
Staff Response / Changes Made

Of  note, this project is not applicable in the City of Bozeman. The County Planning Department does not have jurisdiction in any incorporated city or town. This Code is 
applicable to the Urban, Rural, and Managed Growth Areas depicted in the County's Future Land Use Map.

Regarding Short-Term Rentals (STRs): To inform the development of the Code, the project team conducted interviews with local housing and economics professionals 
who noted, as you point out, that STRs can both aid affordability when folks can rent out a bedroom in their home or rent their entire home while they are away, and can 
also hinder affordability when units are converted from residential housing to tourist lodging. While the first scenario offers income for residents, the latter situation 
reduces residential unit supply relative to demand - contributing to high housing costs. The supply of new residential units that can be built under County jurisdiction is 
constrained due to lack of infrastructure and services, sensitive lands, and more, making tracking the number of STRs in the County important. The County Housing 
Strategy, built with local data and extensive outreach also notes that "second homes, and investment properties used as short-term rentals can reduce the supply 
available to long-term residents and the workforce" (pg. 8, housing needs assessment) and recommends that the County regulate STRs consistently across zoning 
regulations and implement a licensing program. The Strategy recognizes that regulating STRs is one of the limited tools the County has to impact housing availability. 

To balance the above considerations, the Model Code includes example standards for STRs to mitigate impacts, protect health and safety, and promote housing 
affordability. These standards were informed by best practices used by other local governments and recommended by experts in planning, law, and economics.  One of 
those best practices is to differentiate between STR operators who rent their primary residence or a portion of it (owner-occupied) and operators who are non-residents 
(non-owner occupied) that rent out residences year-around with no primary occupant.  Both owner-occupied and non-owner occupied STRs are either allowed or 
conditional in all of the example sub-districts- thus there is a path to approval for every type of  STR. In the final draft we have modified the owner occupied STR use to 
show "A" for allowed in every sub-district in the non-residential use table. This expands STR opportunities for those who rent their primary residence or a dwelling on the 
same property as their primary residence. We also struck the Fire Department inspection requirement so as not to duplicate Health Department requirements and 
added some clarifying language to make it more clear that the owner need not be on site during the rental period in owner-occupied STRs. Additionally, we have added 
language about non-conforming or "grandfathered" uses, see response to Comment 9.  Lastly, to leave STR's out of the Model Code completely would mean that they 
are not recommended in any of the example zoning districts.  When land uses are not defined and classified as either allowed or conditional in a zoning code it typically 
means that the use is not allowed. Defining STRs, addressing them in the use tables, and establishing clear standards provides a pathway for STR approvals across the 
example sub-districts. 

The introduction of the Model Code discusses that it is focused on housing and that thorough standards to protect wildlife and the enviornment could be added if and 
when the content from the Model Code is implemented as part of any zoning proposal/update. However, some of the standards in the code do indirectly benefit wildlife, 
water, and the enviornment, as represented through the icons.  The Model Code accounts for sensitive lands and infrastrucutre availability by tailoring denisty and other 
recommendations to the Future Land Use Map categories. 

The County does not have the authority to institute a moratorium on development and prevent building all together, though zoning can set the paramaters for 
development through things like density and design standards, which are in the Model Code. Generally, transportation concerns are addressed in trails and 
transportation plans, capital improvements projects, and during subdivision or buildings for lease or rent review. The goal of the Model Code is to create example 
standards that address affordability and quality of life.  

Concerns about the environment, water, wildlife, and the land being able to support development, history given 
about Big Sky and the Yellowstone Club and the impacts of continued development in the area. Concerns about 
traffic and density and viewsheds from new condos/multi-family buildings. Concerns about quality of life and 
impacts of affordable housing on existing residents. Concerns about losing things that can never be recovered. 

Response to Feedback Form Comments 

Comment #, 
Name

1. Hargrove, David

Comment / Summary of Comment

Would like to see grandfathering of existing STRs and for the code to exclude STRs, but if it must include them, 
for Montana residents only. Appreciates affordable housing efforts but believes there is now a surplus of 
housing. States that their STR employs a lot of locals and if it were sold would not be affordable housing. 
Concerns about growth in Bozeman. Concerns about well being of future generations. 

2. Vogel, Katherine L.

Description: To collect feedback on the draft Model Zoning Code for Affordable Housing, an online feedback form was available on the Envision Gallatin website from December 15th, 2025 through February 2nd, 2026. There were four prompts in the feedback form that 
asked participants to reflect on what they liked about the code, what they want to see improved, what standards are missing, and any other thoughts. Shorter comments received via the form are pasted verabitm in the second column and are inside quotation marks 
while longer comments are paraphrased. All feedback form comments are attached to this document and include the corresponding comment number shown in column one. The last column include's staff's response to each comment and, if any changes were made 
based on the comment, a description of what those were. To save space in this document, some staff comments refer the reader to another comment where similar points were brought up, for example "See the response to comment 1." Staff's response to emailed 
public comment starts on page 11 and uses the same formatting as the response to feedback form comments. The project team is grateful to all who took the time to review the Model Code and provide feedback, each comment prompted reflection on the content's of 
the Code and how to make it the most useful, precise, clear, and consistent document possible. Thank you! 



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see response to comment number 1. 

Please see response to comment number 1. There is a path to approval both for non-owner occupied and non-owner occupied STRs in every sub-district in the Model 
Code. The owner is not required to be physically on site during the rental period. The owner-occupied classification is instead based on whether or the not the proposed 
STR is the operator's primary residence. 

HOAs are currently the only mechanism to ensure that roads, parks, trails, and other common amenities in County subdivisions are maintained. The County typically 
requires that HOAs maintain these faciliities as part of subdivision review and approval, along with covenants related to health, safety, and fire protection. 
Unfortunately, there is no alternate mechanism to ensure that these subdivision features are maintained apart from HOA management at this time. 

While some HOAs implement strict standards that can be burdensome and expensive for property owners to comply with, the County unfortunately has no authority to 
regulate HOA administration or private covenants. Additional covenants or restrictions imposed by HOAs are ultimately private contracts that the purchaser agrees to at 
the time of sale. 

Regarding section 2.6 - see response to comment 1, owner-occupied STRs are now listed as an allowed use in every sub-district in the Model Code. 

Please see the response to Comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. Regarding your concern about supporting the ability of 
people who live and work locally to afford housing, see the distinction between owner occupied and non-owner occupied STR's, which addresses this. 

No specific changes to the draft Model Code requested. 

Please see the response to comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. There is no requirement that the owner of the STR be 
physically on-site during the rental period for an owner occupied STR, they need only maintain the property as their primary residence during the rental period. There is 
no requirement that a property owner have two homes in order to rent- a single unit on one parcel could be short-term rented under the applicable procedure for an 
owner-occupied or non-owner occupied STR as listed in the example sub-districts. 

Please see the response to comment 1. When new zoning is implemented or existing zoning is modified, existing, legal uses that do not conform with the new regulation 
("non-conforming uses") are typically allowed to continue. To make this clear for the public, we have added a note about non-conforming uses or "grandfathering" in the 
introduction of the Model Code. This concept applies to all land uses and structures when new zoning regulations are implemented, not just STRs. 

As noted in the introduction, the Model Code is made up of example standards based on best practices, so the STR standards are not currently applicable anywhere in 
the County. Any proposal to implement the example STR standards, or any other standards in the Model Code, to an existing or new zoning regulation would be 
advertised with opportunity for additional public input. The Model Code by itself does not impact any existing STR. 

"NO! I do not support any intrusion on my private property rights. Period. I do not support the model zoning code 
for affordable housing."

"I think the affordable housing incentives could be useful.  I don't support strict regulations on short-term 
rentals as part of an affordable housing plan.  As an outfitter in Montana I know that visitors like to have the 
choice of staying in a short term rental.  The state already has a license system for short term rentals.  An owner 
shouldn't be required to be on site.  If you own a home and would like to rent it for part of the year, that should 
be allowed.  You shouldn't have to own two homes on one parcel to be allowed to rent.  Even people with just 
one property should be allowed to rent.  Visitors do not need an on-site babysitter.  Requiring a local contact or 
property manager may be a good rule."

Reguest to remove the STR section, notes that they were not mentioned in previous surveys. Would like to see 
STR grandfathering regardless of whether the owner occupies the property or not, concerned that the Code 
does not explain how current STRs are effected. Believes that STRs support affordability and that there is no 
evidence that they reduce affordability. 

"Please remove section 2.6 and other restrictions on Short Term Rentals in the Model Code. We are very 
concerned about affordable housing in the county, but restricting STR's will not accomplish affordable housing, 
however, it will impede local residents from supplementing their income to afford the outrageous cost of living 
and property taxes."

"I do not like the way you are limiting property rights in the name of affordable housing.  Making short term 
rentals only allowed with the owner on the property is so restrictive that you are purposely trying to eliminate 
almost all short term rentals.  With the tax changes, short term rentals will already be paying way more in taxes 
that will naturally eliminate some."

Appreciates efforts to promote diverse housing, but has concerns about HOA requirements to manage open 
space and common facilities as they can include extra costs and restrictions on rentals. Concern that this 
combined with the STR section will unecessarily prohibit rentals that can support homeowners who house 
locals with their STR property. Would like to see rental flexibility based on housing types. 

"Yes- short term rental policy (restriction) will result in loss of working and middle class taxpayers ability to ever 
own a home in Gallatin county.   It also is an assault on private property rights.Remove restrictions on short term 
rentals so that more people will be able to use this to afford a home.  Do not restrict the rights we have to use 
our property when we bought it.  To do so is an assault on private property rights.  Allow short term rentals."

3. Aamot, Tara

4. Antonucci, Sarah

5. Atterson, Trinity

6. Bakwin, Chris 

7. Berndt, Robert K

8. Bradford, Sam

9. Brosseau, Angie



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see the response to comment 1 and comment 9.The Model Code by itself does not impact any existing uses. Additionally, the code allows owner occupied STRs 
in all sub-districts to aid affordability - so residents who choose to short-term rent their home for a few months out of the year could do so in any sub-district so long as 
all applicable provisions are met. 

Notably - the Model Code applies to Gallatin County's jurisdiction, which excludes municipalities like Bozeman. However, per recent studies focused in the City of 
Bozeman (2023 EPS Economic Market Update, 2024 GAR Housing Report, and more) the rate of increase in the cost of housing seen in recent years is now slowing due 
to an increased supply of residential units. The County is more constrained that municipalities in the amount of new units it can support due to lack of municipally-
owned infrastructure and services. For this reason, the Model Code identifies a variety of tools for supporting housing affordability through zoning.

Please see the response to comment 1 (we also received your emailed comments and responded to them in the emailed comment section). Regarding costs of land, 
labor, taxes: ufortunately, these costs largely cannot be addressed through zoning. The Housing Strategy recongizes that zoning is one of the few items within the 
County's purview to assist affordability and thus is the focus of the project, we have added language to the introduction of the Model Code to clarify this and note that 
the Model Code is not by itself a solution to the housing crisis. 

Please see response to comment 1. 

Please see response to comment 1. 

We responded to this question via email, any existing PUD or MPUD approvals are not impacted by the Model Code. 

Please see response to comment 1. 

"Please remove Section 2.6 and other restrictions on short term rentals in the Affordable Housing Model Code.  
I'm writing to ask that you remove the restrictions on short term rentals from the Affordable Housing Model 
Code.  Short term rentals are important for our community because many people need to be able to 
supplement their income to be able to afford to live in Gallatin County. Short term rentals are also an important 
part of the the Bozeman tourism economy, which has grown in importance over the years. The proposed 
regulations on short term rentals would not meaningfully expand affordable housing."

