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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
For the past ten to fifteen years, eight district plans and zoning districts covering 
most of the Animas Valley have been the planning foundation for determining the 
density, type, and location of land uses in unincorporated La Plata County.  This 
study was initiated by La Plata County as part of an effort to undertake a county-
wide comprehensive plan and future land use plan.  The purpose of this study is to 
evaluate the past performance of the district plan system and to offer 
recommendations for bridging the district planning system with the forthcoming 
comprehensive plan and future land use plan.  This study also evaluates the 
effectiveness of the district planning groups over the past 15 years since they were 
formed.  The main thrust of this evaluation is to find elements of the district planning 
system and the portions of the plans themselves that have been successful, so that 
the community can build upon these successes.  In the process of evaluating the 
district plan system, this study flags mistakes or shortcomings in the district plans so 
that the same mistakes are not repeated and long-standing problems are solved 
during the county-wide comprehensive planning process. 

The district plan evaluation begins with a Part 1: Plan Comparison Study, which is a 
content and comparative analysis of the district plans aimed at finding similarities 
among the district plans.  Two studies, summarized in Part 2: Interview Summary 
and Part 3: Development Review Case Studies of the report establish a structured 
evaluation of the performance of the district planning system at work in La Plata 
County.  Throughout parts 2-3, the contributions and effectiveness of district 
planning group participation in planning are also evaluated.  Part 4: Sub-area 
Planning National Best Practices provides a catalogue of national best practices for 
sub-area planning to inform this first section of the report.  The best practices report 
also contains a detailed national best practices study of the participation of 
"organized local community groups".  Part 5: Existing Development and Future 
Subdivision Modeling summarizes work conducted by the La Plata County planning 
and GIS staff to model existing development and future subdivisions district-by-
district so that large-scale implications of the district plans may be visualized using 
maps. 

The purpose and selected central findings of each study are included below:   

Part 1 - Plan Comparison Study   
Purpose 
This section of the report summarizes a content analysis and side-by-side 
comparison of each of the eight District Plans1.  The primary purpose of this analysis 
was to explore the district plan content to identify and characterize areas of 
alignment between the plans.   

Selected Findings 
Despite the fact that the values, goals and strategies in the plans show a remarkable 
amount of alignment and are a good starting point for long range comprehensive 
planning efforts in La Plata County, the district plans have some fundamental and 
pervasive problems.   

The fact that the plans were initiated to address the deficient land use code has 
resulted in an ambitiously wide array of policy guidance, some of which is typically 
contained in a comprehensive plan, some of which is typically contained in a land use 
code, and some of which would more likely belong in a governmental strategic plan2.  

                                                 
1 The Animas Valley district has traditional zoning originally developed before the district plans 
2 For example, several district plans discuss methods for paying for infrastructure improvements such as impact fees or 
excise taxes.  Policies and strategies for funding infrastructure is a topic that deserves to be addressed comprehensively 
in a county strategic plan, not in the context of specific planning districts in the county. 
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The result is a difficult-to-navigate set of plans containing dispersed pockets of 
guidance for development review, some ideas for long range planning, and a 
moderately large amount of material that is tangential to the stated purpose of the 
plans to guide future development. 

The wide range of planning topics contained in the district plans and variable levels 
of guidance in which these planning topics arise awkwardly collides with the reality 
that the plans were ultimately approved by the planning commission as advisory 
plans allowing flexibility.  The result is a set of plan documents that cover a vast 
range of planning subject matter within a constantly shifting level of guidance that 
are riddled with soft, indeterminate language.  

Part 2 - Interview Summary 
Purpose 
To gain perspective on the history and context of the district planning system, RPI 
Consulting and the Fort Lewis College Office of Community Services conducted a 
series of semi-structured interviews with well-informed individuals who have had 
regular interaction with the county land-use planning system over many years. 

Selected Findings 
The majority of the interviewees directly connected with the county as current or 
former planning commissioners, staff, or former county commissioners recalled that 
the district plans were initially seen by county officials as the most “survivable” next 
step towards implementing conventional zoning.  Recognizing that any suggestion of 
adopting a conventional zoning system at the time would meet with considerable 
resistance, county officials and consultants developed a district-by-district planning 
process that was intended to lay the groundwork for further planning efforts and 
possibly lead to zoning. Interviewees indicated that district residents, both those in 
favor of zoning and those that were not, were informed that the district plans were 
to play an “advisory role only”.   

Planning district boundaries were determined during district plan development by 
identifying easily discerned, map-able geographic features such as ridgelines and 
roads.  Interviewees suggested that although these district boundaries were 
originally created as a means to conduct the planning process, today some residents 
place a certain level of geographic identity on these planning districts.   

