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PURPOSE & PROCESS 
The purpose of this item is for City Council to provide direction based on the Housing Strategies 
Report. Staff is seeking guidance regarding which strategies to move forward with and prioritize, and 
which may require more time or more research.  
 
Next Steps: The January 19th Planning and Zoning Commission meeting will be dedicated to deeper 
discussion of the ideas and suggestion outlined in the Report.  This will be followed by public hearings 
and work sessions as outlined by the direction received.   
 
BACKGROUND 
This topic has been discussed for a long time, however over the past few years, we have recently made 
significant headway in taking action on housing needs in Victor. December 9, 2020, the Joint Housing 
Authority presented to Council, and requested City land for the development of an affordable housing 
project. March of 2021, Council selected the Sherman Park land as the location for the affordable 
housing project, for which the lead contractor was recently selected. April of 2022, Council received a 
presentation by April Norton regarding strategies used by the Jackson/Teton County Housing 
Department. At the October 2022 Council Think Tank staff presented the Housing Strategies Report. It 
was then presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission at their December 2022 meeting. Now 
staff is looking for guidance regarding Land Development Code amendments. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Staff would like to sort the list from the Assessment of Strategies chapter of the Housing Strategies 
Report into three categories, 1) items ready for public hearing, 2) items that should have additional 
work sessions, and 3) items that may require additional time or more research.  
 
Staff has created a draft of a sorted list below base off of what is achievable with staff’s current work 
load and from preliminary discussions with individual council members. Staff is requesting that Council 
review the list below and provide comments and any needed corrections to the list before staff takes 
any further action on these code amendments.  
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1) Items Ready for Public Hearing 

a. Require a mix of housing types on site developments over a certain scale. 
b. Increase height maximums in high-density zones to allow 3 story structure to have more 

architectural and mechanical flexibility.  
c. Accessory Dwelling Bonus for workforce housing. 

2) Items That Should Have Additional Work Sessions 
a. Introduce limits to short-term rental (STR) volume such as use restrictions, eligible units 

per property, licensing requirements, and owner-occupancy requirements. 
b. Standardize subdivision, annexation, and rezoning exactions for deed-restricted 

housing. 
c. Modify select lot restrictions such as size minimums and setbacks. 
d. Improve ADU standards and cottage court standards to simplify and incentivize their 

development. 
e. Allow ‘incremental development’ by-right. 
f. Identify opportunities to increase building-type flexibility city-wide, such as adding 

provisions for SROs, stacked flats, and neighborhood mixed-use, or changes to IRC 
standards. 

g. Audit and evaluate the city’s existing design standards. 
3) Items That May Require Additional Time or More Research 

a. Allow, at a minimum, up to four-plexes in every residential zone. 
b. Revisit our existing zoning. 
c. Increase height maximum in high-density zones to allow up to four or five stories. 
d. Simplify the code as much as possible, consider options to enhance public accessibility. 
e. Prohibit low-density development, such as single-family and attached houses, and 

duplexes, in multi-family zoning. 
f. Require new employers to provide employee housing. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

• Housing Strategies Report 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
There is no direct fiscal impact to the City to draft and process code amendments.   
 
STAFF IMPACT 
Staff Impact is the time spent on each future code amendment. Once approved staff will be in charge 
of implementing and enforcing the new code language. 
 
LEGAL REVIEW 
Legal Review will take place with each future code amendment through the Public Hearing process 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Staff recommends that Council review the report and discuss future code amendment options.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

The specific aim of this report is to work toward building a local regulatory and policy 
environment that encourages high-quality housing development with a particular focus on 
affordable community and workforce housing, and which is thoroughly consistent with the City of 
Victor’s community values and goals. Accordingly, the report will seek to advance the 
implementation of the 2021 City of Victor Comprehensive Plan, the 2022 Teton County Affordable 
Housing Strategic Plan, and the 2022 Teton County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan as 
they pertain to the provision of affordable housing within the City of Victor and Teton County, ID, 
as well as to generally enhance the provision of affordable housing in service of the public welfare, 
according to the best principles and practices within the discipline of planning. 

The respective housing studies from the following various western resort communities were 
reviewed as, but not exhaustive of background for this report:

● Angels Camp, CA (2019) 
● Durango, CO (2018) 
● Ketchum, ID (2022) 
● Leavenworth, WA (2021) 
● Los Alamos County, CO (2020) 
● Mammoth Lakes, CA (2019) 
● McCall, ID (2022) 
● Red Lodge, MT (2016) 

● San Miguel County, CO (2018) 
● Telluride, CO (2018) 
● Sandpoint, ID (2008) 
● Summit County, CO (2020) 
● Southwest Counties, CO (2021) 
● Taos, NM (2010) 
● Teton County, ID (2022) 
● Whitefish, MT (2017)

 Victor is a place where you can live, work, raise a family, start a business, and retire. A 
shortage of affordable housing in Teton Valley increasingly threatens this reality for many of its 
residents, and potentially negates it for many would-be residents. Consider the following excerpt 
from a 2010 University of New Mexico Bureau of Business & Economic Research study: 

“During the past few decades, Taos County has seen a sweeping change from what was once a 
predominately agricultural community to an economy that is focused on tourism, recreation, 
hospitality, and the construction of high-end housing for retirees and second-homeowners. The 
general account is that these changes in the economy have created ‘distortions’ in the local housing 
market, as rising land and housing prices undermine efforts to provide affordable housing for the 
growing number of low and middle wage workers employed by the industries that now dominate the 
local economy. In short, it is no longer economical for homebuilders to provide the housing for the 
local labor force, yet without an adequate supply of affordable housing available to the local labor 
force, the underlying economic development mode may be unsustainable.” 
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When comparing housing data between western resort communities it is possible to 
recognize many of the same trends over time resulting from housing pressures in each community, 
as well as different degrees of severity depending on the community, which are often plausibly 
connected with the age and scale of their housing affordability struggles. 

US Census American Community Survey BC25002, 2020 5-year data. 

Of course, features of these communities that are distinct and relatively unlike others should 
not be ignored when understanding this data, and in fact may be enlightening regarding the general 
understanding of this problem. Such features include the very high proportion of multi-family units 
of the housing stock in Mammoth Lakes, the old age and high density of the housing stock in Red 
Lodge, or the very high number of out-commuters here in Teton Valley, and so on. Moreover, in 
today’s rapidly changing world it cannot be ignored that the housing studies being used as 
background for this report were not produced at precisely the same time. Many plans from 2022 and 
2021, such as Ketchum and McCall, include lofty goals of reigning in indicators such as short-term 
rental units and workforce occupancy rates merely to pre-pandemic numbers. Our own county’s 
2019 affordable housing strategic plan laments the passage of a typical 3-bedroom home just over 
$300,000 at sale. Market rate single-family homes are now mostly over $500,000 (200% AMI). 

Nevertheless, every study reviewed reveals extensive struggles with deficits of housing units, 
especially impacting below median AMI workforce, as well as high employee turnover across most 
employers, attributed directly or indirectly to housing unaffordability, resulting in overcrowding, 
inadequate arrangements, or excessive monetary and time costs via long commutes and congestion. 
Almost every study highlighted declining local occupancy rates, increasing cost-burdenship, 
increased sprawl displaced into surrounding unincorporated space, magnified seasonality, 
widespread deferred maintenance, and short-term rentals occupying large and increasing portions of 
housing stock.  
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Overview 

 This report is organized around a menu of regulatory ‘low-hanging fruit’ approaches staff 
seeks direction on implementing through amendments to the City of Victor Municipal Code. 
Discussion of the regulatory approaches is framed where appropriate according to their relation to 
the 2021 ReEnvision Victor Comprehensive Plan. For clarity, find listed the subject regulatory 
approaches: 

● Simplify the code as much as possible, consider options to enhance public accessibility. 
Interrogate code restrictions whose purpose in unclear.  
● Revisit our existing zoning. Consider zone consolidation and/or map modifications 
according to the Future Land Use Map.  
● Modify select lot restrictions such as size minimums and setbacks. 
● Increase height maximum in high-density zones to allow up to four or five stories.  
● Identify opportunities to increase building-type flexibility city-wide, such as adding 
provisions for SROs, stacked flats, mobile homes, and neighborhood mixed-use. Consider changes 
to the City's IRC standards to encourage multi-family development. 
● Evaluate the code standards as they relate to manufactured housing and remove any existing 
unnecessary barriers.  
● Audit and evaluate the city’s existing design standards, and identify where enhancements and 
changes could be made to help create a compact community (i.e. increased densities; compatible 
infill; accessory dwelling units, etc.). Explore the creation of administrative design standards to apply 
to small-scale missing middle projects. 
● Improve ADU standards and cottage court standards to simplify and incentivize their 
development. 
● Introduce an accessory dwelling bonus for workforce housing. 
● Introduce limits to short-term rental (STR) volume such as use restrictions, eligible units per 
property, licensing requirements, and owner-occupancy requirements. 
● Standardize subdivision, annexation, and rezoning exactions for deed-restricted housing 
● Require new employers to provide housing in codified circumstances. 
● Require a mix of housing types on site developments above a certain scale. 
● Allow ‘incremental development’ by-right. 
● Allow up to four-plexes in every residential zone. 
● Prohibit low-density development, such as single-family and attached houses, and duplexes, 
in multi-family zoning. 
● Consider a ‘no net loss’ policy for redevelopment projects. 
 