"Remove section 2.6 and all STR restrictions from the Model Code. Please remote short-term rental restrictions 
from the Model code for affordable housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in Gallatin County. STRs 
do not create affordable housing when restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing 
supply. These policies harm affordability and property rights rather than improve them."

"Thank you for your efforts on the Model Code. We appreciate your time, expertise, and attention to this 
important issue. We do have a question/clarification as follows: 1) Are Spanish Peaks and Town Center (both 
established communities in Big Sky) “grandfathered” due to existing MPUD approvals? Please advise and thank 
you!"

"Leave out STR restrictions from the Affordable Housing Code!!!!!!!!!! Leave short term rentals alone!! It will 
not create aftordable housing!!!"

Request to remove the STR section. Provides history of Bozeman's regulation of STRs including reports that 
showed they were important for tourist housing and does not believe that the City's new STR regulations 
increased affordability. Concern about being able to short-term rent in an area that allowed it when home was 
bought and that restrictions will prohibit short-term renting at the time they reitre and will impact ability to 
continue living near family. 

Concerns about reducing owner flexibility, believes the code should be deleted or substantially modified. Does 
not believe that the Code addresses the core components of housing that make it expensive - limited land, high 
demand and construction costs, and financing. Believes that restricting STRs reshuffles scarcity and does not 
meet the Code's own goals. 

10. Carr, Denise

11. Cote, Ted

12. Dickson, Albert

13. Dyas, Tonia

14. Famiglietti, Beth 
Lone Mountain Land 

Company

15. Free, Amy 



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Commissioner Brown responded to these some of these comments during the 1/27/2026 public meeting, the recording is available on the County Commission's 
website. Bozeman and Belgrade are outside of the County's planning jurisdiction, thus the Code cannot apply within city boundaries. Big Sky is able to fund some of their 
amenities through a resort tax which is currently not an available funding source in most of the County - the County did not fund the ice rinks or baseball fields in Big Sky. 
We have added language to the introduction of the Model Code to clarify that the goal of the project is not necessarily to increase the number of units built in the County- 
our guiding plans recognize that intense development is best suited for the cities. Rather, the goal of the project is to ensure that zoning is not getting in the way of 
development that is more affordable to residents. 

To account for infrastructure, density and other recommended standards in the Model Code are tied to Future Land Use Map Categories in the County's Growth Policy. 
The Code does not take a "high density everywhere" approach to affordability. Infrastructure is funded by a combination of developer, State, County, and federal funding- 
water and sewer districts are also seperate entities from County government. The County does not have the jurisdictional power or resources to make sweeping 
investments in infrastructure like a municipality. Notably - Four Corners and Gallatin Gateway are some of the only areas in the County's planning jurisdiction with any 
public transportation stops, even if limited. They also have businesses which employ residents. Allowing for residential development at appropriate densities near 
existing development reduces commute times and vehicles on the road, which is important for both human and wildlife safety. Conversely, solely concentrating 
affordable housing in Bozeman and Belgrade when jobs are present in other areas of the County would increase traffic between developed areas, creating concerns for 
air and noise polution, vehicle related injuries, commuting cost, and wear on infrastructure. 

The Housing Strategy provides a detailed discussion about the limited tools the County has to address affordabilty. The only way the County can restrict the pricing of 
units is through a voluntary affordable housing incentive program, which is in the Model Code. Through these incentives, a developer need only dedicate 10% of the 
units in their project, which results in mixed income developments. Lastly, Growth Area Focused Zoning Reform, which may include Gallatin Gateway, is being 
discussed as part of the zoning reform conversation and is a sepate topic from the Model Code. To the best of our knowledge, the County has never been involved in 
fighting a wildlife bridge. 

Please see the response to comment 1, owner occupied STRs are allowed in all of the example sub-districts in the Model Code and the Model Code standards have no 
impact on the City of Bozeman's zoning or STR standards. 

Please see the response to comment 1, owner-occupied STRs are allowed in all of the example sub-districts in the Model Code and the Model Code standards have no 
impact on the City of Bozeman's zoning or STR standards. 

Asks that STR section be deleted and that the County find alternative ways to restrict STRs in Bozeman. Doesn't 
believe that STRs impact affordability as most STRs are high end homes that appeal to visitors, addittionally, 
some STRs are rented temporarily for part of the year while the owner is travelling or away from the home for 
another reason. They can also help in the event of a financial or personal hardship. If restricting STRs, request 
that the County start small and prevent corporations from owning homes. Request to look at new tax laws. 

"Please remove section 2.6 and other restrictions on the short term rentals in the model code. Dear County 
Commissioners - I'm writing to ask that you remove the restrictions on short-term rentals from the Affordable 
Housing Model Code.  Short-term rentals are important for our community - not only because Bozeman is a 
tourist destination, but also because many of us need to be able to supplement our income to be able to afford 
to live in Gallatin County.  Short-term rentals actually make housing affordable - not the opposite.  The 
proposed regulations on STRs would not meaningfully expand affordable housing.  And there is no evidence 
that STRs take away from affordable housing.  Thanks for your consideration!"

Believes that the Code should be available in Bozeman/Belgrade where jobs are. Discussion about amenities in 
Big Sky vs. Gallatin Gateway. Concern about affordable housing efforts in the County and lack of infrastructure 
to support low-income housing, particularly in Gallatin Gateway and Four Corners. Does not believe that 
additional units will change what gets charged for housing. Wants to see data that says there is a need for 
growth and what the infrastructure plan is, references vacancy rate in Bozeman and questions the need for 
more units. Wants to see holistic plan and budget for 10 years. Concern about ghost towns. Request to zone 
Gallatin Gateway, comment about County fighting wildlife bridges, doesn't believe data supports these plans. 

16. Gibbons, Tracie

17. Hogan, Robin

18. Hopkin, Summer



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see the response to comment 1 and comment 9, existing, legal STRs are not impacted by the Model Code. Also, the location you note in  your comments, Bracket 
Creek Rd, is within the Open and Working Lands or Public Lands, Protected, and Constrained Areas categories within the FLUM. The Model Code does not apply to these 
areas. 

Please see the response to comment 1, the Model Code does not recommend a ban on STRs. To the contrary, the Model Code provides a clear pathway to approval for 
every type of STR in every example zoning district in the Model Code.  There is also no need to own multiple dwelling units to short-term rent, a single unit on a property 
can be short-term rented as long as the appropriate provisions are met. In response to public feedback, including from stakeholders with STR interests, the requirement 
for a Conditional Use Permit for some owner occupied STRs was removed. The permitting process was also streamlined to better align with other required permitting 
processes like through the Health Department. 

Regarding the project name - it is difficult to describe the nuances of a project in a short project title.  In an effort to communicate the goals of the project beyond what 
can be conveyed in the title, the project team has included a full description of the project (noting its purpose, limitations, and that it would address quality of life 
alongside affordability) in various communications from the request for proposals for the project to the project website, flyers, workshops, videos, etc. The Growth 
Policy and Housing Strategy both establish that quality of life and well-being are important goals, this is also a topic that came up numerous times during outreach. We 
heard that seperating the housing standards from quality of life and livability standards (trails, open space, walkability, etc.) could result in low quality and potentially 
dangerous development. Thus, the Code includes standards that address multiple features of development. The Model Code cannot be considered a full zoning code as 
it does not include the full range of standards to protect/regulate/account for things like watercourses, wildlife, signage or  agricultural, industrial, and commercial uses 
as a "regular" zoning code would, nor does it include an administrative section or a full definitions section. 

Regarding "mini cities" - the Code does not recommend intense development in any areas that are not already developing, but it does include standards to promote 
compact, contingous community cores in areas with infrastructure, which is done by tying the example sub-districts to the Future Land Use Map categories. 

Regarding STRs, please see the response to comment 1. Regarding the project name, please see the response to comment 20. Regarding snout houses, see the respone 
to comment 24. 

One of the primary goals of the project team was to create a zoning code absent of standards that unecessarily prohibit or limit affordable development. The community 
responded in outreach for this project, the Housing Strategy, and the Growth Policy that it is unacceptable to think of or promote affordable housing without also 
considering quality of life and liveability for newcomers and those who already live here. The Code is an attempt to strike the balance of enough regulation to ensure 
quality, contingous, compact, transportation-oriented development, and not too much as too unecessarily prohibit affordable development. In Gallatin County, lack of 
zoning or local regulation is not necessarily producing affordable units - if that were the case, unzoned areas would be less expensive than zoned areas which, as the 
Housing Needs Assessment shows, is not the case. We have added some language to the introduction of the Model Code to clarify the County's role in affordable 
housing and the goals of the project. 

Lastly, short term rentals have been discussed in previous long-range projects under Envision Gallatin, and early on in this project. For example the Gallatin County 
Housing Strategy and Housing Needs Assessment address STR as described in Comment 1. In addition, the Stakeholder Interviews that were conducted at the outset of 
this project were summarized, shared, and have been posted on the Envision webpage since April of 2025 and address STRs on page 3:  "Stakeholders held conflicting 

 views on short-term rentals (STRs). STRs, particularly owner occupied or secondary rentals, were seen as a way to oƯset mortgage costs and support financial 
resilience for homeowners. Others stressed the need to maximize long-term rentals as a strategy to address affordability and workforce housing shortages. These 
perspectives suggest a potential policy distinction between owner-occupied and investor-owned short-term rentals (STRs), which could inform future zoning or 
licensing strategies ."

"Dear Commissioners - I'm writing to ask that you remove section 2.6, the restrictions on short-term rentals 
from the Affordable Housing Model Code. I am a Billings resident and a long-time property owner in the 
mountains along Brackett Creek in Gallatin County. The ability to use short-term rentals enable me to keep my 
Bozeman property of 20 years as a respite for my daughters and myself. As a state university professor, I need 
the STR income to afford to keep my Gallatin County property. The proposed regulations would not 
meaningfully expand affordable housing, and there is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing 
availability. Thank you for your consideration. Property rights matter!"

Comment that the average citizen won't read the 82 page document. Can see the Code applying to Four 
Corners due to infrastructure availability. Would like to see the STR section removed, believes it violates laws, 
duplicates permitting processes, that input from vacation rental owners should be sought, and that STR 
standards should not be part of a large affordable housing document. Believes focus should be on removing 
regulations and that the Code is more like a full zoning code that includes an STR ban rather than a housing 
focused document, question about "mini cities."  

Believes that most of the code has little to nothing to do with housing affordability and is more aimed at 
aestheticts, example given is snout housing. Believes the title of the project is misleading. Requests that the 
STR section be deleted because STRs should be considered seperately from affordable housing, the regulation 
is burdensome, creates duplicative permitting, and believes that the regulation is illegal. Believes that STRs 
create affordable housing and that increasing owner income increases affordability. Concerns about the owner-
occupied standards and where non-owner occupied would actually be allowed. Wants the County to seek 
engagement on STRs as a standalone item. Believes focus should be on less regulation.  

19. Keller, Sarah

20. Konkel, Alison 

21. Konkel, Blaine
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Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see the response to comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. 

Please see the response to comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. 

Regarding STRs, please see the response to comment 1. 