Many of the interviewees mentioned that some districts need more concise definition, 
particularly regarding their maps.  The district maps should be revisited and updated 
to reflect the growth that has occurred since the plans were created.  For example, 
private development planners and planning-commissioner interviewees said that the 
maps should be refined to the level where each individual parcel falls completely 
within a single land use classification.  Defining broad areas not specific to lot lines 
leaves far too much room for subjectivity and controversial decisions.  

Most but not all interviewees cited the need to move to a prescriptive zoning system.  
However, there was a great deal of variation in opinions on whether moving in that 
direction is politically feasible yet or not.  

Those interviewees most familiar with the details of the county planning system 
(county officials and private development consultants), also cited the need for clear, 
concise definitions and direction from the land use code. Some interviewees relayed 
specific instances where a lack of definitions caused unnecessary debate.   

The majority of the interviewees were unaware of the 2001 Comprehensive Plan and 
had never seen it or referred to it.  There was much more discussion in the 
interviews about what the comprehensive plan should be or should have been than 
how it functions today.  Many of those interviewed envisioned the La Plata County 
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Comprehensive Plan as the overarching document that meshes all of the district 
plans together into a comprehensive “big picture” for the county.  

Part 3 - Development Review Case Studies 
Purpose 
The county land-use planning system directly affects outcomes on the landscape  
through development review, approval, and the adoption of conditions of approval.  
Because development review is central to the entire enterprise of county planning, 
evaluating district plan performance would be incomplete without a thorough look at 
how well the plans perform in the context of development review.  To this end, RPI 
Consulting and Fort Lewis Office of Community Services undertook a  

Selected Findings 
One of the most pervasive and serious deficiencies in the La Plata County planning 
system is the absence of clear definitions and standards for determining whether a 
portion of a property set aside by applicants to remained undeveloped for achieving 
maximum density actually conveys a tangible public benefit.  The lack of clarity 
surrounding the public-benefit criteria caused difficulty and debate in half of the 
development-review case studies.  For example, in the B&D Subdivision review, 
there was confusion on the applicant's part and extended debate about whether 30% 
or greater slopes could be conveyed as a public benefit as wildlife habitat/open 
space.  During the Castle Rock subdivision review, a trail was offered as public 
benefits, but the trail did not provide any connections with other trails or access to 
public lands, resulting in debate about the level of public benefit conveyed by the 
trails.  In these cases, the district plans and land use codes provided opaque 
guidance and were not effective in settling these debates. 

One other problem exhibited by a few of the cases was that the percentage of total 
public benefit criteria held by each type of public benefit  does not reflect the value 
of keeping the area free of buildings.  For example, avoiding development in the 100 
year floodplain is worth 15% of public benefit criteria needed to achieve maximum 
density.  This has proven to be insufficient to steer developers away from submitting 
applications for development along riparian areas and in the 100 year floodplain.   

Half of the development applications profiled were found to have on-site uses or 
structures that were in violation of the land use code or of specific conditions of 
approval during the development-review process.  Some of these violations may still 
exist.  Given that half of the cases profiled involved applicants who were seeking a 
subdivision approval while having land-use violations on site, one of the questions 
that arises is, "How extensive are land-use violations in La Plata County?"  The 
concern is that only violations on properties that are generating complaints or 
applying for land-use approvals are investigated.  An even more serious concern is 
that the land-use regulatory system in La Plata County appears to lack credibility 
because the consequences of non-compliance are relatively low.   

Finally, future controversies are a real possibility in the municipal peripheries until 
formal densities, extents, and types of future land uses are formally defined and 
adopted by the county and all of its municipalities. 

Part 4 Sub-area Planning National Best Practices 
Purpose 
To inform decisions about the La Plata County district plans and the future of sub-
area planning in the context of a county-wide comprehensive-planning effort, RPI 
surveyed best practices for four main topics: 

Á County-wide comprehensive planning and implementation 
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Á Sub-area (district, neighborhood) planning 

Á Sub-areas and community participation in planning 

Á Comprehensive plan writing styles best practices 

Among the most important considerations in identifying best practices is to 
determine the appropriate roles served by sub-area planning in the planning system 
as a whole.   

Findings 
Sub-area best practices are broken into four main functions.  To further inform best 
practices, best practices are offered for a fifth topic: plan writing styles. 

Provide detailed planning beneath the umbrella comprehensive plan. 

1.1 Sub-area plans should be consistent with and support the values and goals of the 
entire community as expressed in the community-wide comprehensive plan.   

1.2 A jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan should define the role of sub-area plans in 
the planning system and should contain or reflect the sub-area plans.  

1.3 Sub-area plans should move the goals and policies contained in them and those 
contained in the comprehensive plans towards implementation. 

1.4 Planning guidance that has limited impact on the community as a whole should 
be made by, or on the basis of advice given by, residents in the area primarily 
affected.  On the other hand, planning decisions that affect the community as a 
whole should not be overly influenced by a single sub-area’s needs or interests. 