 This report seeks to offer a comprehensive yet concise assessment of the impacts these 
strategies may offer. This report does not include affordable housing strategies beyond what might 
be accomplished with modifications to the municipal code. Items such as initiatives requiring capital 
allocation, and cooperation with programs such as the Joint Housing Authority, will be addressed in 
a separate, future report. In order to best grasp this ‘low-hanging fruit’ assessment, some 
background on select city planning concepts may be helpful.  
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BACKGROUND 

 
 

What is affordable housing? 

 Affordable housing is, first and foremost, housing that somebody can afford to occupy. All 
housing is affordable to somebody, and thus the pursuit of providing housing which is more 
affordable is distinct from providing more affordable housing. First, a distinction should be made 
between lower-case ‘a’ affordable housing and capital ‘a’ Affordable Housing. The former refers to 
housing stock which is intended to house a given demographic, generally classified by income, and 
specifically Area Median Income (AMI) most typically, though greater granularity is appropriate and 
shall be employed later in this report. The latter refers to housing which is provided by policy via 
subsidies and/or deed-restrictions. A house available for sale at the price at which a family earning 
100% of Teton County, Idaho’s Area Median Income can afford using 30% or less of their income 
is ‘affordable housing’ to the median family in the area. A house that was purchased by a local 
housing authority using grant funding from HUD, and is deed-restricted to be sold at a price no 
greater than that affordable to a family earning 100% AMI is ‘Affordable Housing.’ Neither category 
subsumes the other. ‘Affordable Housing’ may be unaffordable to low or even moderate-earning 
families or individuals depending on the nature of its restriction, whereas ‘affordable housing’ need 
not be subsidized or deed-restricted in any way. Even where pricing is not controlled, ‘workforce,’ 
‘low-income,’ and ‘community’ housing are typically forms of ‘Affordable Housing.’ Popular 
alternative terms to lower-case ‘a’ ‘affordable housing’ are ‘attainable housing’ or ‘NOAH’ (naturally 
occurring affordable housing).  

 Area Median Income (AMI) is the median income of all households in a given county or 
MSA (metropolitan or micropolitan statistical area). The City of Victor belongs to the Jackson, WY-
ID Micropolitan Statistical Area. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
calculates AMI for U.S. MSAs on an annual basis. Although AMI is created and used to determine 
eligibility for many federal housing assistance programs, typically at thresholds of 80%, 50% and 
30% AMI, the metric is often used for its convenience to gauge housing affordability with or 
without subsidy. Victor’s most recently reported AMI is $68,880.  
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 HUD considers households paying more than 30% of all income (not limited to wages) on 
housing as “cost burdened,” and those paying more than 50% of all income as “severely cost-
burdened.” Costs of housing are compared against Area Median Income (AMI) to determine its 
general affordability, for the purpose of grants, but this approach is often criticized as being 
somewhat arbitrary, not accounting for confounding factors like transit costs, and being insensitive 
to burdenship at extremely low or extremely high income levels. Some academic analyses append an 
additional 15% limit to account for transport costs (i.e. 30% of income on housing, or 45% of 
income on housing and transportation combined). Many non-profits prefer to analyze affordability 
according to metrics such as share of earnings per job to mortgages or rent. This approach may be 
considered more reflective of an area’s workforce, by suppressing skew from individuals who work 
multiple jobs, or enjoy high non-work income. This data typically comes from the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA) rather than HUD.  
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‘Planning for Palouse’ 
 

Palouse Street constitutes the heart of 
Walla Walla, Washington’s historic housing 
district. Though beautiful, featuring a mature 
street canopy and a variety of opulent homes 
of different styles and sizes, it serves as a 
paragon of the fruits of good contemporary 
city planning not because of its form per se, 
but because of the process by which it was 
allowed to achieve it. Walla Walla has received 
positive attention for a recent round of zoning 
reforms aimed at stimulating ‘smart growth.’ 
These zoning reforms largely include 
permutations of what this report covers; 
consolidated zoning, greater provisions for 
missing-middle housing, and simplified 
regulations.  

 
The guiding idea of their planning 

effort is a simple and classic approach: 
identify attractive neighborhoods virtually 
everybody in the community likes, and tailor 
code standards to them. Encourage more 
Palouse Streets, and more 20th-century 
downtowns (Walla Walla’s downtown was 
recently named to the National Historic 
Register), less Ninth and Isaacs Avenues, 
which are composed of sprawling strip malls, 
late-century cul-de-sac subdivisions, and 
oversized single-family homes amongst 
expansive seas of imported bluegrass. Many 
of America’s most iconic and beloved 
neighborhoods, incorporating dense mixed-
use streets and a cornucopia of residential 
configurations ranging from small cottages to 
former mansions converted to apartments, 
have become impossible to replicate as a 
consequence of common zoning practices 
since WWII; it’s no coincidence that the most 
‘historic’ neighborhoods are also frequently 
the most desirable, their grandfathered status 
often allows them to develop flexibly and 
naturally.  

 
But, as this is not a novel premise in 

planning, it is not why Walla Walla’s new code 
is noteworthy. While many communities have 
sought to recreate their favorite local 
environments through tailored and targeted 
zoning and design standards, few have 
witnessed them reappear. This is partly 
because until recently, few communities, no 
matter what kind of neighborhood they were 
envisioning to foster, dispensed with what is 
today understood as a deeply pernicious 
aspect of the antecedent half-century-plus of 
city planning: they planned with the intention 
of new developments being built to a finished 
state. Characteristic of what is often derisively 
referred to as the “suburban experiment,” this 
is not how resilient historical neighborhoods 
came to be.  

 
Palouse Street gradually increased in 

density over time as needed by changing 
circumstances in the greater community. It 
was adaptable and its growth was generally 
governed by the neighborhood’s own 
inhabitants, allowed to harmonize at its own 
pace with many competing priorities within 
the city; it is probably no coincidence the 
neighborhood feeds into what is currently the 
most vibrant section of downtown. In 
summary, like most great neighborhoods, it 
grew, and was allowed to grow, organically 
and incrementally. The neighborhood created 
wealth, as these incremental improvements 
and increases in density generated equity for 
its inhabitants, invited new faces to the 
community, and stimulated commerce 
without demanding any sizable expansion of 
infrastructure from the city. Walla Walla’s city 
council looks at Palouse Street with pride, not 
over its Victorian manors and Prairie Style 
roofs, but over its mailbox clusters, side 
staircases and backyard cottages.  
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 Just outside of Walla Walla lies an 
encirclement of rolling hills, mountains, and 
rich farmland, the preservation of which was 
identified as an imperative priority by the city. 
With a housing affordability crisis that 
includes 28% severe cost-burdenship and an 
estimated unit-shortage of 3,700 for a town of 
33,000, expected to reach 40,000 by 2028, 
inaction on the issue would be deleterious for 
the health of the community. Many cities in 
similar positions have sought to address the 
shortfall by trying to coax major developers 
into constructing large-scale projects that their 
communities may express discomfort with, 
forcing the city on a tight-rope walk between 
the interests of its citizens and the 
community’s basic developmental needs. 

Additional pitfalls of this approach will be 
summarized later, however Walla Walla 
receives praise for foregoing this strategy, 
instead toward remaining a community built 
by many hands. By electing to right-size their 
code to facilitate the growth of existing 
neighborhoods into permutations of the 
densest and most attractive neighborhoods in 
the city, Walla Walla has lifted a proverbial 
glass case over most of its residential zones 
and placed itself at the forefront of best 
practice and excellence in city planning, 
positioning itself to receive rapid growth in 
stride without sprawl or objectionable 
disruptions to the existing community 
character.   