Regarding snout houses - this standard is common in zoning regulations to promote pedestrian safety and walkability. Many communities adopt this type of regulation to 
promote visibility of the front door, which is valuable in emergency situations and for locating house numbers. "Garage forward" designs decrease the line of sight for 
vehicles, reduce parking, and can create safety issues when the front door is shieled by the garage, making crimes or accidents harder to identify by neighbors or 
passersby. If the topographical features of a lot make this standard impossible to comply with, applicants may apply for a variance to bypass the rqeuirement (if it were 
implemented in zoning, the Model Code is only a reference document). There are also other ways to create front door privacy (landscaping, porches, etc.) if that if 
strongly desired. 

We took another hard look at the Housing Needs Assessment in the Housing Strategy and calculated rental/ownership unit costs against various AMI scenarios to re-
evaluate the AMI limits in the Model Code. We also discussed this topic in depth with the project steering committee and have modified the Code to reflect the following: 
rentals shall be priced for residents earning 60% AMI or less, detached single dwelling units 135% AMI or less, and attached units 120% or less.  We then separated the 
income limits for eligibility to rent/purchase these housing types and set them at slightly higher values,  65% AMI, 150% AMI and 130% AMI, respectively. This is 
intended to address that gap to some extent.  

We explored upping the AMI limit for rental units but discovered that many market-rate units, at least in the Gallatin Valley, could be considered affordable for 
households earning above 60% AMI. In general, the AMI limits established in the incentive program can be adjusted at the time of implementation when it comes to 
resort communities like Big Sky or any unique zoning district. 

Regarding STRs, please see the response to comment 1. Regarding HOAs, please see the response to comment 5. 

"Please REMOVE short-term rental restrictions from the model code for affordable housing. Restrictions on 
short-term rentals just escalates the transfer of property to the super rich instead of allowing middle income 
people, many of which have been lifetime residents of Montana, to have a source of income to afford their 
cherished properties when hit with rising property taxes, etc. Restricting short-term rentals can actually make 
housing LESS affordable for a large group of Montanans."

Request to remove the STR section because they are essential for the community, STRs provide flexible and 
affordable accomodations that boost the economy and provide income for residents. Does not believe that 
restricting STRs results in affordable housing as most STRs wold not convert to long term rentals if short-term 
renting were prohibited, rather, they would be wold to welath out-of-state buyers or remain vacant. Notes that 
housing unaffordability is a result from insufficient supply, regulatory restrictions, and popualtion growth rather 
from STRs. 

"2.2.9 "snout houses" this should not be regulated by the county but by each developments guidelines. There is 
a lot of living space behind garages and on small lots this is very difficult to design. If you look at the ones in city 
of Bozeman such as townhomes they are awful looking and creates no privacy for the front door, wasted 
hallway space to bring to front of the home forward which is all cost!  Allowing ADUS to have minimal setbacks 
is a bad idea that will cause neighborly issues. Many new county wide subdivisions put in their covenants 
weather they allow STR or not. Leave to each development to decide on STR. What is a avg home price of a STR 
900k+ this is not affordable so putting a dozen STR's back on the market does nothing to affordable housing. 
Many STR's are snow birds who live part time and rent part time. So this would make it unaffordable for them. 
Many people own live/work units whom run a business and rent the living space to help with costs. how will this 
effect them.  Affordable housing is nearly impossible in our area. Labor costs are extremely high. Infastructure 
is 70k per lot not including land. removing paving and side walks that would help with costs."

Feedback that while the proposed AMI limits for rental and ownership units address the traditional affordability 
targets they are not appropriate for areas of the County that have a higher cost of living. Example that in Big Sky 
households are in higher AMI brackets (80%-150% range) but home prices are still unaffordable. Encourages 
the County to re-consider AMI brackets to include working families whose incomes do not fall within the range 
that traditionally qualify for housing assitance, e.g., missing middle. 

"I agree with allowing higher density in some areas if there is sewer and water available. Remove section 2.6 on 
Short term rentals. It appears none of the survey questions or discussion in workshops was about Short Term 
Rentals. You need to engage public comment for any STR regulations going forward. There is also not any 
evidence that a ban on Short Term Rentals increases the availability of affordable housing. This STR system 
proposed would be a huge burden and expense for the county to implement. A CUP takes a lot of staff time and 
is unfordable to the property owner. If we are trying to promote affordable housing, increasing regulations 
seems like the wrong tool. I don't believe HOA's should be required. That is just another layer of rules and 
regulations. Most HOA's have monthly or quarterly fees adding to the cost of home ownership."

22. Morrison, Cindy

23. Nitz, Liz

24. Nowlin, Megan

25. OConnor, David  
Big Sky Community 

Housing Trust

26. Orr, Lisa



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

We made sure to leave the trails/multi-modal transportation requirements in the final draft of the Code. 

Regarding STRs, please see the response to comments 1 and 10. 

Regarding landscaping, the minimum sizes need to strike a balance between cost, ease of establishment, and resilience to potential damage post planting. While the 
draft requirements were within the norm for minimum plant sizes in other jurisdictions in Montana, we reached out to wholesale suppliers to evaluate whether a 
reduction in minimum plant sizing could yield notable savings.  This resulted in some reduction in minimum plant sizes for trees, while remaining within the range typical 
for codes in other jurisdictions. In addition, for non-woody materials, the use of landscape plugs is permitted in certain circumstances.  Rather than impose strict 
irrigation requirements, the Model Code promotes low-water use plants and requires maintenance and replacement. 

Please see the response to comment 1. 

Please see the response to comment 1. 

Please see the response to comment 1. 

"I was happy to see mentions of trails and active transportation (along with public transportation) throughout 
the document. I believe that trails should be part of all subdivision developments, not just the Triangle. People 
in rural areas need trails, sometime more than people in urban zones. County roads too often are the only 
option for people who live in rural areas and these can be extremely dangerous and difficult to access for 
people with limited mobility. I want to commend the County for not relaxing standards for parks and trails as it 
relates to affordable housing. It can be temping to do so, but these standards help ensure people in dense 
developments have adequate access to green spaces, recreational amenities, and active transportation 
options. As you say on page 3, "...the Code offers standards that maintain or increase quality of life for existing 
and future residents through example requirements like landscape buffers that separate land uses and 
promoting community facilities like parks and trails." Kudos for ensuring our quality of life remains high here in 
Gallatin County!"

"Landscaping standards: Landscaping is a very real cost driver for builders. The proposed standards require 
minimum plant sizes that are very large and will increase the landscape cost significantly compared to smaller 
plant sizes. Additionally smaller plants tend to recover from the stress of planting more quickly and have a 
higher survival rate. I would recommend eliminating the minimum plant sizes or reducing them substantially if 
the objective is to create more affordable housing. In order to balance this reduction I would put more emphasis 
on irrigation requirements for trees and shrubs and the requirement to maintain and replace plants as needed. I 
do not believe that the elimination or reduction of vacation rentals or short term rentals should be considered 
as a way to increase housing affordability. The City of Bozeman tried this and it there has been no change in 
housing affordability resulting from the additional regulations."

"Dear County Commissioners - I'm writing to ask that you remove the restrictions on short-term rentals from the 
Affordable Housing Model Code.  Short-term rentals are important for our community - not only because 
Bozeman is a tourist destination, but also because many of us need to be able to supplement our income to be 
able to afford to live in Gallatin County.  Short-term rentals actually make housing affordable - not the opposite.  
The proposed regulations on STRs would not meaningfully expand affordable housing.  And there is no evidence 
that STRs take away from affordable housing.  Thanks for your consideration!"

"Remove Section 2.6 and all STR restrictions from the Model Code. Please remove short-term rental restrictions 
from the Model Code for Affordable Housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in Gallatin County and do 
not create affordable housing when restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing 
supply. These policies harm affordability and property rights rather than improve them."

"Remove Section 2.6 and all STR restrictions from the Model Code. Please remove short-term rental restrictions 
from the Model Code for Affordable Housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in Gallatin County and do 
not create affordable housing when restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing 
supply. These policies harm affordability and property rights rather than improve them."

30. Reynolds, Ryan

31. Ricker, Amanda 

27. Parsons, Matt 
Gallatin Valley Land 

Trust

28. Pfeil, Jeff

29. Reno, Jena



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see the response to comment 1. 

Please see the response to comment 1. 

Please see the response to comment 1. The question was answered via email, there is currently one lawsuit in progress. 

Regarding infrastructure and the County's role in development, please see the response to comment 16. We have updated the introduction of the Model Code to clarify 
the role of the County and zoning in affordable housing. 

No changes suggested. 

Please see the response to comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. The standards included are based on best practices and 
address concerns frequently raised in public comment. 

"Remove Section 2.6 and all STR restrictions from the Model Code. The proposed owner-occupancy and STR 
restrictions raise serious policy concerns:•They regulate who uses property rather than how land is used, 
exceeding the proper scope of zoning authority. •They are overly burdensome, and vague, creating privacy 
concerns and community conflict. •They disproportionately harm middle-class and fixed-income owners while 
favoring wealthy buyers who do not rely on rental income.  STR restrictions hurt owners who need rental income 
to keep their property, while benefiting people who don’t need rental income at all. In other words: Middle-class 
and fixed-income owners often depend on STR income to: pay property taxes, insurance, and maintenance 
offset retirement or fixed income keep a home they already own Wealthy buyers can afford to: leave homes 
vacant absorb losses hold property without any rental income •They are inconsistent with Montana law and 
legislative intent. •They risk taking established property rights without compensation or demonstrated public 
benefit. Affordable housing is a serious issue that deserves serious solutions such as increasing housing 
supply, infrastructure, and workforce housing incentives. Restricting lawful property income is not an 
affordable housing strategy, and embedding these restrictions into a Model Code will make them far harder to 
undo later."

"Please remove Section 2.6 and other restrictions on short-term rentals in the Model Code. I am asking the 
County to remove restrictions on STRs from the Model Code.  Short-term rentals are important for the 
community, Bozeman, and much of Montana is a tourist destination. Tourist will go somewhere else if STRs are 
limited in any area of the state. I have actually done that in areas of Texas where STRs are limited! Also, many of 
us need to supplement our income with STRs in our home. Short-term rentals actually make housing more 
affordable, not less affordable.  The proposed regulations on STRs would not meaningfully expand affordable 
housing.  There is no evidence that STRs limit affordable housing.  Thanks for removing restrictions on STRs 
from the Model Code!"
"Please remove Section 2.6 and other restrictions on short-term rentals in the Model Code. I am asking the 
County to remove restrictions on STRs from the Model Code.  Short-term rentals are important for the 
community, Bozeman, and much of Montana is a tourist destination. Tourist will go somewhere else if STRs are 
limited in any area of the state. I have actually done that in areas of Texas where STRs are limited! Also, many of 
us need to supplement our income with STRs in our home. Short-term rentals actually make housing more 
affordable, not less affordable.  The proposed regulations on STRs would not meaningfully expand affordable 
housing.  There is no evidence that STRs limit affordable housing.  Thanks for removing restrictions on STRs 
from the Model Code!"

"These is no need to restrict short term rentals in the county.  The county is over-reaching by attempting to 
regulate private property rentals.How many lawsuits is the county fighting in 2025 and 2026 regarding their 
attempt to regulate short term rentals?  Please send an email reply."