Provide planning needed to address local physical features or infrastructure. 

2.1 Unique human and physical geographic areas deserve sub-area planning only to 
the extent that county-wide planning policies fall short of addressing local issues and 
articulating and achieving locally-specific goals.   

2.2 Use of sub-areas to build a county-wide future land-use plan can be helpful for 
breaking down complexity and focusing community participation, but the role of the 
sub-areas upon plan completion must be clarified early in the process.  

2.3 Sub-area plans that emphasize forthcoming or needed infrastructure or other 
public investments should align with county-wide comprehensive plan goals and 
strategies while stating policies that make the best of these investments at the local 
scale. 

Improve community participation by planning for smaller geographic units. 

3.1 Legitimate and helpful sub-area-planning can occur without permanent organized 
local community groups, district groups, local planning commissions, or 
neighborhood associations connected to the sub-areas.   

3.2 If temporary groups are convened during the community process to develop the 
plan, their temporary role should be clarified from the outset.   

3.3 Organized local community groups should be formally recognized by elected 
officials, and their roles in decision-making need to be clarified in charter 
documentation. 

3.4 The county or municipality needs to make rules for organized local community 
groups  covering membership, voting, attendance, communications, and other 
details so that decision makers understand the context of their input. 

3.5 While the government should formalize the organized local community groups, 
they are always initiated and run by citizens, not the government. 
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3.6 Organized local community groups should be assigned dedicated staff support 
and may need operations funding contributions from the local government. 

Help sustain a tangible character and sense of place for an area. 

4.1 To set the stage for specific regulations to ensure that future development will fit 
in with local community character, sub-area plans should provide a tangible 
description of what defines the unique character of a sub-area, such as lot 
dimensions, height limits, setbacks, or building materials.   

Best practices for plan writing styles  

5.1 Use strong diction for writing plan goals and strategies that are intended to be 
implemented by the local government.   

5.2 Provide clear, descriptive direction for policies that are intended to be 
implemented 

5.3 Comprehensive plans and sub-area plans should be user-friendly. 

 

Part 5 - District-Scale Future Subdivision Modeling 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to visualize current development patterns and compare 
these to the future potential for subdivision lots given the density, type, and location 
land use guidance contained in the district plans.   

Selected Findings 
The range of development possible under the density, land use type, and location 
guidance contained in the district plans could result in land use patterns that do not 
mesh with many visions or goals contained in the plans.  The district-by-district 
results of the county planning department’s Future Subdivision Growth Model signal 
a great deal of uncertainty in the quantity and location of future development in the 
county and point to the need for county-wide comprehensive planning. 
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OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUB-AREA 
PLANNING IN LA PLATA COUNTY 
The purpose of the Conclusions and Recommendations portion of the La Plata County 
District Plan Evaluation is to chart alternatives for decision-making as the county 
undertakes the development of a comprehensive plan and future land use plan.  
Decision maps are presented as a range of choices. RPI Consulting's 
recommended choices are charted in green with other options in grey.     

Stage 1 - County-wide or district-level foundation for 
planning in La Plata County? 

La Plata County has undertaken a multi-year comprehensive planning effort now 
which clearly indicates that the choice has been made to develop a county-wide 
foundation for planning.  There is still a subtle variation on this choice that has been 
explored once before in La Plata County.  The 2001 comprehensive plan introduction 
admits that the purpose of the plan is to fill-in for shortcomings of the district-plan-
based system3.  Interviewees recalled that the 2001 comprehensive plan was an 
attempt to tie-together the district plans and was somewhat of a "stop-gap". Most of 
the interviews support the conclusion that today, the 2001 comprehensive plan is 
mostly ineffective and rarely used or cited (see Part 2 Interview Report pg 12).   

Figure 1 - Stage 1 Options and RPI's Recommendations 

Draping a comprehensive plan onto the district plans has already been tried once, 
and while it clarified a few select issues, it did little to solve problems with the 
planning system as a whole.  RPI's recommended approach is to integrate the 
content of the district plans in developing the comprehensive plan.  Places where the 
district plans align on various policies and implementation tools (summarized in Part 
1) should be highlighted and used as a starting point in the initial stages of 
                                                 
3 The 2001 Comprehensive Introduction states " While the comprehensive plan is intended to incorporate 
and uphold the intent of the district plans, it is also intended to provide further detail and guidance to the 
overall growth management system of La Plata County." 
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developing the comprehensive plan.  The land use classification maps in the district 
plans should also be represented alongside other future land use scenarios 
developed during the planning process, bringing future implications of the district 
plans into the planning process.   

The Case for a County-wide Comprehensive Plan 

Every analysis done for the district plan evaluation indicates that the district plans, 
or any system of sub-area plans would best rest on the foundation of a 
comprehensive plan. Today's planning system rests on a foundation of several 
district plans.   