 
 
 
What is the ‘Missing Middle’ and where did it go? 
 

‘Missing-middle housing’ is a term coined to describe housing arrangements incorporating 
multiple units while remaining at a mass and scale comparable to prototypical American residential 
development, thus providing more housing on less land compared to single-family homes. The term 
is often used interchangeably with descriptors such as “gentle density” or “house-scale multi-family” 
because missing-middle development is able to provide significantly greater density using a variety of 
housing types, at a variety of price-points, without disrupting the streetscapes and character of 
single-family neighborhoods. These building types include any kind of residential development 
greater than a single-family home, but less than a mid-rise apartment building; duplexes, fourplexes, 
cottage courts, bungalow courts, townhouses, and live/work units as well as more modest 
apartments and mixed-use buildings. Often, accessory dwelling units are also considered a form of 
missing-middle housing, as they can be appended to existing single-family homes in attached form 
(AADUs) to incrementally convert them into missing-middle housing (see also: “house hacking”). 
Detached ADUs (DADUs) also allow a more dense use of space by creating additional dwelling 
units on lots that otherwise would accommodate only one unit. Because the affordability of housing 
is often limited by land cost and unit size, missing-middle housing is especially desirable where 
shortages of affordable housing are more acute, and developers look to provide greater density and 
smaller units on smaller lots.  

 
Missing-middle development is often viewed as an asset to the vitality of communities 

beyond their direct provision of affordable units. The density they provide allows for the more 
efficient provision of utilities and infrastructure both by their design and by easing the market 
pressure that encourages cities to sprawl with lower-density units. For this same reason, missing-
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middle development can also be a boon to the natural environment, by cutting down on more 
cumbersome infrastructure spread that leads to greater waste, congestion, and liability, as well as 
potentially harmful landscaped environments common among large single-family housing 
developments. Legacy missing-middle neighborhoods lean eclectic in terms of style, but the variety 
in design, type, and price-point of housing tends to result in a valuable variety of occupants. 
Ambient upward density potential of a developed lot where missing-middle housing is permitted 
affords local stakeholders the ability and incentive to undertake redevelopment of their properties, 
improving the quality of the housing stock and community, while providing more units, likely 
supporting local developers and suppliers, and potentially generating financial equity for themselves, 
and an improved tax-basis for the City. Greater neighborhood density enhances the ambulatory 
environment and may benefit nearby or integrated commercial activity. A single neighborhood is 
more likely to contain suitable units for younger and elderly individuals, families–single-generational 
or multi-generational–and low, mid, and/or high-income individuals or families, if the regulatory  
environment allows a variety of missing-middle housing to appear to meet their respective needs, 
thereby enhancing equity, diversity, and community vitality.  

 
The inability of many residential developments missing the ‘missing-middle’ to facilitate this 

equity, diversity, and vitality, has increasingly come under scrutiny in recent years. ‘Exclusionary-
zoning’ has been coined as a double-entendre to describe regulatory land-use practices which 
exclude most uses in most areas, primarily in favor of single-family housing, which has the effect of, 
explicitly or implicitly, preventing people of certain identities, backgrounds, or income levels from 
living in a given community. Exclusionary-zoning is frequently criticized as a key factor perpetuating 
housing unaffordability and inequality in the United States, and thus maintaining explicitly ‘single-
family’ zoning is increasingly considered poor practice in the planning profession. Although lack of 
provisions for missing-middle housing types is the titular element of exclusionary zoning, critique 
also typically includes other zoning related restrictions such as parking minimums, excessive building 
setbacks, and overly subjective design review, to name a few. Despite a long-fraught legal history, 
the now maligned single-family zoning composes around 75% of all residential zoning in the US, 
and as much as 75% of all developable land in the state of California, where the practice originated 
in 1916 (Berkeley, CA). Becoming the dominant residential form following WWII, exclusionary-
zoning is what prompts the ‘missing’ in ‘missing-middle housing.’ 
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As the consequences of exclusionary-zoning have become more apparent in the rapid 
growth of housing prices and the negative economic and social outcomes of resulting segregation, 
government action has become more widespread, and in many cases, providing for the production 
of missing middle housing is precisely what is being legislated into effect. The urgency and ubiquity 
of the matter has resulted in various state preemption efforts against exclusionary zoning across the 
country in places such as Oregon, Nebraska, Virginia, Utah, Michigan, Louisiana, and Vermont. 
Major cities to small communities across the country are taking the initiative. In Idaho, noteworthy 
reforms have been undertaken recently by communities such as Boise, Sandpoint, Hailey, McCall, 
Mountain Home, and Ketchum.  

 
Currently, the City of Victor’s Land Development Code contains provisions for most 

common forms of missing-middle housing, excluding stacked flats and SROs, and recent permitting 
history indicates encouraging demand for the development thereof. 45 of 138 building permit 
applications since the beginning of 2021 have been for some form of missing-middle development. 
However, 13 of those amount to one-unit additions in the form of ADUs, and only one of which is 
within our RS-16 zone, where DADUs are not allowed. With respect to building variety contained 
within our code, every residential zone contains some restriction on allowed missing-middle 
housing, and excepting live/work, only RM-2 is fully permissive. The potential for missing-middle 
development is further inhibited by the allowance of single-family development in both RM-1 and 
RM-2 zones, which are explicitly intended for multi-unit density, as well as the NX zone, which is 
intended to incentivize a walkable density mixed-use environment. 

 
Life-Cycle Housing and ‘The Grand Bargain’ 
 
 Not all housing units are equally suitable to each individual’s needs. Limited availability of a 
diverse assortment of housing configurations may be exclusionary not only to certain demographics 
at a macro-scale, but also to any given individual as their housing needs change throughout their life. 
The lifestyle-housing cycle can be represented in a variety of ways, and the manifested demand is 
constantly evolving along with general demographic trends such as a gradually aging population, 
international and internal migration, lower rates of marriage and corresponding reductions in 
average household size, lower-rates of homeownership (related to shifting distributions of equity), 
and lower community tenures. Housing affordability and housing diversity together can ensure that 
all members of a community maintain a choice to remain, and not be displaced as a result of a 
change in their ‘housing career’. If ever the housing stock produced by zoning policy since the mid-
20th century was appropriate to accommodate citizen’s life-cycles, it no longer appears to be the 
case. Given limits on the availability of opportunities to downsize housing late-in life, or upgrade 
owned units via renovation, even the traditional model of the housing life-cycle is largely unrealized. 
Where homogenous housing configurations are concentrated in proximity to each other, the 
heterogeneity of local communities declines precipitously, re-treading on the pitfalls of socio-
economically segregated neighborhoods.  
 
 The simplistic divide of dense, mixed urban-core versus a homogenous suburban (or 
exurban) residential zone of attainable-intended housing for established families has predominated 
and pervaded recent critiques from the standpoint of planning theory and urban policy. Ironically, it 
was in part the desire to assuage fears of massive and alienating high-density architecture disrupting 
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the residential character of classic-neighborhoods that lead to diminishment of the variety present in 
American neighborhoods and the comedic betrayal of the idealized radial gradient of mass from the 
urban core to the urban fringe, seen below. The ‘grand bargain’ refers to the policy of aggressively 
preserving the diminutive density of freshly constructed suburban neighborhoods in exchange for 
the tentative permission to respond to great housing shortfalls with as massive development as could 
be managed.  
 

 
The ‘grand bargain’ on display in North York, Toronto, Canada 
 
 Decades of this approach has uncovered unsavory side-effects, and today’s affordable 
housing crisis is not helped by a lack of adaptation in response. Aesthetics aside, reducing the great 
majority of all available housing to two poles has compelled anyone whose preferred housing was 
any dwelling type in between to compromise. Displacing housing preference to unsuitable stock may 
either waste space or result in overcrowding, as well as augment cost-burden for households who are 
made to pay for housing accommodations they do not want or need. Alternately, where households 
lack entirely the capacity to save for homeownership in light of the great expense of urban amenity-
rich condos and large-size single-family homes, they acclimate to renting tenure in perpetuity, where 
legacy models of life-cycle housing relegate renting to merely a transitory phase of one’s housing 
career. A widely observed ‘need’ for greater inventory of long-term rental housing is to some extent 
directly attributable to a pre-emptive lack of housing affordability for purchase, and thus the 
successful provision of affordable housing intended for owner occupancy would additionally 
correspond to a decreased demand for long-term rental opportunities. Accordingly, home rental is 
increasingly described and understood as a tenure of constraint, rather than choice. It is important to 
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note for policy purposes that the rental sector is disproportionately represented by medium-density 
dwellings, which further constrains the already limited housing stock of this type. Due to the 
flexibility of housing preference resulting from the low discretionary leverage related to housing, the 
supply of dwellings from developers tend to be a more influential factor in the provision of housing 
stock than simple idealized preference of prospective households. Therefore, action on the part of 
local government via policy is necessary for the thorough provision of adequate housing diversity, 
although supply is unlikely to ever precisely match demand.  
 