"DROP THE WHOLE AND COMPLETE MODEL CODE, THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS ( AFFORDABLE HOUSING ) 
PEOPLE NEED TO STOP LOOKING FOR FREE HOMES FOR THEM PAID FOR BY HARD WORKING TAX PAYERS. 
TIME TO STOP IT. SCRAP THE WHOLE THING AND GO BACK TO WORKING ON THINGS LIKE INFRASTRUCTURE 
TO MAKE THE COUNTY BETTER. QUIT TRYING TO FIX THINGS THAT ARE NOT BROKE. STOP TRYING,,,,  STOP 
MAKING GALLATIN COUNTY GALLATINANGELES AND STOP TRYING TO REGULATE THINGS YOU SHOULD NOT 
BE INVOLVED IN. SCRAP IT AND GET BACK TO DOING WHAT A COUNTY GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE DOING, 
PUBLIC AND COUNTY SAFETY AND INFRASTRUCTURE."

"We are hoping to see capital "A" Affordable Housing options in the Belgrade area in the future. Due to 
legislative limits on school funding, School districts struggle to compensate employees adequately, and the 
cost of living in the valley impacts our ability to hire and retain employees. The challenge is to place the 
Affordable Housing in locations that are close to services or access to public transportation."

37. Shafer, Kathy

32. Rowell, Brenda

33. Rowell, David

34. Savage, Jody

35. SEDGWICK, 
KEVIN

36. Semerad, Dede 
Superintendent of 
Belgrade School 

District



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Please see the response to comment 1, there is a path to approval for every type of STR in the Model Code. 

This comment appears to be referencing the County's zoning reform effort rather than the Model Code. No changes to the code are specified. 

Regarding STRs, please see the response to comment 1. 

Regarding corporate entities - the County cannot legally restrict certain companies or individuals that may be conisdered investors from buying housing.  However, the 
requirements for non-owner occupied STRs in the Model Code would allow the Commission and the general public to review the public health, safety, and general 
welfare concerns associated with residential property being converted to STRs for investment purposes. 

Emailed comments were received, see the response in the emailed comments section. 

Regarding building heights - in the final draft we have lowered the building height maximums for regular developments and developments using the affordable housing 
incentives in all sub-districts in the Managed Growth and Public Infrastructure Holding Areas, and in the Rural Growth Areas in the Residential C sub-district.

Regarding displacement of affordable housing- this is tricky to manage in a Model Zoning Code that doesn't look at the affordability of specific neighborhoods, but we 
are continuing to explore strategies to preserve existing affordable housing and could possibly implement something like an affordable housing overlay in new/updated 
zoning proposals if desired in certain neighborhoods or areas. 

Regarding chem trails- this is outside the scope of the County Planning Department, but enviornmental protection when it comes to development are a key component 
of the Growth Policy and Future Land Use Map goals. 

Feels that building heights are too tall in commercial areas, even if affordable housing is included, concerned 
about viewsheds. Concerned about housing occupied by low-income families being converted to luxury 
housing- believes that these areas should not be annexed into the city and that there should be zoning 
protections for them/developer should replace number of affordable units lost. Appreciates the County's hard 
work but does not want to see mistakes repeated from sprawling areas, concerned about enviornment and air 
quality. 

"I don’t believe affordable housing and short-term rentals should be categorized together. Many owners rely on 
the ability to use their homes as short-term rentals to supplement their income and make living in the Gallatin 
Valley financially possible. With more than 3,500 new housing units added—most of them apartments, condos, 
and townhomes—the rental market is currently overbuilt, with vacancy rates around 25%. Given these 
conditions, long-term rentals are not a viable or sustainable solution for many owners.I hope these concerns 
are not falling on deaf ears. This issue is critically important to our community, and it’s essential to hear from 
local homeowners and taxpayers—not only from Bozeman tenant united."

"The best government is that closest to the people. If a neighborhood wishes to be zoned one way and not 
another, then the county should support that rather than one size fits all. Stop the process of changing 
something that works (if you let it work)."

"Take out any wording on short term/vacation rentals.  That is not the main driver to making housing 
unaffordable.  You will just be hurting Montanans and not achieving your desired results. We believe that 
corporate and private equity purchasing housing is the main driver for the increased housing prices.  You need 
to address that first and foremost to even chisel away at decreasing housing prices.  That or local/state 
subsidies. We don't believe that eliminating short term rentals would help with the affordable housing situation.  
The appreciation seen in the housing market is nationwide and mostly driven by corporate or private equity 
purchases of single family homes.  If you want to make an impact, go after those entities and not hardworking 
Montanans that are using the supplemental income to help with the increased cost of living."

"I have submitted comments via email - per bullet item 4 above."

42. Williams, Wendy

38. Simkins, Kathy

39. Sisson, Rob

40. Snyder, Robert

41. Webster, Robert



Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name
Comment / Summary of Comment

Thank you for the feedback regarding ADUs, PUDs, and cottage housing. We made sure to keep those in the final version of the code, with some modifications to allow 
1,250 square foot ADUs instead of 1,000 square feet, and made some minor clarifications in the PUD section. Regarding STRs, please see the response to Comment 1. 
There is no requirement that the owner of the STR be physically on-site during the rental period for an owner-occupied STR, they need only maintain the property as their 
primary residence during the rental period. 

Hotels- they are allowed by right in four of the fifteen sub-district/Future Land Use Map categories as they remain a desired land use and tend to be taller and larger in 
size than residential structures, which is why they are permitted in the Urban and Rural Growth Areas in the Community Business and Mixed-Use Residential sub-
districts only. Conversely, there is a path to approval for STRs in every sub-district in every Future Land Use Map category. While this code does not include additional 
standards for hotels, the code does not preclude any from being added to a zoning proposal. Additionally, hotels are subject to state building code review whereas most 
STRs are not, meaning that safety aspects can go overlooked in STRs but are not likely to in a hotel proposal. 

Regarding other means of addressing affordability- the County Housing Strategy recongizes that zoning is one of the few items within the County's purview to ensure 
affordability isn't prevented through arbitratry or restrictive regulations and thus is the focus of the project. Unfortunately, the base costs that make development 
expensive (land, labor, building materials, and lending) cannot be addressed through zoning. However, the Housing Strategy does suggest other ways that the County 
can address affordability, some are similar to your recommendations. The Model Code is definitley not the end of the County's conversation about affordability. We have 
updated the lanuage in the introduction of the Code to clarify some of the above points. 

Appreciates ADU section, cottage housing, and courtyard apartments for affordable housing and gentle density 
as well as planned unit development section for flexibility and innovation. Concerns remain that the STR 
regulations negate positive aspects of the code as STRs can offset housing costs. Would like to see STR section 
removed entirely due to disbelief that regulating them will promote affordable housing. Believes STR regulation 
should be a seperate project rather than part of an affordable housing code and should include reasonable fees 
to fund housing as well as safety inspections and occupancy/parking/noise limits. Believes the same scrutiny 
being applied to STRs should be applied to hotels and that housing supply should be addressed through density 
increases, streamlined permitting, and reduced development costs. Cites other ways to increase affordable 
housing noting the gap in financing. 

43. Witmer, Tessa 
Bozeman 

Guesthouse



Comment / Summary of Comment Staff Response / Changes Made

"I found the young professionals that made the presentations at the meeting to be very helpful and friendly. I addressed 
building an affordable home by using new building materials and construction styles. i.e. 3-D housing. Most of the presenters 
seemed interested. I hope you will look into a new approach to building a "true", affordable home."

Thank you for attending the workshop. We reviewed the Model Code to ensure none of the example standards 
unintentionally prohibit 3-D printed housing or use of unique building materials/designs and find that the broad definition 
of "Dwelling Unit" allows for a variety of building designs, including 3-D housing and manufactured or mobile homes. 

Questions and concerns about building height maximums and Fire District capacity to conduct STR inspections. Request for 
an in person meeting to discuss these items. 

We met with commenter in-person to discuss their questions and concerns and made subsequent updates to the building 
height and setbacks sections of the Model Code. In the setbacks section, we added a note that the recommended 
setbacks assume minimal fire risk and that that areas of greater fire risk may need greater setbacks. Building height 
maximums were also lowered to better reflect lack of ladder trucks in rural areas, a note was also added that fire appartus 
should be considered at the time building height maximums are established in zoning regualtions. We removed the 
section about fire department inspection of STRs so avoid duplicating the Health Department's requirements. We also 
added a section about structure hardening to the building design section to increase fire safety in areas of high or very 
high wildfire likelihood. 

"I have lived here almost my entire life. I’ve have dealt with zoning issues many times. I served on a zoning committee of 
community members for their specific area (south cottonwood). Although we had very different ideas, we came together and 
created a zoning district that at the time was described as “what the model should be” By the county commission at the time. 
You are volunteers basically you do not deserve nor have the talent, skill or background to be making what I consider global 
decisions about our county. Keep your hands off things you don’t understand. And as a taxpayer, I’m sick of paying lawyers to 
sue you win, and then have our county need more money because dumbasses sitting in the voting chair and even dumber 
One sitting in the advisory board you call county planners Continually making horrific decisions. Your job is to make 
decisions on what people bring to you not to think you can control this county. Sit back, relax, vote on whatever special 
interest you came into this to do and leave the rest of us alone to make the decisions we want with all due respect I think a 
monkey throwing a dart at a Board could make better decisions than I’ve seen out of your planning department."

 No specific changes to the draft Model Code requested. 

Concerns about addressing affordability through zoning, STR limitations based occupancy, reduction in property owner 
flexibility, failure to address cost of land, labor, or taxes, request to treat Code as a menu and not a template.  

Regarding STRs: see response to comment number 1. Regarding costs of land, labor, taxes: Unfortunately, these costs 
cannot be addressed through zoning. The Housing Strategy recongizes that zoning is one of the few items within the 
County's purview to assist affordability and thus is the focus of the project, as discussed in the introduction of the Model 
Code. 

Concerns about the consequences of "cutting red tape," HOAs/covenants as a barrier to affordability, questions about 
affordability requirements, request that owner occupied be the only STR type allowed, request for decision process when it 
comes to implementing only portions of the Code, concerns about PUD flexibility and developer follow through, live-work 
units staying as they are intended, concerns about the standard incentives used for affordable housing, parking and storage, 
vegetation, gravel pits, solar energy, addressing housing demand, and AMI classification. 

Regarding STRs: see response to comment number 1. Regarding HOAs/covenants: while some HOAs implement strict 
standards that can be burdensome and expensive for property owners to comply with, they do play an important role in 
making sure roads, parks, trails, and other common amenities are maintained. The County typically requires that HOAs 
maintain these faciliities as part of subdivision review and approval, along with covenants related to health, safety, and 
fire protection. Additional covenants imposed by the HOA are ultimately private contracts that the purchaser agrees to at 
the time of sale. The County has no authority to regulate HOA administration or private covenants. 

47. Cote, Ted

48. Di Marco, Jerry  
Comment 1

Response to Emailed Public Comment

Comment #, 
Name

44. Bilotti, Gary 

45. Boynton, Frank 

46. Cambell, Chuck 



Comment / Summary of Comment Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name

Provided feedback and concerns about the activities used during the public outreach workshops and asked several 
questions about mixed-use development and how the project team will ensure quality housing. Reflections on how to 
address affordability amidst current market conditions. Concerns shared about investor buying and the importance of 
making sure families are able to purchase housing. 

Staff discussed these items with the commenter over the phone. The goal of outreach for this project was to gather a 
sense of folks desires and concerns when it comes to zoning and affordable housing and use that feedback combined 
with other plans and policies and best practices in planning to develop the code. We provide a range of activities to allow 
participants with different backgrounds and experiences to provide meaningful input even if they have no formal training 
in planning, housing, or related fields.

