P & Z meeting schedule for 4/22/2021 does not delineate the Phase 4 Concept
Plan for MSV, rather it
encompasses Phases 3, 4 and the hillside.   Phase 3 is a given based on previous approvals. Phase 4 and the hillside
remain to go through separate approval processes.
A review of the City's Comprehensive Plan indicates that Phase 4 would fall primarily within the area designated as
"edge neighborhood".  Does the density of the proposed plan for Phase 4 fit within this definition?  What is
necessary for compliance?  Less density?
In addition, Phase 4 appears to be within the designated wildlife corridor.  Teton Valley is part of the greater
Yellowstone ecosystem.  Wildlife is a key component of this ecosystem.  What will be done to protect this valuable
aspect?
Other particulars to be considered include the availability of the required supporting infrastructure - utilities,
roadways, etc.
Thank you in advance for your careful consideration of the application vis-a-vis the City's Comprehensive Plan, the
unique and special nature of this site.

L. R. Veit
Victor, ID
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From: Doc Frangos
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Fwd: Mountainside Expansion Phase 4
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 9:57:52 PM

Subject: Mountainside Expansion Phase 4



Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

Dear Victor City Planners

As a homeowner on Old Jackson Highway I am opposed to the
further expansion of Mountainside for a number of reasons. 

First, traffic along OJH continues to increase. This route is
historically pedestrian friendly. It is home to bicyclists, joggers, and
families with children taking a stroll. This is a narrow road not
designed for increasing vehicle traffic. As the number of vehicles on
Highway 33 choke our valley, we must protect the quaint adjacent
neighborhood roads that preserve out low density residential rural
character. 

Second, to allow further higher-density residential or business
expansion defeats the intent of our Comprehensive Plan to focus on a
more confined 

city-centric approach to planned development. 

Third, water is a continuous source of concern. Residents in
Mountainside have told me of chronic problems with water pressure
in their homes. We need to hold back on rapid expansion until
adequate infrastructure exists. 
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As the updated Comprehensive Plan takes shape, I would ask the
Commission to rule against large scale expansion of the small,
charming community of Mountainside. 

Thank you. 

Doc Frangos

Sent from my iPhone



From: John Riley
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Fwd: Mountainside Village Expansion
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 2:33:32 PM

To our Planning and Zoning Commission,

As we know, growth in Teton Valley and in particular the Victor area is inevitable. 
It is not inevitable that our choices ignore obvious and detrimental consequences. 

Smart growth can and should work hand-in-hand with accommodations for our growing
population. Smart growth does not ignore the financial interests of those who seek to provide
adequate housing for the Teton Valley.

The current proposal at issue will oversaturate an important aspect of the beauty of this valley,
specifically our wildlife, its corridors and the aesthetic beauty of our mountains. These values
and goals are not served by the proposed addition of homes, of any sort, which creep into the
foothills of the Teton Mountains and the national forrest preserves.

Please say no to this proposed expansion and intrusion into the essential character of our
valley.

John Riley
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From: John Fisher
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountain Side Expansion
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 12:59:48 PM

I am not a resident of MSV but have been a full time resident of Teton Valley, residing in Teton Springs for 8 years.
I am a retired professional civil engineer.
We also have lots of friends who live in MSV and our son is a property owner in Edgewood.

I share their concerns about increased housing density as well as the impact to wildlife migration and the additional
traffic on 33 entering downtown Victor.

I’m not against growth as long as all the pros and cons are thoroughly evaluated before a decision is made by P&Z.
Rushing to make a decision by April 22nd is not appropriate.

Thank you for taking comments.

Regards,

John Fisher

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jessica Travis Ginter
To: Carl Osterberg
Subject: Mountainside Village Phase 4
Date: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 6:07:35 PM

Dear Planning and Zoning Commission, 

I am a ten year resident of Mountainside Village (eight as a homeowner), owner of a small
design firm specializing in interior architecture, wife, and mother of two.  I am also a member
of the Mountainside Village Design Review Committee, which was established after the
installation of the first tiny houses along Red Mountain Way. Our DRC has, henceforth,
reviewed all Mountainside Village building designs and by doing so,  I am intimately aware of
Mountainside Village concept and development. 

I am writing because I oppose Phase 4 development as it is drawn. My reasons are founded in
the fact that I live, work, and raise my children in this development, which gives me first hand
experience with this development design.

Phase 4 has density which is equal to, if not higher than the most recently approved Phase 3
(which was submitted solely by Mountainside, Inc. and not reviewed by Mountainside DRC).
Prior to Phase 3 there were 88 Lots plotted in Mountainside. Now, Phase 3 brings an
additional 44 Lots and many of these can have an additional, accessory structure for residing. 

At the current time, a quick look at the number of humans potentially residing in Mountainside
Village if a complete build-out of Phase 3 occurred would be nearly 600, NOT counting
accessory units (total build-out of Phases 1-2B = 426 persons, Phase 3 44 houses, 2-4 persons
per house = 602, again, not including accessory units).

If Phase 4 were approved, it would allow for an additional 49 lots, each with a larger house
and opportunity for more than 4 persons/house, again not including accessory units. I estimate
an additional 200 people… all within the area of how many acres?

This is a density greater than anywhere else in the City of Victor. 

As a resident of Mountainside, I can testify to a list of design elements that don’t work with
the current density, including feasibility of back alleys, snow removal, a lack of regard to
owner storage and parking accessory vehicles, fire mitigation and safety with size of
roadways, pet ownership and pet waste, and most importantly, short term rentals are to name a
few. 

This level of density is not appropriate with regard to its proximity to a potential wildlife
corridor and outlying hillside, and obliterates any thought of maintaining some sense of scenic
corridor into the Valley. This level of density at this location is not in keeping with the goals
of the recently approved Comprehensive Plan OR the Transportation Plan. Mountainside
Village is an anomaly when this type of density is being considered when bordered by what is
determined County to the East, and Open Space/Greenway to the North and South in the
Comprehension Plan. 

When Mountainside was first developed in 2005, it was designed with the concept of density
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being beneficial, but was pedaled as having decreased density as it approached the Hillside.
Phase 4 might show larger lots, but the potential for residents remains the same, if not more
than currently approved phases. 

Once again, I oppose the current Phase 4 plan as it is drawn and would entertain a less dense,
alternate concept that serves its residents and surrounding environment more appropriately.

Thank you.
 
Jessica Travis Ginter
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