 In summary, the ‘grand bargain’ directly constrains housing variety, and as a result, housing 
supply and general cost-burdenship. It accelerates socio-economic segregation, and artificially 
inflates private rental as a housing tenure, while meanwhile denying homeownership as an avenue to 
growing equity for low-income households. It harms neighborhood character in principle and city 
design at a macro-scale. A particular negative impact is realized by younger, single individuals who 
seek affordable one or two bedroom units, and older households who increasingly require modern 
or retrofitted housing designed for accessibility to accommodate physical disabilities. The ‘grand 
bargain’ is also a contributor to land speculation and lot vacancy in the urban core. Where large 
development projects are possible, and demand is acute, land costs trend more sharply upward as 
owners of said vacant lot are incentivized to hold the property in anticipation of an ultimately rare 
lucrative offer from a large-scale developer. This causes downtown lots to sit empty, presenting a 
roadblock for potential affordable housing or new commerce, while depending on investment from 
outside the community (and ultimately exporting monetary gain outside the community), for the 
development of the lot as part of a project that is likely to out scale its surroundings, while squeezing 
out local, smaller-scale developers.   
 
 
Incrementalism 
 
 The recent pandemic highlighted the many ways in which modern development patterns 
have rendered communities across the country fragile and vulnerable. In its aftermath, some 
communities will likely never recover, and many more will never be the same. The stress placed on 
communities big and small have stimulated widespread interest and creativity in the fundamental 
design of our communities. As part of a concept comparing block designs on the basis of how they 
encourage or discourage viral vectoring at the height of the pandemic, Charleston-based urban 
designers Bevan and Liberatos produced the following juxtaposition between Historic Charleston 
and a popular layout of high-rise department development called the ‘Texas Donut’: 
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 At face value, the demonstration extols the advantages of historic missing-middle and 
mixed-use density development in the pandemic environment. If there were a breakout here, the 
neighborhood could be temporarily isolated without destroying its functionality, and without 
demanding any restriction on adjacent neighborhoods beyond travel to-and-from the affected block. 
Within the block, locals would still be free to retrieve food and other staples, get some exercise, or 
check on their neighbors, all at a safe distance. The local economy can be both open for business 
and closed to transmission; but in either the sprawling exurban neighborhood, or the massive Texas 
donut apartment block, the idea of quarantine breaks down when a household, and indeed, every 
household, is in need of any kind of commercial goods or services, or to travel to their place of 
work. Development patterns of the past century encourage the frequent mass clustering of people, 
in traffic, at places of commerce, places of work, and perhaps even the elevator to exit their place of 
residence. 
 
 But as was clear quickly after the concept was released, the demonstration extols the 
advantage of this traditional pattern of development in general. Both blocks have an equal number 
of bedrooms and commercial space. Additionally, the historical block hosts 13 community gardens 
and 68 porches ( the Texas donut has none). Charleston achieves this with the fine-grained location 
of 2-4 story buildings, whereas the apartment block is a single, 6-story mass. The prime sacrifice at 
play in the achievement of Historic Charleston over the Texas Donut is time. An apartment building 
is constructed all at once, whereas the Charleston block came to be incrementally, over time, and by 
the combined effort of the community that forms it. 
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 An eclectic mix of owners and residents will provide for a diverse and active environment 
that gradually pushes the neighborhood through dynamic states, across generations, informed by its 
many stakeholders; it is a resilient, antifragile, adaptable community. The Texas Donut may have one 
owner; above its many tenants. What happens when the property management cuts corners, 
maintenance is deferred, the owner goes bankrupt, or the neighborhood takes a downturn? What if 
the building is sold, and the new owner aggressively raises rents and evicts established tenants, 
creating a massive local displacement crisis? If nothing goes wrong, who accrues wealth from the 
appreciation of the property and the neighborhood? What kind of business would take advantage of 
the commercial space in a development of this scale? What would it take for a tenant to carve out 
their own stake in such a project? Who would own this sort of development in the first place? 
 
 In the incremental city shaped by many hands, and built by many small, likely local 
developers, the community does not afford a small collection of large scale developers unequal 
power over the community, and does not depend on them to provide the housing they need. The 
community reflects the preferences and choices of a greater number of stakeholders, and bad 
development experiments fail quickly at low-impact. Neither Planning and Zoning Staff, nor any 
private developer, no matter how experienced, could concretely advise how many more housing 
units the city needs, or what the perfect mix of single and multi-family housing is. But if given the 
opportunity, the emergent combined wisdom of the city’s population potentially could.  
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 As discussed previously, the modern land use policy environment is restrictive or prohibitive 
of the replication of traditional and historic neighborhoods. Bevan and Liberatos help depict the 
potential value left at the table for as long as this remains true. When cities make it excessively 
difficult to build, the cost to do so in terms of time and resources turn the prospect into a high-
stakes process that only wealthier patrons can afford. This can put local governments at odds with 
the public. Because the city ultimately requires more housing to meet its basic needs, the public 
ultimately bears the cost of functional exclusivity in the form of less incrementally produced 
housing, which is also thereby more expensive, and risks harm to the community character in the 
form of a large-scale project designed by a select few private professionals who may or may not have 
any connection to the community.  
 
 
The Tendency Toward Oversized Housing 
 
 Why aren’t developers building more affordable housing? One could hardly fathom 
someone, let alone someone whose livelihood is related in any way to housing, could be unaware of 
the overwhelming need for more housing that an invaluable but low-income worker such as a 
teacher, or fireman, could afford. But the cheap units never come, seemingly each proposal is for 
luxury apartments, or a large, modern, single-family home. Why? 
 
 New construction is expensive. In 2022, the median cost of constructing a new single-family 
home was $115 per square foot, at an average size of 2,594 square feet, according to the NAHB. 
The land the home is built on is not free, and unless the house is expressly commissioned by its 
eventual occupant, it would be a missed opportunity for profit if the home was not built to a scale 
that made ‘generous’ use of the land it was built on. The bigger, the better. The cost of land in Teton 
Valley is not the national median, nor is the cost of construction. If the builders made no profit on a 
new home, it would still be out of reach for many low-income would-be buyers. The same challenge 
applies to new condos or even ‘missing-middle’ units. So, if new units are not affordable, how do 
they contribute to affordable housing? At market rate, the hope is that new units contribute to 
‘filtering,’ wherein higher-income households purchase new units, vacating more dated, and thereby 
more affordable housing in the process. This idea is easy to meet with great skepticism. There are 
many things that can disrupt a supposed “trickle-down” effect of housing affordability, including 
backed up latent demand, gentrification, and not least, the general American expectation that 
homeownership builds equity through appreciation. At a macro-scale, most data suggests that added 
housing supply improves housing affordability, unless most new supply is in the form of single 
family units. But, given the added caveat of being an extremely attractive recreation community in 
beautiful Teton Valley, it may be dubious to expect Victor to realize relief from filtering anytime 
soon.  
 
 Not every household, including families, necessarily needs or even desires a 2,594 square 
foot house. The ever-increasing number of young, single prospective first-time homebuyers, and 
near or active retirees looking to downsize, show strong preference for smaller ‘starter homes’ that 
sacrifice amenities like yard space, floor-area, guest-bedrooms, and so on, for affordability. It would 
be a more direct boon to housing affordability to provide more such units, as they are not only in 
high demand, but they are also generally scarce. The cost of land alone is cost-prohibitive of such 
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units at a price affordable to even the AMI. The conclusion of this segment should be fairly 
intuitive. A developer could off-set the cost of land, 16,000 square foot parcels being the most 
plentiful, by producing several units per parcel and selling each to a different owner at a fraction of 
the cost of one unit making use of the full parcel. But, this is not allowed due to the City’s single-
family zoning. In pursuit of profit, studies repeatedly show the most viable option for developers is 
to populate lots with very expensive single-family homes that will never be affordable unless they 
become blight, and add very little to the total housing stock compared to the land it consumes. In 
extremely constrained housing markets, this holds true even on parcels that are not vacant, but host 
housing that is currently affordable. 
 