The general condition and access of "less desierable" sites tend to lend best to commercial uses and, whether due to 
zoning or market forces or a combination of the two, often develop that way, as seen along the Jackrabbit/Highway 191 
corrdior. This project does not include a zoning map, so we do not propose any specific uses or development patterns 
along highways, but quality of life and what types of housing are appropriate in these areas can be taken into account 
when/if the example standards are used to create a zoning map. This project certainly does not mean to suggest that 
housing is appropriate in all locations. 

While the County cannot restrict certain companies or individuals that may be conisdered investors from buying housing, 
the  requirements for non-owner occupied STRs in the Model Code would allow the Commission and the general public to 
review the public health, safety, and general welfare concerns associated with residential property being converted to a 
STR for investment purposes. The Code addresses the "quality" component of housing through open space standards, 
lighting and landscape/buffering requirements, parking, and more. Units designated affordable housing through the 
incentive program must be deed restricted as such in perpetuity- this is how we ensure they remain affordable over time. 
Uses of other types of buildings may potentially shift over time as long as the use is in accordance with the zoning 
regulation. We added language to the introduction of the Model Code to clarify the goals of the project and the County's 
role in affordable housing. 

Request to eliminate the STR section, 2.6, due to belief that STR restrictions do not aid affordability and that expensive 
homes outside the city limits would be vacant if not allowed to be STRs due to high costs. Desire to preserve property rights, 
offers local management requirement as an alternative. 

See response to comment number 1. 

Request to eliminate the STR section, 2.6, due to belief that STRs and affordable housing can co-exist due to their relatively 
small portion of the housing market and ability to assist homeowners with housing costs. STRs also promote investment/re-
development of existing, underutilized housing. 

See the response to comment number 1. 

Concerns about reduced/no setbacks, open space requirements, allowance of STRs in certain areas, residential use chart 
prohibiting single-family only subdivisions in Residential A and B, enforcement of lighting standards, parking requirements, 
STR signage, landscaping requirements for liscensed architect, plant sizes, irrigation system requirements, live vegetation 
standards, tree grate sizes, enforcement of tree preservation requirements, and that the buffer/screening requirements are 
too strict/expensive. 

Thank you for citing section numbers and for your thorough review of the Draft Code, we have provided a response to 
these comments by paragraph in comment number  52, attached. 

52. Foch, Henri

49. Dickson, Wendy

50. DiMarco, Jerry, 
Comment 2

51. Dyas, Tonia 
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Comment / Summary of Comment Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name

"As a homeowner, contractor, mulitple property owner and owner of long term rental property, I have not only worked my ass 
off to get where we are but we are keen on protecting property rights, limiting government infringement on ownership rights 
and special interest manipulation of planning and zoning in our communities. Government should focus on removing 
unnecessary regulations across all housing types so that everyone can benefit from lower costs and increased supply, NOT 
picking winners and losers. The changes we have seen have destroyed the charm of our community and diminished the 
opportunities of locals to provide value to long term renters. PLEASE ..stop following the lead of people who have never built 
anything, invested time and talent to build anything or provided housing solutions personally to people in the bozeman 
community. Your idealism is killing this town."

For clarification, this project is not applicable to the City of Bozeman. The County Planning Department does not have 
jurisdiction in any incorporated municipality or town.

Regarding builder engagement - at the launch of this project, people with experience builiding affordable housing, 
financiers, and a broad array of stakeholders were interviewed in order to set the course for this project. These same 
stakeholders were invited to review the draft code, and feedback was received rooted in on the ground experience, 
resulting in edits to the Code. 

Regarding reducing regulations - the content of the Model Code was developed to remove barriers and unnecessary 
regulations that might drive up costs of housing. For example, the Code makes clear that single dwellings include all 
forms of housing from built on site from manufactured to tiny housing, which provides flexibility for property owners. 
Similarly, arbitraty minimum sizes and aesthetic content is eliminated. The Planned Unit Development provisions provide 
flexibility in some standards to remove regulatory barriers that could otherwise stand in the way of affordable housing. 

Unclear what choosing winners and losers refers to - however, if the contents of the Model Code were implemented as 
zoning, the public would be engaged in choosing the sub-districts and content that applies in their areas. 

"I do not support the Model Zoning Ordinance for Gallatin County. Please do not make Gallatin County Bozeman. Let's retain 
the character and freedom that is Montana."

No specific changes to the Code requested. 

"I would like to submit public comment that I am opposed to the proposed Model Code for Affordable Housing, in particular 
language regarding short-term rentals in Section 2.6. Please remove short-term rental restrictions from the Model Code for 
Affordable Housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in Gallatin County and do not create affordable housing when 
restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing supply. These policies harm affordability and property 
rights rather than improve them."

Please see the response to comment number 1. 

"I would like to submit public comment that I am opposed to the proposed Model Code for Affordable Housing, in particular 
language regarding short-term rentals in Section 2.6. Please remove short-term rental restrictions from the Model Code for 
Affordable Housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in Gallatin County and do not create affordable housing when 
restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing supply. These policies harm affordability and property 
rights rather than improve them."

Please see the response to comment number 1. 

"Hello and thank you for sending the Gallatin County draft model zoning code. I read it all but do not know what areas the 
county will be concentrating on for zoning. We attended the planning board meeting at the courthouse a month or more ago 
and there was discussion of this to be forwarded to the County Commission for final determination. We were unable to 
attend the county commission meeting but watched the Chronicle for news. No news. Our interest is relevant because the 
County Commission refused to enact a zoning district South of Gallatin Gateway that our neighborhood formed after telling 
us that that didn't want to bother with more small zoning districts and there would soon be county wide zoning. Some of the 
Planning Board discussion lauded small zoning districts as a good start toward county wide zoning because these district's 
indicated the residents goals for the future. Question.... what are you planning for Gallatin Gateway and the surrounding area 
and what are your criteria for establishing specific zoning codes for the Gallatin Gateway area."

Staff responded with the clarification that zoning reform is a separate project from the Model Code and updates related to 
that will be shared via the Envision Gallatin webpage and email list, but that the Model Code's content could be used to 
inform any draft zoning proposals. There is no specific zoning proposal for Gallatin Gateway at the time of writing. 

56. Ricker, Amanda

57. Rand, Doug

53. Kaiser, Susan 

54. Nelson, Aaron

55. Pruden, Michael 



Comment / Summary of Comment Staff Response / Changes Made
Comment #, 

Name

Request to eliminate the STR section, 2.6, due to disbelief that STR restrictions increase affordable housing and desire to 
preserve income opportunities and long-term financial planning. Does not believe that STR restrictions will create long-term 
rentals and finds that STRs increase economic activity and tax revenue. Concerns about regulating who uses property and 
disproportionate effects on middle-income and fixed-income homeowners.

Please see the response to comment number 1. 

Guidance from the Big Sky Fire Department about defensible space standards  including fuel mitigation, vegetation 
maintenance, structure hardening, and more. 

We compared these defensible space standards against those in the landscaping section and made minor edits as 
needed to align the content. Additionally, we used this handout as a guide to add a "structure hardening" section, that 
includes design standards for areas of High or Very High Wildfire Likelihood, as specified in the Gallatin County 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan and map. 

Comment includes a number of questions related to STR permitting, enforcement, and Public Accomodations Liscensing as 
well as information about how the Big Sky Fire Department currently reviews STRs.  

Staff met with commenter to discuss their questions and to better understand the Fire Department's current process for 
reviewing STR permits. We edited the introduction of the Model Code to clarify that standards may need to be modified to 
fit individual localities and economies.

Concerns about focusing the code on affordability and not zoning generally, development in Gallatin Gateway, Big 
Sky/Yellowstone Club presence in Gateway, concerns about infrastructure not supporting density, parking, belief that 
affordable housing concerns should be focused within Bozeman/County should coordinate with Bozeman, does not believe 
affordable housing can/should be indistinguishable from market-rate, and support for growth on the permiiter of cities. 

Regarding Bozeman -The County's planning jurisdiction excludes municipalities, which have their own Planning 
Departments working on affordability. Gallatin County has its own affordability challenge, as discussed in the Housing 
Needs Assessment. The Housing Strategy recongizes that zoning is one of the few items within the County's purview to 
assist affordability and thus is the focus of the project. Stakeholders from municipalities within the County have been 
engaged throughout the process to share feedback. Regarding Gateway - this community currently does not have zoning 
to guide development, but Growth Area Focused Zoning Reform, which considers all components of zoning, is another 
long range planning project currently in progress.

Regarding infrastructure - The Model Code builds upon the work and feedback gleaned through the Growth Policy and 
Future Land Use Map, which identifies which areas are most and least suitable for development. The Model Code 
accounts for infrastructure and sensitive lands by tailoring the standards in the code to the Future Land Use Map 
categories. We have added a few paragraphs under "Model Code Content and Use" to clarify that the goal of this project is 
not necessarily to increase the number of units built in the County, rather, this project is meant to provide guidelines for 
zoning to ensure that arbitary or overly-restrictive standards do not get in the way of more affordable development types. 
Our guiding plans and policies formally recognize that more intense development types are best suited for municipalities 
with more robust infrastructure and services. 

Regarding quality of  affordable housing - The Growth Policy and Housing Strategy also note that quality of life should be a 
high priority when it comes to affordable housing, and that housing that is less expensive should not be less desirable or 
of a lesser quality, this does not necessarily mean that affordable units will be equal or similar in size to market-rate. 

Regarding parking - the Model Code establishes minimums of one space for unit. Developers have a natural incentive to 
align their parking provided with parking demand, and may provide more. While the code provides an option for reduced 
parking, that is tied to a need to demonstrate that alternative transportation options (busses, rideshare, etc.) are avialable 
to support the development. 

"I would respectfully suggest that you turn ON the comments on the posted Envision video to provide additional opportunity 
for the public to participate in their government and this important issue."

To ensure quality record keeping and to promote productive discourse, public comment was encouraged via a variety of 
formats including public meetings, workshops, survey, the online comment form, and by contacting Planning staff 
directly. 

62. White, Steve

58. Shafer, Kathy 
and Wade

59. Trapp, Jon R

60. Vigness, Chris 

61. Webster, Robert
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: Planning

Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 11:09 AM

To: Burke, Ashlie; HazerAlvarez, Meghan

Subject: FW: Model zoning

Elise S. Cranmer, MSc 
Planning Technician 
Gallatin County 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
311 W. Main St. Room 108 

From: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 8:49 AM 
To: Commissioners (Distribution Lists) <Commissioners@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Cc: Planning <Planning@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: FW: Model zoning 

Mindy Karl 
Executive Assistant 
Gallatin County Commissioners 
311 West Main Street, Room 306 
406-582-3027 

From: Chuck Campbell <chuckvcampbell@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2026 8:06 PM 
To: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: Model zoning 

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

Ihave lived here almost my entire life. I’ve have dealt with zoning issues many times. I served on a 
zoning committee of community members for their specific area (south cottonwood). Although we 
had very different ideas, we came together and created a zoning district that at the time was 
described as “what the model should be” By the county commission at the time.  

You are volunteers basically you do not deserve nor have the talent, skill or background to be 
making what I consider global decisions about our county. Keep your hands off things you don’t 
understand. And as a taxpayer, I’m sick of paying lawyers to sue you win, and then have our county 
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need more money because dumbasses sitting in the voting chair and even dumber One sitting in 
the advisory board you call county planners Continually making horrific decisions. Your job is to 
make decisions on what people bring to you not to think you can control this county. 