 Bigger houses increase the space between units, sprawling the city outward in service of a 
small number of units, requiring expensive commitments of city infrastructure. Because the 
assessment of fees for new such infrastructure is not adjusted for this infrastructure strain, the added 
cost is regressively absorbed by the rest of the city, and the fringe development is effectively 
subsidized. Land at the fringe of the city remains the most affordable, relative to land closer to the 
downtown core, and the trend continues. Agglomeration factors associated with the development of 
additional single-family housing compound housing unaffordability, and the sprawl begets more 
sprawl until it meets a limit, which is outside of the city’s jurisdiction. The ever-increasing scale of 
houses as one approaches the edge of town from the center mitigates any sense of transition from 
village to countryside, especially as frontage is enlarged to provide maximum privacy to backyards. 
  
 Of course, in addition to exclusionary zoning, the cost of single-family homes is augmented 
by the lack of missing-middle housing, as well private lending and financing policies beyond the 
city’s control impacting home development and introducing major challenges to mixed-use and 
missing-middle density projects. The city could also consider review of restrictive regulations beyond 
lot requirements that inflate the cost of building, or needlessly extend permit review time which 
costs developers in interest on their financing.  
 
Short-Term Rentals 
 
 The natural amenities of Western resort towns render them an especially popular location 
for short-term rental (STR) activity. Every single community reviewed for this report identified 
short-term rentals as a significant, and in some cases, the most significant challenge to their local 
housing supply. Not only are short-term rental units not meaningfully available to the local 
workforce or low-income residents, they also diminish pre-existing supply when units that were once 
available to accommodate locals are ‘lost’ to the short-term rental market. In this respect, they 
actively contribute to the displacement of the established community, encouraging tenant evictions 
if a landlord concludes they can earn more from STRs as opposed to long-term rentals, while 
tanking local occupancy rates and ballooning the seasonality of business activity. The decrease in 
gross residential units creates an acute scarcity of both long-term rentals as well as for sale units, 
driving housing cost increases as sharp as anywhere else in the country. Moreover, STRs are 
commonly associated with a negative effect on the character and quality of life in residential areas 
due to noise and nuisance caused by the visitors they attract. In many cases, overcrowding of rooms 
in STRs has provoked fire-code concerns, requiring more stringent monitoring and enforcement.  
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The City of Victor’s ability to restrict or regulate STRs is limited by the State of Idaho. The 
City may not prohibit, expressly or practically, the operation of short-term rental properties, and 
may not attempt to regulate a short-term rental marketplace. The City is required to consider STRs a 
residential land use for all purposes related to zoning. Some resort towns, such as those in Colorado, 
California, and Washington, have imposed strict regulations on STRs and, consequently, enjoy far 
milder indicators of housing pressure than their peers, regionally and within their own states. An 
illuminating comparison would be Durango, Colorado, which strictly regulates STRs, resulting in a 
composition of their housing stock totaling only 1.5%, and Summit County, CO, where restrictions 
are light, and an estimated 9,800 STRs compose 33% of the total housing stock in the county.  

 

TITLE 67 

STATE GOVERNMENT AND STATE AFFAIRS 

CHAPTER 65 

LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING 

67-6539.  LIMITATIONS ON REGULATION OF SHORT-TERM RENTALS AND VACATION RENTALS. 
 ( 1 ) Neither a county nor a city may enact or enforce any ordinance that has 
the express or practical effect of prohibiting short-term rentals or vacation rentals 
in the county or city.  A county or city may implement such reasonable regulations as 
it deems necessary to safeguard the public health, safety and general welfare in order 
to protect the integrity of residential neighborhoods in which short-term rentals or 
vacation rentals operate. A short-term rental or vacation rental shall be classified as 
a residential land use for zoning purposes subject to all zoning requirement applicable 
thereto.  

( 2 )  Neither a county nor a city can regulate the operation of a short-term 
rental marketplace.  

History: 

 [67-6539, added 2017, ch. 239, sec. 2,  p. 592;  am. 2018, ch. 79, sec. 1,  p. 179. ] 
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In Idaho, McCall, Sandpoint, and Boise have taken the most action to address issues caused 
by STRs in their communities. McCall requires STRs to pay a Local Option Tax (LOT), obtain a 
business license, and receive a CUP for rentals of 10 or more people. Sandpoint maintains a cap on 
total STRs permitted with exceptions to owner-occupied sites, along with additional taxes and 
building safety standards.  

Conversely to their detriments, short-term rentals, rather than a hotel or bed-and-breakfast, 
serve as a low-cost and flexible undertaking for a homeowner, offering an avenue for supplementary 
income for local residents, in some cases funding their residency or improvements to their property. 
STRs are often preferred to chain hotels, especially for families. It should not be ignored that short-
term rentals also satisfy an important, if small, niche in a healthy housing inventory, which goes 
beyond accommodating tourists. Many anecdotes from the midwest demonstrate that short-term 
rentals can act as a catalyst for the restoration of vacant properties and a bulwark against 
neighborhood decline in times of economic downturn.  
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ReENVISION VICTOR 
COMPREHENSIVE  
PLAN ANALYSIS 

 

KEY: 

Strategy 
● Values 

○ Goals 
■ Objectives 

v  Explication 
Compact and Livable City | Small-Business and Localized Economy | Infilled, Active 
Downtown | Green Space | Multimodal Transportation 

● Compact and Livable City 
○ Designate adequate land to accommodate existing and future demand for residential, 

commercial, industrial, and recreational development. 
■ Ensure a family-friendly community. 

 
Teton Valley enjoys a greater saturation of families than any comparable resort community. 

According to ACS data from 2020, 38% of Victor households include a married couple, and 41% of 
households include children under 18 years old. Figure 2 compares Victor to other similar towns. 

 
 

-ACS 2020; S1101 
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Families, and especially families with children, express sharply different preferences for 
housing types than individuals who are unmarried, or live alone or with roommates. This is essential 
to consider when evaluating what kind of housing is needed to diffuse affordable housing pressures, 
and thereby what policy strategies are of the highest priority. It is also important to understand as to 
contextualize the City of Victor in relation to other communities, and to distill what makes our 
community unique and special.  

 
Families with children face special challenges created by the affordable housing shortage, 

many cascading from the more general economic crunch it creates, and capturing them in a short 
summary is intractable, so consider the following a non-exhaustive sample.  

 
Because educators typically earn a salary below the AMI, they struggle along with other 

essential full-time workers to find affordable housing, and thus the school district has a difficult time 
recruiting adequate staff. Moreover, extended commute times exacerbate the affordability issue and 
can cause additional problems in times of inclement weather. Thus, without even considering the 
quality of staff the school district can procure, places like Telluride estimate over 1 full combined 
year of substitute instruction upon graduation from k-12 for their students, due to housing 
challenges alone.  

 
Current housing prices present a more significant barrier to homeownership for first-time 

homeowners since new homeowners are unable to capture rising home equity in an existing home to 
leverage towards a new purchase. A deficit of 1st-generation homebuyers was identified as a specific 
problem by Durango, Taos, Leavenworth, Southwest Colorado, and Telluride.  The San Miguel 
County study identified that when affordable deed-restricted ownership opportunities are provided, 
their residents are much more likely to both be younger than the median age, and to have children. 
The same pattern was identified in Teton County, WY. In general, residents appear to be avoidant of 
living with roommates beginning in their late 20s, regardless of family status, concluding that studio 
and one-bedroom units can help retain older and more skilled employees. This illustrates that the 
costs associated with beginning a family may cause displacement from our community as long as 
housing remains unaffordable. In general, families are less able to compromise on the type of 
residence they live in, resulting in them being at greater risk of displacement, or facing 
insurmountable barriers to entry. The housing study for Whitefish demonstrated that, indeed, 
workforce families represent a disproportionate amount of community departures due to housing 
problems. Whitefish experienced a 15% decline in the number of households with children from 
2000 to 2010, and another 13% decline from 2010 to 2020. 