Sit back, relax, vote on whatever special interest you came into this to do and leave the rest of us 
alone to make the decisions we want with all due respect I think a monkey throwing a dart at a 
Board could make better decisions than I’ve seen out of your planning department.  
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: jerrydimarco@mail.com

Sent: Saturday, January 31, 2026 4:35 PM

To: envision

Subject: Draft Model Zoning Code comments

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

     Unfortunately, I did not have time to read the entire draft document, so my comments will largely be 
addressing, in a general way, the approaches taken to achieve the desired goals.

     Zoning standards are often referred to as restrictive, but aren't the standards there for a reason?  I 
have been frustrated by the continual demands of developers to cut "red tape" or "bureaucracy", when 
it is not simply "red tape", and we need the "bureaucracy" to fully do the job.  Then when the standards 
are cut or watered-down, we the people never get an explanation of what we are losing and the 
ramifications of those changes.  I hope you will not be so arbitrary and opaque if you cave in to such 
demands.

     HOAs and covenants can create barriers to affordable housing as well.  Does the Zoning Code address 
that issue?  The issue of affordability should overrule any concerns about property values, because 
homeowners who worry about property values the most, are not hurting like renters who cannot afford 
to buy a home.  So if HOAs are currently untouchable, I would urge the County Commission to lobby the 
state legislature to allow regulation of HOAs.  Since covenants are addressed in the Zoning Code, I’m 
assuming they are regulable.

     I’m glad to see that affordable housing units must stay affordable in perpetuity.  Does attainable 
housing remain permanently affordable?  If not, this type of development should not be labeled 
affordable.

     How will you ensure housing is not purchased by investors?  Does "resident" mean the full-time 
occupant?

     It appears that manufactured homes, mobile homes, and factory built homes are permitted 
everywhere.  I hope that is the case.

     Owner occupied STRs should be the only type allowed.  There are plenty of options for visitor 
accommodations already, and the market will react to any increase in demand.  Besides, more visitor 
accommodations are trying to create STR-type experiences.  Non-owner occupied STRs are not needed 
and should not be allowed.

     I am suspicious of "creative" ways of making housing more affordable.  Often the proposals seem to 
be designed to get around standards, or to squeeze the development into a location where it otherwise 
does not belong.  Does the Zoning Code force the scrutiny needed to detect such deception?
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    In section 1.4 where you specify that standards can be adjusted to fit the unique needs of individual 
communities, you follow with, "care should be taken to ensure that the intent of the... standards... is not 
lost."  This language does not seem to be strong enough.  It would be better if specific legal language is 
used, or perhaps if an algorithm or decision matrix is created to guide the process.  It seems appropriate 
to also make sure that all members of the community are in agreement about what, if any, needs are truly 
unique.

     Why are PUDs given special treatment?  It's bad enough that they are allowed "flexibility" from 
standards, which seems to be a major goal of any PUD project.  From my experience, they appear to be 
thumbing their nose at regulations, and laying the groundwork for subverting the original plans for the 
district.

     There is always the question of whether PUDs and mixed-use developments will be implemented in the 
form they are presented to you, and whether there will always be the same mix of uses, and whether the 
businesses will survive if the tenants are booted out.  PUDs and MUDs are designed to attract 
investors.  This does not bode well for stable, affordable housing, because the owners will be looking to 
maximize profit.  I would suggest there be a low priority for PUDs and MUDs, or that you just dismiss 
them entirely, or at the very least not consider them affordable housing.

     Is live-work housing that different from the other types of housing mentioned in the Zoning 
Code?  Does it really need a separate classification, or to be in a separate subdistrict?  What prevents 
subsequent occupants from converting the work part of the housing into an ADU or STR?

     It is helpful to remember that density may actually work against affordability.

     Since there is an emphasis to build housing where the jobs are, does the Zoning Code keep large 
employers within UGAs?  Allowing big employers to locate wherever they want could lead to more 
sprawl.

     How would you handle a situation where infrastructure is created for the purpose of increasing the 
density of development in that area?  If this is allowed to happen, the County would be ceding control to 
developers.

     Does the infrastructure requirement take into account the roads to get to a proposed area or 
development?

     On page 31, paragraph 6.appears to suggest that "sewer providers" includes septic systems.  That can 
change perception of the meaning of the word "sewer" everywhere else in the document.  I had been 
under the impression that “sewer” meant a municipal sewer, before I read paragraph 6.  I hope I'm not 
misunderstanding your meaning.

     I'm disappointed that you use the standard incentives for affordable housing.  All incentives  reduce 
the quality of life, and in some cases could compromise safety.  What if you start with a requirement for 
affordable housing units, then allow reductions in the number of affordable units in exchange for parks, 
trails, other quality of life amenities, native vegetation only, etc.?  Would that work?
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     I hope you do not follow the lead of Bozeman regarding parking.  There ought to be at least one 
parking space per dwelling unit.  Where multi-unit buildings are allowed, they should provide garages 
big enough to include storage, not just parking.  Ground floor parking is also a nice option because it is 
easy to incorporate storage areas.  Garages and storage areas are quality of life amenities that 
unfortunately are often overlooked.

     On page 37, Parking, how will you determine, going forward, whether occupants in units with 
substandard parking are using alternative means of transportation?  What will you do if you find that 
occupants have their own vehicles, and do not use alternative transportation?  Why don't you just 
provide a reasonable amount of parking, so there is room for visitors or social gatherings.  These 
are quality of life issues too.

     The increase in building height, as an incentive, is unacceptable.  The lower building height shown on 
the tables should be the maximum in all areas.  A building taller than the trees is too tall.  The view is also 
a quality of life issue, as is access to solar energy.

     Native vegetation should be required for all landscape areas.  Landscaping should be sculpted to 
prevent runoff onto pavement, especially in winter when melting snow drains onto sidewalks in the 
daytime, then freezes at night creating a walking hazard.  Also, lawns that sag between sidewalks and 
curbs allow parkway trees to be planted below the sidewalk, which will reduce the possibility of tree roots 
pushing sidewalks up and cracking them.

     The use of quarries and gravel pits is not sustainable.  This valley is full of gravel, so the use of on-site 
rock, if it is really needed, should become the new normal.

     Glad to see the effort to preserve dark skies.  However, we must also preserve access to solar energy, 
to protect an owner's investment in a solar home, and to allow for future installations on existing housing.

     The document starts by stating that no single approach can address affordability in a meaningful 
way.  However, no one is addressing the demand side of the affordability problem.  The effect of demand 
was abundantly clear during the pandemic.  That was when housing prices increased most 
precipitously.  There are too many dollars chasing after homes, many of them investors and hedge funds, 
etc. that want to turn housing, a basic human need, into a commodity.  When they come here paying cash 
for homes, they make everything more expensive.  The high cost of building materials reflects that.  We 
are being taken advantage of.

     Is there some way that we can stipulate that only families who will be full-time occupants can bid on a 
home, and only renters who work in the area can live in the local apartments?  We need to make the 
global investment community go away.  That single approach would address affordability in a very 
meaningful way.

     One more point, this may not apply to all areas in the county, but the AMIs in this area are distorted 
because of gentrification.  Residents are having to live far away from where they work, and so their 
contribution to the AMI where they work is missing.  If gentrification continues, the AMIs will be even 
more distorted.  So we may have to modify charts that have AMIs on them, to better reflect conditions 
here.
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     Thank you for your time and efforts,

Jerry DiMarco

Bozeman     

P.S. On page 4, you refer to, "intent and purpose statements", but the only Purpose and Intent statement 
is on page 43 under Landscaping.  Are there supposed to be other Purpose and Intent statements?

     There appears to be a typo on page 39, 4.1.1, A, "...or conditional within..."
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Planning staff have provided a response to these comments in red text below.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

January 31, 2026  
Henri Foch, AIA  
42 Ladybug Lane  
Bozeman, MT 59718  
Four Corners  

While I appreciate the time, effort, and resources invested in developing the proposed model 

code, the title for the prosed model zoning code “Draft Model Code For Affordable Housing” is 

somewhat disingenuous. This model code is a fairly standard zoning code which includes some 

provisions (“incentives”) which are stated to encourage affordable housing.  

It is difficult to describe the nuances of a zoning project in a short title, though the Model Code 

cannot be considered a full zoning code as it does not include the full range of standards to 

protect/regulate/account for things like watercourses, wildlife, signage or  agricultural, industrial, 

and commercial uses as a "regular" zoning code would, nor does it include an administrative 

section or a full definitions section. The project team has included a full description of the 

project, noting that it would address quality of life alongside affordability, in the request for 

proposals for the project as well as the project website, flyers, workshops, etc. in an effort to 

communicate the goals of the project beyond what can be conveyed in the title.  

The Growth Policy and Housing Strategy both note that quality of life and well-being are 

important goals, this is a topic that came up numerous times during outreach. We heard that 

separating the housing standards from quality of life and livability standards (trails, open space, 

walkability, etc.) could result in low quality and potentially dangerous development, thus the 

Code includes standards that address multiple features of development. We have added some 

language to the introduction of the Model Code to clarify this. 

The majority of the proposed incentives are not likely to be impactful, and in some instances will 

actually discourage affordable housing. For example: 

1. The proposed model code allows short term rentals in certain areas. Short term rentals 

are known to remove housing opportunities while increasing home prices and rents in 

areas where they are allowed. This is contrary to the goal of encouraging more 

affordable housing.  

To inform the development of the Code, the project team conducted interviews with local 

housing and economics professionals who noted that STRs can both aid affordability when 

folks can rent out a bedroom in their home or rent their entire home while they are away and 

can also hinder affordability when units convert from housing locals to investment properties. 

With the Model Code, we attempt to strike a balance that addresses this nuance. In the final 

draft, owner-occupied STRs are permitted in all the example sub-districts to help with 

affordability and non-owner occupied STRs are allowed on a largely conditional basis. 

Conditional use permits give the Commission an opportunity to weigh the impacts of an STR 

on a specific site and implement conditions of approval and deny or approve applications as 
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necessary. The Code also includes a permitting process and standards, which are absent 

from the majority of our zoning regulations and will help us with tracking STRs to better 

gauge impacts.  

2. The open space requirement is stated to apply only to developments with affordable 

housing. This requirement will discourage developers from including affordable housing.  

For clarification, affordable housing developments are not the only type of development that 

must provide open space- this is a requirement for all developments, see Section 2.2.7. We 

made a slight adjustment here to make sure this is clear.  

3. The incentive allowing reduced setbacks are not likely to be effective as the current 

subdivision codes require large utility setbacks on all sides of new lots in Gallatin 

County. These setbacks are typically 10' on all sides. Allowing a reduced setback will not 

likely be possible. Additionally, some of the building setback reductions would not be 

practical from a building code standpoint due to increased fire rating and fire 

suppression requirements when building are placed too close together. The 3' reduced 

distance between cottage buildings should be reconsidered.  

Reduced or no setbacks in zoning does not mean that the property owner is exempt from 

complying with any setbacks set by state building code, covenants, subdivision regulations, etc. 

Generally, the strictest standard applies. We offer reduced or no setbacks in the Code so that, 

when appropriate for a specific site, developers may utilize the relaxed standards to take 

advantage of the total lot area but certainly will not be able to build to the property line in all 

instances due to the factors you mention. 

Additionally, I offer the following specific comments for consideration:  

Page 11, Residential Use Chart: Prohibiting single family homes on lots in Residential A and 

Residential B districts. It appears that single unit residential structures (homes) are allowed for 

lots that exist at the time of code adoption but according to the asterisk and footnote single 

family homes on individual lots would be prohibited in the Residential A and B subdistricts under 

this model code. This seems contrary to the goals of affordable housing because lots with a 

home and an ADU will have increased purchase price over lots with only a single family home. 