 
The family preference for single-family homes is consistent across studies that include such 

data, but it should be understood that families’ struggle with displacement persists even where 
single-family homes are an overwhelming majority of the existing housing stock, as in Victor, 
highlighting the issue as a matter of affordability and the specific character of units produced. 
Durango, Leavenworth, and Southwest Colorado studies discuss the lack of ‘starter homes’ which 
are less expensive homes much smaller in size than what is frequently built, an issue that will be 
revisited later in the report. The ability for families to purchase and own a home as opposed to 
renting is important when considering data such as that from Summit County which shows: of 
adults with children, 50% who are renting are also cost-burdened, compared to 14% of those who 
are not cost-burdened, e.g. a disproportionate number of families with children are enduring a 
greater cost-burden due to the aforementioned barriers to entry, thus diminishing their economic 
well-being. Additionally, cost-burdened households with families pay much greater mortgage/rent, 
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and much lower utilities, suggesting that cost-burdened household disproportionately occupy newer 
housing stock. This trend is not persistent for households without kids, and it implies that the need 
for appropriate residential accommodations for families are so scarce, that family households will 
stretch their finances thin to secure housing as it becomes available, whereas non-cost burdened 
families may have advantaged access to affordable housing, such as long ownership tenure. In San 
Miguel County, 60% of market-rate homes have been owned for longer than 20 years.  

 
Summit County data also indicates that although families with children ultimately prefer 

single-family homes to a great degree, those earning less than 80% AMI are significantly more 
interested in duplexes, townhomes, and condos, and those earning between 80%-120% AMI report 
significant interest in duplexes and townhomes, but not condos, lending credence to the value of 
augmenting housing variety. 

 
According to the 2022 Teton Regional Housing Needs Assessment survey results, about 

15% of employees working in Teton County, ID expect to retire within the next 5 years. This 
equates to about 800 employees and is a greater proportion of the workforce base than any other 
region included in the study. Although 96% of such people indicate they currently own their home, 
many of them having been able to purchase one during the 2008 recession, affordable housing 
pressures still present steep challenges to this population. For retired residents that prefer to age in 
place, lower maintenance, smaller patio homes or attached product are often desired as residents 
age. The need for senior care services and life care or assisted care options will also increase. There 
are currently no assisted living centers or skilled nursing facilities in the Teton Valley.  

 
The displacement of seniors due to an inability to downsize was specifically mentioned in a 

handful of the reviewed housing studies, including that for The Southwest Colorado Council of 
Governments, Leavenworth, Whitefish, and Taos. Summit County, Colorado, home to 
Breckenridge, Frisco, Silverthorne, Keystone, etc. explored this issue in particular detail in their 
study. Having a similar proportion of the workforce nearing-retirement, as well as currently owning 
their home, they found that this population struggled with projected decreases in income due to 
retirement, and leave the community upon retirement at a high rate. There is a significant 
discrepancy in the housing costs of those retirees or near-retirees who are cost-burdened and those 
who are not, with those cost-burdened paying more than double on a monthly basis for their 
housing, suggesting that retirees who are able to age-in-place possess some kind of advantaged 
access to housing, such as long tenure of ownership. This is poignant when considering the housing 
stock of Teton Valley, where the firm majority of housing is less than 30, or even 20 years old. 
Survey results of this demographic indicate that they would strongly consider living in duplexes, 
townhomes, or condos if they were more available, keeping in mind that in relation to Victor, the 
existing housing stock in Summit County is much more diverse.  Although the retired or near-retired 
population is willing to consider a fairly wide array of housing options, they are the least likely 
population to compromise on their desired housing. If the general desired stock is not affordable to 
them, they will simply leave.  
 

■ Encourage land use patterns that promote economic and social prosperity, as 
well as efficiency in infrastructure and services. 
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 Land-use density correlates negatively with the operational costs of public infrastructure 
including utilities, transit, emergency services, and schools. That is, lower density corresponds with 
higher costs of procuring and maintaining practically all types of public services. These increased 
costs are absorbed regressively by a community in common, while outward spatial expansion 
decreases walkability and the impact of commercial space causing urban decline (at scale), in favor of 
increased vehicle trips and accompanying congestion. Environmental opportunity costs of low-
density residential development include displacements of open spaces such as farmland, wetlands, 
wooded areas, and local residents via pursuant increases in the cost of land. Moreover, it may lead to 
a penalty to the productivity of surrounding land, for example, by disrupting local farming activity, 
disturbing wildlife, contaminating groundwater, and inducing vehicle traffic. This results in higher 
costs of housing, higher liabilities for municipal government, lower economic performance, lower 
infrastructural quality, and lower environmental quality. Tangential but necessary to consider in light 
of this are the burdensome externalities involved in greater community auto-orientation, (cost, 
safety, environmental, congestion). The Utah’s Governor’s Office used an integrated transportation 
and land use impact model to predict regional, subregional and on-site infrastructure costs of various 

development scenarios in 
the Salt Lake City region. 
The results indicate that 
more compact and multi-
modal development 
options typically reduce 
total per capita land 
consumption 39%, water 
consumption 25%, 
infrastructure by 39%, 
and air pollution by 6%, 
as well as improving 
mobility options for non-
drivers.  

 
Source: FHWA 2012, Table HM72 
As urban densities decline, per capita 
roadway increases. This increases 
infrastructure costs, hydrologic and 
stormwater management costs and 
environmental impacts. (each dot 
represents a U.S. urban region.) 
 
 In general, low-density 
residential land use can 
be linked with both 
horizontal and vertical 
inequity. As discussed, 

increased associated costs of public services are distributed among both residents who occupy low-
density units, as well as those who do not within the same constituency. Inasmuch as the regulatory 
land-use environment facilitates simple development of single-family housing while imposing 
restrictive barriers to multi-family development, raising associated costs asymmetrically, it is 
functionally more expensive to elect fewer societal costs via housing choice. The effective-subsidy 
tends to create a circular artificial consumer preference for single-family housing, wherein it is 
preferred due to greater realized affordability in relation to multi-family options, driving ever-
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increased general unaffordability due to the externalities of low-density single-family development. 
Degraded walking and cycling conditions, as well as public-transit viability, were services to be 
introduced, reduces transit accessibility and increases costs associated with transport, 
disproportionately isolating and harming vulnerable groups. Housing variety is an important feature 
of localities which are able to accommodate a diverse and integrated population. Higher-density, 
lower-cost alternatives to single-family homes provide appropriate options for younger and elderly 
individuals, lower-income individuals, multi-generational families, single individuals, and the 
proximal location of these groups within a shared space. When housing varieties are not mixed, 
patterns of economic and demographic segregation have a tendency to appear, resulting in the 
associated negative outcomes. Furthermore, per capita crime is positively associated with lower 
housing density, worse transit connectivity, and lower housing type variety. 
 
 An important feature of greater 
‘potential density’ is the flexibility of 
developed uses. Where a low-density 
development is limited in upward 
potential and intended as built to a 
finished state, neighborhoods struggle 
to retain community members 
throughout their life-cycle, and little 
incentive exists for prolonged 
maintenance of the housing stock, 
having a deleterious effect on the 
economic vitality of the community. 
When families for whom an occupied 
single-family home is appropriate elect 
to grow and therefore require more 
space, they often are forced to leave 
their current neighborhood, because 
they lack the potential to renovate their 
housing to suit their needs. The 
neighborhood loses a tenured member, 
and the family is likely required to 
sacrifice some financial well-being, for 
lack of agency over property-contained 
equity, and lack of flexibility to obtain appropriate housing accommodation. What’s more is that 
sacrificing their housing tenure exposes them to whatever advance of general housing affordability 
has occurred from the time they last secured housing. Nevertheless, more affluent households can 
absorb these risks and relocate to improved housing stock, foregoing the barriers to improving their 
own, leaving households with less financial strength to wind up isolated, and with less appropriate and 
quality housing. Very high housing pressures and a lack of regulatory flexibility increases the likelihood 
of unit overcrowding. 
  

■ Promote and encourage the development of housing, employment, and 
services adjacent to one another. 

 
 The value of any given development is typically influenced in part by the proximity of other 
developments and their synergy. The original onus of land-use zoning was the prevention of noxious 
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development in proximity to residential neighborhoods. But, commercial businesses benefit directly 
from greater residential density, and more potential patrons, nearby. Industrial uses can benefit from 
being near housing if said housing may be appropriate for their employees, with the possibility of 
walking to work making employment more attractive at no extra cost to the employer. It is 
straightforward to recognize of course that infill and increased density bring everything in the city 
closer together, and more people nearer to services and employment. More units per lot, smaller and 
narrower lots, and development of vacant lots is self-explanatory in service of this goal. It should 
not be overlooked that, especially as it pertains to residential development, the city is vying for 
residents to add units to the city’s housing stock over building housing in the county. Thus, any 
strategy which relaxes regulatory restrictions within the city forwards this goal.  
 