Not everyone can afford the added cost of purchasing a home with a second dwelling such as 

an ADU or duplex on the lot. We have seen this impact within Bozeman where homes with an 

ADU on the lot may sell for a significant premium due to the ‘potential income’ that may be 

generated by an ADU. Homebuyers that may be able to purchase a stand alone single home on 

a lot but may not have the resources to purchase a home with this increased purchase price. 

This asterisk should be removed to allow a single home on a single lot in the Residential A and 

B districts allowing developers the option to include ADUs if they so choose.  

The purpose of this configuration in the use table is to prevent new single dwelling unit 

subdivisions in areas suitable for more intense development. It allows single dwelling units on 

“existing lots” but not “new lots.”  This would not require developers to build an additional 

dwelling on the lots, but of course homeowners of existing lots could add one.  The goal of this 

standard is to prevent sprawl and promote efficient use of land and infrastructure (in alignment 



with the Growth Policy and many neighborhood plans), therefore aiding affordability, preserving 

taxpayer resources, and promoting walkability. Single unit only developments tend to include 

larger lots, are less likely to include sidewalks, and are a less efficient use of infrastructure and 

are therefore not conducive to the intent of Residential A and B. Attached townhomes or 

condominiums are more likely to be affordable than single units, more likely to trigger sidewalk 

requirements, and are a more efficient use of land and infrastructure. Under the code, single 

dwelling unit-only developments can be built in six of the fifteen example sub-district/FLUM 

categories, so there are still plenty of opportunities for a zoning map to include sub-districts that 

allow for single unit developments. 

2.2.6 Page 17 Open space: It is stated that the open space requirements only apply to 

developments utilizing the affordable housing incentives. This would discourage affordable 

housing developments because developers would be required to dedicate more land to open 

space for projects with affordable housing than market rate developments. The logic for applying 

open space requirements only to developments with affordable housing is unclear. Consider 

removing this provision or applying to all multi-unit housing developments.  

For clarification, affordable housing developments are not the only type of development that 

must provide open space- this is a requirement for all developments, see Section 2.2.7. We 

made a slight adjustment here to make sure this is clear.  

 

Page 18 - Lighting: I am in support of the proposed lighting restrictions, however, it is not clear 

how these provisions will be enforced. It should be clarified how the amount of light trespass will 

be evaluated. This is typically done through the use of photometric plans for commercial 

projects. I would consider requiring photometric plans with reasonable quantitative maximum 

lighting levels for commercial projects. Also, 2.2.7 C appears to have a typo stating lights should 

be directed away from residences so as not to prevent light trespass. The word “not” should be 

removed.  

For these types of standards, we typically allow property owners to self-certify that they are 

meeting the standards so as not to create expensive application hurdles. However, this is 

something we will keep in mind for updates to our application processes for commercial 

projects. We have corrected the typo in the lighting section, thank you.   

Page 26 - Section 2.4.2: This section allows 3 foot separation between cottage homes. This is 

not a practical setback in instances with a property line between the homes as structures with 

walls closer than 5’ from property lines would be fire rated and window openings would be 

restricted. There are also provisions requiring fire rated construction for roof eaves in these 

areas which prevents venting of attics adding significant expense and complexity. Please 

consider increasing this setback to a more typical 5’ setback.  

Reduced or no setbacks in zoning does not mean that the property owner is exempt from 

complying with any setbacks set by state building code, generally, the strictest standard applies. 

We offer reduced or no setbacks in the Code so that, when appropriate for a specific site, 

developers may utilize the relaxed standards to take advantage of the total lot area. Developers 



will not be able to build structures within 6 feet of one another in all instances due to the factors 

you mention. 

Page 29 - 2.5.4 Open space for courtyard projects is 25% of the parcel. I would reconsider this 

quantity as it does not seem connected to the number of occupants or dwelling units and may 

place an undue burden on developers. The 25% seems arbitrary. It may be more effective to tie 

the required amount of open space to the number of dwelling units on the parcel.  

The Courtyard open space percentage is to ensure that every development gets the same ratio 

of open space. We could look at tying open space to number of units, but there are so many 

different ranges we could account for and also arbitrary cut offs (why should a development with 

6 units have more open space than a development with 5 units? For example). Keeping this as 

a ratio helps to simplify the process for applicants and staff, thereby reducing the likelihood that 

this will increase review time.  

Page 29 - 2.5.5 Parking: The provisions for parking throughout this code should be evaluated 

for compliance with state HB 492 which goes into effect in October. Many of the parking 

provisions in this proposed model code appear to potentially conflict with HB 492.  

Counties are not subject to HB 492; this only applies to municipalities. 

Page 32 Townhomes: The diagram on page 33 shows townhomes with zero setbacks built on 

the lot line of a public sidewalk. While it is common for townhome structures to have zero 

setbacks at internal shared lot lines, these structures should not be exempt from setbacks on 

their exterior side yards. This would not be a practical or desirable arrangement. If townhomes 

are allowed to have zero setback on a side adjacent to another use the zero setback could 

cause conflicts and undesirable impacts. Consider a minimum side yard setback on the exterior 

or non-shared sides of townhomes. 

See section 2.2.2, Townhomes have a 5-foot front and rear setback. We made an adjustment to 

Section 2.7 to make this clearer. In addition, screening and buffer provisions from the landscape 

section may apply for certain uses.  

 Page 35 -3.3.3: Setbacks for affordable housing projects are listed as “N/A”. Removing 

setback requirements from developments with affordable housing should be reconsidered. This 

is not practical and will likely result in undesirable impacts on adjacent properties. For example, 

a large multi-family building on the lot line could would not be allowed to have windows on the 

side with a zero setback. There would also be undesirable impacts on adjacent properties. 

Please carefully consider the impacts of this provision.  

Reduced or no setbacks in zoning does not mean that the property owner is exempt from 

complying with any setbacks set by state building code, covenants, subdivision regulations, etc. 

Generally, the strictest standard applies. We offer reduced or no setbacks in the Code so that, 

when appropriate for a specific site, developers may utilize the relaxed standards to take 

advantage of the total lot area but certainly will not be able to build to the property line in all 

instances due to the factors you mention. Additionally, multi-dwelling unit proposals will need to 

provide a landscape buffer in some scenarios, see updated section 5.4. 



Page 31 -2.6.4 C: STR signage Please consider prohibiting signage for STRs other than the 

building address. We see quite a lot of un-permitted signage at current STRs throughout the 

county. These STRs are located within residential neighborhoods where signage advertising 

businesses is not typically allowed and detracts from the residential neighborhood character. 

While signage at STRs may be subject to other signage regulations, as has been stated, the 

resources for enforcement are limited. Therefore, stating that signage for STRs is not allowed 

other than the address would clarify this requirement within the model code. 

We initially included a signage section in the Model Code and removed it because it did not fit 

with the intent of a Model Code focused on housing and quality of life/safety. However, we will 

certainly keep this in mind for any future zoning updates.  

Page 44 Landscape Requirements: It appears a single family home adjacent to a public street 

would require a licensed landscape architect. This will place an unusual and undue burden on 

single dwelling projects. Please consider clarifying that the requirement for a licensed landscape 

architect only applies to commercial and multi-unit development projects and not to lots 

containing a single dwelling home or home with ADU.  

We reviewed this section and incorporated this adjustment.  

Page 46 -5.1.4: Landscaping Some of the requirements in this section will place a larger 

burden and add expense on projects. For example requiring 5-gallon sized pots for shrubs will 

add significant expense unnecessarily. Please consider input from local landscape designers 

and/or suppliers on these provisions. It would seem adequate to simply eliminate minimum plant 

container sizes and focus only on the minimum size for trees in the public right of way and 

commercial/multi-family developments.  

We reviewed minimum plant size requirements in several other jurisdictions in Montana, 

contacted wholesale nurseries to understand the potential savings for reducing minimum plant 

sizes, and considered vulnerability of plant material to damage due to snow removal and 

accidental damage. As a result, we made some adjustments to plant sizing and clarified that the 

minimum plant sizing applies in circumstances near the right-of-way or where a licensed 

landscape architect is required.  

Page 47 -5.1.5.1: Irrigation Systems This section states “Irrigation systems, when included, 

shall be designed to minimize the long-term dependence on potable water.” While I am in 

support of reducing use of potable water for irrigation, it is not clear the intent of this provision 

and how it would apply in our arid climate. A more effective way to help reduce use of potable 

water would be to reduce the amount and density of live plantings required in other sections. 

Please consider removing this statement.  

Given the infrastructure limitations and limited legal available water in the County, we 

maintained this statement. Use of water for irrigation can be reduced through proper plant 

selection, xeriscaping, site grading, and other practices.   

Page 50 -5.2.2.C: The provision to require ‘landscaped’ areas to have 75% coverage by live 

vegetation is contrary to the water conservation efforts in this code. Other municipalities have 



trended toward reducing or removing this minimum in an effort to allow more water conserving 

approaches in landscaped areas. Please consider removing or reducing this requirement. If this 

requirement is to remain, I would propose 25% or 50%.  

The minimum required landscaped area is already a small percentage (10-20%) of the lot area 

(see section 5.2.2.A), and the 75% coverage is a percentage of that, so the effective percentage 

is aligned with this recommendation.  

Page 52 -5.3.3.C: tree grate sizes – the required 32 square feet size for tree grates will result 

in larger tree grate sizes than typical. Consider reducing this to 25 S.F. allowing 4’-6” or 5’ 

square tree grates which are commonly used in the boulevard areas within the city limits of 

Bozeman.  

This section was adjusted to remove the tree grate requirements but instead allow for a variety 

of practices which are less expensive and require less maintenance than tree grates. This 

approach allows a sufficient opening for the tree to grow and for water to infiltrate into soil 

around the tree, while reducing cost, providing flexibility in streetscape design, and protect the 

soil from compaction in highly trafficked areas.  

Page 48 5.1.5.2: Irrigation backflow valves are required to be in a box. This is not common in 

this area. Irrigation backflow valves are typically exposed on the exterior of the structure. 

Consider removing this requirement.  

This requirement has been removed.  

Page 49 -5.1.6.1.B: preservation of trees larger than 8” is encouraged. This provision would be 

difficult to enforce consistently and objectively. Consider removing this provision.  

The language in this section was adjusted to require identifying trees to be preserved on the 

plan.  

Page 54 -5.5.1: Buffers and Screening: While well-intentioned, this provision will discourage 

affordable housing by requiring larger setbacks and the expense of 6’ tall barriers in front of 

commercial and multi-unit residential projects where adjacent to or across the street from single 

family structures. For example, if an multi-unit structure is located across the street from any 

single family home the multi-unit structure would require a 20’ front setback and 6’ high 

screening such as a wall or fence. This will add expense and negate the encouragement of 

affordable housing options through reduced setbacks. Please consider removing this 

requirement.  