 
 With its relatively small size, at around 2.5 miles across in any direction, the City of Victor is 
still built to a relatively walkable scale. In the winter, it may be annoying to walk from The Ponds to 
Grand Teton Brewing Company, but it is not impractical. In the summer, such a walk may be 
downright pleasant. Although, the walkable quality of a city depends not just on the space between 
destinations, but also the quality and accommodation of its streetscapes. Victor’s Design Standards 
and Guidelines and Land Development Code help to exact support for quality streetscapes from 
new development, gradually improving the densest corridors of the city for pedestrian use. 
However, introducing the possibility for denser development nearly everywhere in the city, and 
therefore development subject to Design Standards and Guidelines nearly everywhere in the city, 
can help promulgate walkability throughout the city more thoroughly and rapidly. Creating a city 
which is more walkable and inviting will invite residents to consider walking. This should increase 
the perceived viability of either smaller or somewhat more expensive housing within the city, due to 
an off-set of daily expenditure required for transportation. It should also facilitate the circulation of 
wealth within the community by supporting businesses which benefit from pedestrian exposure.  
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 While bringing residential development nearer to the city’s businesses and employment hubs 
may be conceptually simple, it may be at least as valuable to make inroads toward bringing business 
and employment nearer to the city’s residential development. Namely, by exploring the incremental 
introduction of commercial operations in residential zones, in the form of small-scale mixed use 
development. Many cities have recently begun lifting prohibitions on this prospect under certain 
conditions, generally regarding size and use; e.g. showing strong preference for mom and pop 
florists, dentists, cafe’s, and so on. This strategy would help disperse commerce throughout the city 
and tie the community together with niche uses that encourage sparse trips to every corner of town. 
It also provides homeowners with another avenue to pursue transformative income opportunities. 
Accessory Dwelling Units can also improve the economic versatility of the city by making way for 
more accommodating remote-work conditions or live-work (esque) configurations.  
 

○ Prioritize infill and redevelopment over new greenfield development. 
■ Develop standards for infill and redevelopment and offer incentives such as 

density bonuses, within the Downtown Core and Downtown 
Neighborhoods. 
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 Currently, most development within the City of Victor is new relative to the typical age of 
building stock in a comparable town. Stick-built housing is generally expected to demand substantial 
maintenance after a period of around 30 years, potentially accelerated by harsh weather. 
Redevelopment and renovation of the city’s housing stock is in service of a variety of goals including 
safety, energy efficiency, and community investment. New development allowances such as the 
potential for adding units or commercial space could provide an incentive to undergo 
redevelopment that would otherwise be deferred for lack of urgent need. Renovation can help 
transform existing structures into desired missing-middle housing which is desirable to underserved 
demographics.  
 It is yet again important to understand this goal with respect to the City’s position in the 
wider Teton Valley, knowing that infill can be achieved by absorbing residential demand which is 
hopefully displaced by the new county zoning and pending AOI agreement, from the county and 
into the city. In anticipation of this potential trend, it is especially timely for the City to review its 
residential land-use policy so that it can best reflect the desired direction of the community as it 
grows. Hypothetical development in the county generally represents greenfield development, as 
opposed to infill which has diminished value as green space without improvement. The appendix 
entry on ‘incrementalism’  

The implementation density bonuses to incentivize deed-restricted housing depends on the 
addition of a regulatory mechanism that the city does not currently use, in floor-area ratios, or an 
equivalent measure. Density in the City of Victor is only limited de facto by lot and use constraints, 
rather than explicitly by a density measure provision. Introducing such a provision imposes a 
currently non-existent cap on the units that could be produced as part of a given project, potentially 
limiting the production of market-rate housing, in exchange for a mechanism to gain deed-restricted 
housing stock, which circumvents the housing ‘filtering’ cycle and is thereby an order of magnitude 
more effective at alleviating housing pressure for low or middle-income households.  
 

‘Smart Growth’ refers to a generalized set of regulatory land-use policies oriented toward improved land-use 
efficiency that takes advantage of agglomeration benefits associated with residential density. The principles of the policy-
set are oriented toward metropolitan-size centers and intended for international applicability. As such, the proper set 
lacks granular aptness with respect to the City of Victor, although the policies themselves are replicable. Data used in 
this report as commentary on ‘low-density residential land use’ typically represents a translation of findings about ‘Smart 
Growth’ policies to a scale relevant to the City of Victor, and should be understood as applicable, if potentially 
imprecise. This is primarily because ‘Smart Growth’ refers to a multitude of policies beyond simple land-use density, 
which is the limit of our summary. As a point of reference, unless otherwise specified, ‘low-density’ refers to 
approximately 5 units per hectare, or 2 units per acre. ‘High-density’ refers to 30-50 units per hectare, or 12-20 units per 
acre. 

 
 
 

EXISTING ZONE Current typical density (based on 
existing examples) 

Hypothetical max density 
(including ADUs) 

Hypothetical max density 
if four-plexes allowed 

RS-16 2 (West Brookside Hollow) 5 units per acre 10 units per acre 

RS-11 (hyp.) N/A 8 units per acre 16 units per acre 

RS-7 3.125 (Rendezvous Meadows) 12 units per acre 24 units per acre 

RS-5 5 (Mountainside Village 2B) 17 units per acre 34 units per acre 

RS-3 6 (Trail Creek Springs PUD) 29 units per acre 58 units per acre 

RN (Walla Walla) ~10 (S Palouse St) 75 units per acre 75 units per acre 
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ASSESSMENT OF  
STRATEGIES 
 

 

Simplify the code as much as possible; consider options to enhance public accessibility. 
Interrogate code restrictions whose purpose in unclear.  
Audit the code for needlessly opaque language, redundancies, discrepancies, and brevity. Evaluate 
code restrictions that add complexity to proposals without serving the intended purpose of a land 
development code or design standards. Explore the creation of an auxiliary guide or manual that 
informally consolidates development requirements and demonstrates exemplary development 
applications. 

Pros: 
● Encourages development by reducing monetary and time cost involved in permitting.  
● Engages the public by rendering code standards more transparent.  
● May communicate desired development and inspire quality construction. 
 
Cons: 
● High administrative effort. 
● Potential cost to produce design and development manual. 

 

Revisit our existing zoning. Consider zone consolidation and/or map modifications 
according to the Future Land Use Map. 
Evaluate the 18 assorted zoning districts to determine if they facilitate community goals and desired 
outcomes, and consider modifications or consolidations if they are deemed exclusionary, overly-
restrictive, or redundant to the form-based elements of our Land Development Code. Explore up- 
zonings according to the Future Land Use Map in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Pros: 
● Comp plan implementation: many areas are zoned at a lower density than intended in 

comparison to future land-use map. 
● Potential to greatly augment potential density; housing variety, and development activity.  
● May result in simplified code and lessened administrative complexity if residential zones are 

consolidated.  
● May remove barriers to socio-economic equity and eligibility for federal HUD funding. 

 
Cons: 
● Significant update likely to increase density beyond comp plan targets. 
● May not enhance the sense of transition to open space at the edge of the city. 
● City-wide rezoning was most recently done in 2015.  
● Rezoning on such a large scale can miss the nuances of a neighborhood and create 

nonconformities.  
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Modify select lot restrictions such as size minimums and setbacks. 
Adjusting the bulk standards for residential zoning districts regarding lot size, setbacks, coverage, 
height, etc.  

Pros: 
● Fosters more opportunities for people to build smaller starter homes to more affordable 

price points.  
● Allows for more site area to be utilized for additional units, like ADUs.  
● Helps to condense the city and reduce strain on infrastructure.  

 
Cons: 
● Could create the visual appeal of higher density.  
● Allows for more creative site design. 

 

Increase height maximum in high-density zones to allow up to four or five stories.  
The current height standards make it difficult for new development to provide more than 3 stories 
and meet all of the building codes and LDC standards.  

Pros: 
● Allows for more density on one site. 
● Creates options for smaller sites to meet parking requirements and still provide additional 

housing units.   
● Is not expected to introduce challenges with more advanced construction types, or fire 

service.  
 

Cons: 
● Potential to encroach on treeline profile and view-corridors. 
● Allows for more architecturally massive buildings.  