We modified the definition of adjacent to exclude across the street or natural buffer if greater 

than 20 feet, reduced the maximum width of the required buffer, and clarified it could be used for 

amenities. The screening fence is not a requirement, but an option en lieu of or in combination 

with landscaping or berms.   
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: Planning

Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 4:28 PM

To: HazerAlvarez, Meghan; Burke, Ashlie

Subject: FW: Model Zoning Ordinance

Elise S. Cranmer, MSc 
Planning Technician 
Gallatin County 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
311 W. Main St. Room 108 

From: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 3:36 PM 
To: Commissioners (Distribution Lists) <Commissioners@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Cc: Planning <Planning@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: FW: Model Zoning Ordinance 

Mindy Karl 
Executive Assistant 
Gallatin County Commissioners 
311 West Main Street, Room 306 
406-582-3027 

From: Susan Kaiser <Kaiserhouse5@proton.me>  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 3:31 PM 
To: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: Model Zoning Ordinance 

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

As a homeowner, contractor, mulitple property owner and owner of long term rental property, I have not 
only worked my ass off to get where we are but we are keen on protecting property rights, limiting 
government infringement on ownership rights and special interest manipulation of planning and zoning in 
our communities.  

Government should focus on removing unnecessary regulations across all housing types so that everyone 
can benefit from lower costs and increased supply, NOT picking winners and losers. The changes we have 
seen have destroyed the charm of our community and diminished the opportunities of locals to provide 
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value to long term renters. PLEASE ..stop following the lead of people who have never built anything, 
invested time and talent to build anything or provided housing solutions personally to people in the 
bozeman community. Your idealism is killing this town.  

Kindest Regards,  
Susan Kaiser  



1

HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: Planning

Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 11:09 AM

To: Burke, Ashlie; HazerAlvarez, Meghan

Subject: FW: Model Zoning Ordinance for Gallatin County

Elise S. Cranmer, MSc 
Planning Technician 
Gallatin County 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
311 W. Main St. Room 108 

From: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 8:49 AM 
To: Commissioners (Distribution Lists) <Commissioners@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Cc: Planning <Planning@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: FW: Model Zoning Ordinance for Gallatin County 

Mindy Karl 
Executive Assistant 
Gallatin County Commissioners 
311 West Main Street, Room 306 
406-582-3027 

From: Aaron Nelson <aaron@handymanonthefly.com>  
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2026 7:14 PM 
To: Commission <Commission@gallatin.mt.gov> 
Subject: Model Zoning Ordinance for Gallatin County 

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

I do not support the Model Zoning Ordinance for Gallatin County.  Please do not make Gallatin 
County Bozeman.  Let's retain the character and freedom that is Montana.

Sincerely, 

Aaron 
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: Michael Pruden <michaelpruden@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 7:38 PM
To: envision
Subject: Public Comment of Model Code draft

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I would like to submit public comment that I am opposed to the proposed Model Code for Affordable 
Housing, in particular language regarding short-term rentals in Section 2.6. Please remove short-term rental 
restrictions from the Model Code for Affordable Housing. STRs help property owners afford to live in 
Gallatin County and do not create affordable housing when restricted. There is no evidence that STRs 
reduce affordable housing supply. These policies harm affordability and property rights rather than improve 
them. 
 
 
Thank you,  
Michael Pruden  
Gallatin County resident and home owner  
13 and 169 Nixon Peak Rd, Bozeman, MT  
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: amanda ricker <rickerab@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 7:20 PM
To: envision
Subject: Public comment of Model Code draft

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

 
To whom it may concern,  
 
I would like to submit public comment that I am opposed to the proposed Model Code for 
Affordable Housing, in particular language regarding short-term rentals in Section 2.6. Please 
remove short-term rental restrictions from the Model Code for Affordable Housing. STRs help 
property owners afford to live in Gallatin County and do not create affordable housing when 
restricted. There is no evidence that STRs reduce affordable housing supply. These policies 
harm affordability and property rights rather than improve them. 
 
Thank you, 
Amanda Ricker 
Gallatin County Property Owner 
13 Nixon Peak Road & 169 Nixon Peak Road, Bozeman, MT 
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HazerAlvarez, Meghan

From: kathyr333@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 9:44 AM
To: envision
Subject: Model Code or Affordable Housing  - comments

CAUTION: This email came from outside Gallatin County. Exercise diligence with any attachments or links. 

 

Dear Gallatin County Planning Staff and Commissioners, 

I am writing to respectfully request that all short-term rental (STR) language specifically 
Section 2.6 be removed from the proposed Model Code for Affordable Housing. 

Including STR restrictions in an affordable housing model code is inappropriate, unsupported 
by evidence, and fails to account for the real people whose long-term life decisions have been 
made in reliance on existing law. There is no credible evidence that restricting STRs creates 
affordable housing, and in many cases, such restrictions actively make housing less 
affordable by removing lawful income options property owners depend on. 

For my family, this issue is deeply personal. Over the past 14 years, we have invested in and 
operated two short-term rental properties in Gallatin County, one located in Bridger Canyon 
(burned in wildfire) and one located outside of zoning. These properties are not speculative 
investments; they are the foundation of our retirement plan, developed carefully and lawfully 
over more than a decade. 

We purchased our properties years ago, when home prices in Gallatin County were far more 
attainable, and we are not large-scale or speculative investors. These homes represent long-
term personal and financial planning, not excess wealth or short-term opportunity. Based on 
the legal right to operate STRs, my husband made the life decision to leave his job and begin 
his retirement, knowing that our STR business was in place to support us. I am scheduled to 
retire soon, and that plan is already underway. These were not casual decisions, they were 
responsible, long-term choices made in good faith reliance on County and State law. 

If STR use is eliminated or restricted through this Model Code, these properties will not 
become long-term rentals. That is not our intended or practical use. Long-term rental would 
prevent us from personal use, increase wear and tear, and fundamentally change the nature of 
the property. Forcing this outcome does not serve affordability, housing supply, or 
community stability. 

Our STR actively supports the local economy. Our guests spend money in Gallatin County 
businesses, restaurants, shops, gas, and services. We pay lodging and property taxes, 
maintain our homes, and promote the community we love. Removing STR income options 
penalizes responsible local owners while doing nothing to address the root causes of the 
housing crisis. 

More broadly, the proposed owner-occupancy and STR restrictions raise serious policy 
concerns:  
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 They regulate who uses property rather than how land is used, exceeding the proper 
scope of zoning authority. 

 They are overly burdensome, vague, and difficult to enforce, creating privacy concerns 
and community conflict. 

 They disproportionately harm middle-class and fixed-income owners while favoring 
wealthy buyers who do not rely on rental income. 

 They are inconsistent with Montana law and legislative intent. 
 They risk taking established property rights without compensation or demonstrated 

public benefit. 

Affordable housing is a serious issue that deserves serious solutions such as increasing 
housing supply, infrastructure, and workforce housing incentives. Restricting lawful property 
income is not an affordable housing strategy, and embedding these restrictions into a Model 
Code will make them far harder to undo later. 

For these reasons, I strongly urge the County to remove Section 2.6 and all STR-related 
provisions from the Model Code for Affordable Housing before adoption. 

Thank you for considering these comments and for your service to Gallatin County. 

Sincerely, 
Kathy and Wade Shafer 

Bozeman, MT 

 



 

​
 

​    Nov 24, 2025 

Fuel Mitigation Plan (FMP) 
 
The FMP will accompany the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) and the Vegetation Management 
Plan (VMP).  The following guidelines are intended to be in coordination with Gallatin 
County Subdivision Regulations (Appendix F), Gallatin County Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan, and NFPA Firewise guidelines. 
 
Defensible Space Zones and Mitigation Actions 
The plan focuses on creating and maintaining specific zones around the primary dwelling 
and other structures, extending a minimum of 100 feet where feasible, or to the property 
line.  
 
The following graphic from NFPA shows the zones: 

 
 
 

      

    406.995.2100 “Only Our Best Will Do”          bigskyfire.org 
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The Immediate Zone (0 to 5 feet from the structure, including decks and eaves)  
Goal: Use non-combustible materials and eliminate all flammable vegetation to protect 
against ember entry and direct flame contact. 
Actions: 

●​ Structure Perimeter: Clear all flammable vegetation and materials (mulch, shrubs, 
firewood) a minimum of 5 feet from the home's foundation, decks, and attached 
structures. 

●​ Roofs & Gutters: Ensure all roofs are of a Class A, non-combustible material (e.g., 
metal, asphalt shingles) and regularly remove all dead leaves and pine needles from 
gutters. 

●​ Vents & Eaves: Screen all exposed vents with 1/8-inch non-combustible metal mesh 
to prevent embers from entering. 

●​ Siding & Windows: Use ignition-resistant siding (e.g., Hardie board) and 
double-pane, tempered-glass windows.  

 
The Intermediate Zone (5 to 30 feet from the structure)  
Goal: Thin and space vegetation to reduce fire intensity and interrupt the fire's path. 
Actions: 

●​ Vegetation Spacing: Thin trees and large shrubs to create separation. NFPA 
Firewise guidance is to space trees with a minimum of 18 feet between tree 
canopies.  Tree and shrub placement in this zone should be limited to small clusters 
of a few each to break up the continuity of vegetation. 

●​ Ladder Fuels: Prune lower tree limbs to a height of at least 6 to 8 feet from the 
ground, to prevent a ground fire from transitioning to the canopy.  For shorter trees, 
do not exceed 1/3 of the overall tree height. 

●​ Ground Fuels: Remove dead/dying vegetation, fallen branches, and heavy 
accumulations of pine needles and leaves. 

●​ Irrigation: Maintain existing landscaping with regular irrigation where possible to 
keep plants healthy and less flammable.  

 
The following graphic from NFPA shows the tree spacing in the zones: 

 
 
      

    406.995.2100 “Only Our Best Will Do”          bigskyfire.org 

 



 

The Extended Zone (30 to 100 feet from the structure, or to the property line)  
Goal: Reduce the continuity of fuel to slow a wildfire's progress and reduce flame length. 
Actions: 

●​ Thinning: Continue to thin vegetation, focusing on removing small, flammable trees 
and shrubs.  Tree canopy spacing should be at least 12 feet (30-60 ft from structure), 
reducing to 6 ft beyond 60 feet from structure. 

●​ Remove Debris: Continue to clear dead vegetation and debris from the forest floor. 
●​ Driveway Access: Maintain a minimum of a four-foot zone of reduced vegetation on 

each side of the driveway to ensure access for emergency vehicles.  
●​ This treatment in this zone can extend out 100-200 feet from the structure. 

 
Maintenance Schedule 
Fuel mitigation is an ongoing process, not a one-time project.  

●​ Annual Maintenance (Spring/Early Summer): 
○​ Clean gutters and roof surfaces. 
○​ Inspect and clear the Immediate Zone completely of debris. 
○​ Remove any new dead or dying vegetation in all zones. 
○​ Mow grass and weeds to a low height. 

●​ Seasonal Maintenance (As needed, especially during fire season): 
○​ Remove fresh accumulation of pine needles/leaves. 
○​ Ensure no combustible materials are stored under decks or near the home. 

●​ Every 3-5 Years (or as vegetation regrows): 
○​ Re-evaluate tree and shrub spacing to ensure adequate separation, as 

described above. 
○​ Conduct selective thinning as needed to maintain plan objectives.  

 
Responsible Parties & Approval 
Implementation & Maintenance: The Property Owner(s) are responsible for implementing 
and maintaining this plan. A Homeowners' Association (HOA) may be responsible for 
common areas if applicable to the subdivision. 
 
Shaded Fuel Breaks 
Areas designed to create less flammable forest stands by thinning trees, reducing 
ladder fuels and minimizing ground fuels.  Remove smaller trees and prune lower 
limbs to increase the crown base height.  Tree canopy spacing should be at least 12 
feet, increasing the distance with increasing slope. 

Jon R. Trapp 

Division Chief of Wildland Fire 

Big Sky Fire Department 

 

 
      

    406.995.2100 “Only Our Best Will Do”          bigskyfire.org 
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