 

Identify opportunities to increase building-type flexibility city-wide, such as adding 
provisions for SROs, stacked flats, and neighborhood mixed-use. Consider changes to IRC 
standards to encourage multi-family development. 
Add building standards that allow for stacked flats (vertical duplexes), or single-room occupancy 
buildings (SROs), or neighborhood-scale mixed-use buildings. Consider if treating structures with up 
to 4 dwelling units could be reviewed under IRC standards rather than more strict IBC standards 
(current limit is 2 units, some communities allow up to 6). Consult with Teton County. 

Pros: 
● Enhances housing-stock variety and accommodates a wider demographic set. 
● Encourages development by providing more building options for developers, potentially 

cutting costs. 
● SROs were once a fundamental and extremely flexible step of the American housing-cycle. 

 
Cons: 
● Formerly negative perception of SROs. 
● Excessively small dwelling units may negatively impact mental health over time. 
● Modifications to local IRC standards may be confusing as they deviate from universal code; 

not unusual, but only advisable if benefit is significant.  
● Extra care must be taken not to compromise the safety of permitted buildings. 
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Evaluate the code standards as they relate to manufactured housing and remove any 
existing unnecessary barriers.  
Audit the code to determine if it is consistent with best principles and practices of planning as they 
relate to accommodating manufactured housing and reduce some of their restrictions or barriers of 
entry of they exist.  

Pros: 
● Potential to furnish a high volume of affordable units within a relatively short period of time. 
● Increased local-occupancy as residents typically own their units. 
 
Cons: 
● They typically do not have the same design aesthetic as other single-family neighborhoods.  
● Trailer parks, a related land-use which currently requires a CUP, typically operate under a 

land-rent format which limits the stability of mobile homes a housing type. 
● Deferred maintenance is a common problem as a result of development patterns and 

financing challenges involved with mobile homes.  
 

Audit and evaluate the city’s existing design standards. Consider administrative design 
standards. 
Identify where enhancements and changes could be made to help create a compact community (i.e. 
increased densities; compatible infill; accessory dwelling units, etc.). Explore the creation of 
administrative design standards to apply to small-scale missing middle projects. 

Pros: 
● Reduce dreaded subjectivity and opacity in design expectations. 
● Relax standards that contribute little or nothing toward the intent of design standards. 
● Review for discrepancies, errors, and clarity.  
● Introduce standards that align development nearer to community values and intended 

outcomes. 
● Right-size standards to apply to intended projects. 
● Create a mechanism for gaining deed-restrictions via bonuses. 

 
Cons: 
● High administrative effort, especially considering appropriate collaboration needed. 
● Administrative design review likely to be less strict due to lack of professional expertise 

regarding architecture and design.  
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Improve ADU standards and cottage court standards to simplify and incentivize their 
development. 
Revisit standards regarding ADUs to consolidate information regarding development forms and 
increase clarity on what is permitted and what requirements accompany them. Pursue relaxations of 
restrictions on unit size, quantity allowances, and required infrastructure to make construction more 
viable and progressive toward to goal of housing affordability. 

Pros: 
● Increase the simplicity of code and decrease administrative cost of managing regulatory 

complex developments 
● Incentivize increased land-use density. 
● Incentivize affordable units for underserved life-cycle stages. 
● Increase local and individual equity-building potential of lots. 

 
Cons: 
● Relaxed restrictions may increase perceived and actual density of residential neighborhoods. 

 

Accessory Dwelling Bonus for workforce housing 
Allow an additional ADU (total of 3 units per property barring confounding changes to ADU 
standards) if it is deed restricted for workforce housing and consider allowing as few as one ADU in 
commercial and industrial zoning districts for employee housing if deed restricted (currently at least 
three required to be permitted).   

Pros: 
● Allows increased density on properties that are already developed.  
● Creates a mechanism for deed-restricted units to be added to existing development.  
● Allows for voluntary workforce housing on a smaller scale. 

 
Cons: 
● Unknown impacts on traffic due to increasing density in single-family neighborhoods 

 

Introduce limits to short-term rental (STR) volume such as use restrictions, eligible units 
per property, licensing requirements, and owner-occupancy requirements. 
Limit short-term rentals to one per property, add use standards similar to other lodging uses, and 
increase licensing requirements and fees.  

Pros: 
● Limit the possible number of STRs on property that have more than one unit. Possibly 

opening the additional units to long-term renters.  
● Create use standards that help maintain the neighborhood character of the area.  
● An increased licensing fee could help cover the cost of enforcement. 
● Helps capture wealth locally, especially if modified standards are added for owner-

occupancy.  
● Increases local housing stock and local occupancy. 
● Limits a use that is frequently considered a nuisance.  

 
Cons: 
● Reduces income potential for property owners.  
● Requires resources toward enforcement. 
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Standardize subdivision, annexation, and rezoning exactions for deed-restricted housing 
Require at the time of subdivision, rezoning or annexation an expectation of a required workforce or 
affordable housing by way of the development agreement. Density and percentage could be similar 
to density bonuses for Subdivisions.  

Pros: 
● Provides an avenue to require deed-restricted housing. 
● Limits sprawl by ensuring that annexation at the fringe of the city leads to dense, quality 

development. 
 

Cons: 
● Creation of a maximum density by right. 
● Maximum densities could be lower than what is recommended by the Comp Plan and 

bonuses could be higher than what is recommended by the Comp Plan. 
● Could result in less housing developed if developers do not elect to take advantage of the 

bonus.  
 

Require new employers to provide employee housing in codified circumstances.  
New businesses coming to town with a staff of a certain size, or operating as an appropriate use 
would need to provide housing for a percentage of its employees.  

Pros: 
● Reduces commute times for employees. 
● Promotes staff retention for businesses involved.  
● Produces affordable local occupancy housing units. 

 
Cons: 
● Could discourage business from coming to Victor. 
● Unknown how it would impact existing local businesses looking to expand. 
● Unknown which industries this would impact most and how that could change the character 

and economy of the community.  
 

Require a mix of housing types on site developments above a certain scale.  
Subdivisions or Rezonings of residential property over 5 acres would be required to have at least 2 
different building types within their development.  

Pros: 
● Achieves needed housing variety and quality development.  
● Encourages site design with shared themes, but variability that reduces massing and cookie-

cutter feel. 
 
Cons: 
● May inhibit the maximum possible density on the project site, costing units.  
● May increase cost of development by demanding multiple sets of engineering for different 

building types.  
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Allow ‘incremental development’ by-right. 
Provide a straightforward and by-right avenue for property owners to renovate their property into a 
higher-level use, e.g. from a single-family home to a duplex, or a duplex into a mixed-use building.  

Pros: 
● Promote organic growth throughout the city which is responsive to the needs of 

stakeholders. 
● Enhance safety by easing development pressure that tends to result in overcrowding. 
● Engages local small-scale developers and suppliers in the growth of the city. 
● Enables housing stock to be added more gradually than if the city was more dependent on 

large-multifamily development for new units, preserving town character. 
 

Cons: 
● Administrative resources will need to be dedicated to make this possible.  
● Unknown how complex evaluating building code conformity may be for certain renovations. 

 

Allow up to four-plexes in every residential zone. 
Propose a change to the single and two-family zoning districts to allow them to include more units 
per lot, up to 3- or 4-unit structures.  

Pros: 
● Provides housing variety needed to accommodate demographics otherwise displaced to 

inappropriate housing configurations or out of the community entirely 
● Introduces potential to apply design standards and associated public improvements to 

development in all areas of the City.  
● Creates an incentive for developed residential property to renovate and retrofit, modernizing 

the local housing stock. 
 

Cons: 
● May be incongruent with the Comprehensive Plan, which calls for substantially lower density 

which steps down at a radial distance from the City core. 
● Perceived introduction of increased noise, traffic, and building mass to originally single-

family zones.  
 
Prohibit low-density development, such as single-family and attached houses, and duplexes, 
in multi-family zoning 
Currently single-family development is allowed in all residential zoning districts, resulting in land 
zoned for high-density residential use being developed at low-density. Consider density minimums, 
particularly if density maximums are desired for density bonus provisions. 

Pros: 
● Low-density development would be clustered in areas of town where low-density is intended 

or desired.  
● Higher and better use of multi-family zones, which are located in strategic areas for better 

walkability and connection to transportation networks. Consistent with the Comp Plan. 
 
Cons: 
● Reduces the potential of a mix of housing types in one area.  
● Introduces a new restriction that creates non-conformities.  