Part 1 District Plan Comparison Study shows similarities and unique features in each 
plan and includes a content analysis across nine typical planning categories 
(agricultural, scenery, riparian habitat and floodplain, wildlife, natural hazards, 
commercial development, residential densities, infrastructure and fiscal 
considerations, and affordable housing).  The broad alignment in policies and 
strategies between district plans suggests many opportunities for a county-wide 
approach that would be consistent with the values and serve the needs and 
preferences in various local areas throughout the county.   

Part 2 Interview Report summarizes interviews with past planning commissioners, 
current and former district group members, current and former county staff 
members, private development representatives, and other people who interact with 
the La Plata County District Plans.  The interview report summarizes concerns of 
some that without a strong comprehensive plan to unify the district plans, the 
cumulative effects of growth on resources and infrastructure might go unchecked 
under the district plan system. 

Part 3 Development Review Case Studies contains a systematic evaluation of the 
district plans at work in nine development review cases.  Many of the problems that 
arose in the development review case studies were attributed to a lack of 
enforceable countywide regulations and definitions.  The countywide comprehensive 
plan should provide the policy backing for these regulations and definitions.   

Part 4 National Best Practices for Sub-Area Planning - The best practices survey 
indicates that the national norm is to contain sub-area plans under the jurisdiction-
wide policy direction of the comprehensive plan. Of the 16 best practices developed 
in the study, five are about maintaining consistency and alignment between the 
jurisdiction-wide comprehensive plan and sub-area plans:    

1.1 Sub-area plans should be consistent with and support the values and goals of the 
entire community as expressed in the community-wide comprehensive plan.   

1.2 A jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan should define the role of sub-area plans in the 
planning system and should contain or reflect the sub-area plans.  

1.3 Sub-area plans should move the goals and policies contained in them and those 
contained in the comprehensive plans towards implementation. 

1.4 Planning guidance that has limited impact on the community as a whole should be 
made by, or on the basis of advice given by, residents in the area primarily affected.  On 
the other hand, planning decisions that affect the community as a whole should not be 
overly influenced by a single sub-area’s needs or interests4. 

2.1 Unique human and physical geographic areas deserve sub-area planning only to the 
extent that county-wide planning policies fall short of addressing local issues and 
articulating and achieving locally-specific goals.   

                                                 
4 American Planning Association, http://www.planning.org/,  
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Also, according to the Sub-Area Planning Best Practices study, sub-area planning is 
most often used to further develop policy and/or implement the county-wide 
comprehensive plan.   

Part 5 - District-Scale Future Subdivision Modeling shows that the range of 
development possible under the district plans' density parameters could result in 
land use patterns that do not mesh well with some of the visions, goals, and 
strategies contained in the district plans.  The district-by-district results of the county 
planning department’s Future Subdivision Growth Model leave a great deal of 
uncertainty in the county-wide aggregate number of and location of future 
development and point to the need for county-wide comprehensive planning. 

Building on the District Plans 

As an evaluation of La Plata County's district planning system, this report exposes 
many weaknesses in the La Plata County planning system that have led, in part, to 
the effort to re-visit the system in its entirety that is now underway, beginning with a 
county-wide comprehensive plan.  Imperfections aside, the district plans and the 
district planning groups have contributed to many successes and have provided the 
main planning guidance for density, use, and location of land uses for all of the 
significant development that has occurred in the county for almost 15 years5.  At the 
outset of a planning process, it is necessary to acknowledge and understand the 
existing planning system and it is wise to build on successful planning done in the 
past. 

Sub-area Planning Best Practices and La Plata County’s District Plans 

La Plata County exhibits to varying degrees some of best practices for sub-area 
planning identified in Part 4 Sub-Area Planning National Best Practices by using sub-
area planning to increase participation and to sustain a tangible character and sense 
of place.   

According to Part 4, the best practices for sub-area planning demonstrate four 
legitimate functions: 

1. Provide detailed planning beneath the umbrella comprehensive plan. 

2. Improve community participation by planning for smaller geographic units. 

3. Provide planning needed to address local physical features or infrastructure. 

4. Help sustain a tangible character and sense of place for an area. 

 

La Plata County's district plans have exhibited best practices numbers two and four:  

 

Improve community participation by planning for smaller geographic units:  

For example, Part 3, Development Review Case Studies shows that participation of 
the district planning groups was effective in the some of the development review 
cases profiled.  For example, during Phase 1 of the Two Dogs development, the 
district planning group had a positive impact on the project and on the developer's 
decision to designate the highly visible meadow as open space.  In the long-range 
planning context, the Ft. Lewis Mesa district group was instrumental in creating and 
getting planning commissioner approval for their first plan in 2007.  The Fort Lewis  
group provided thoughtful input and important networking in this rural and 
geographically-unique La Plata County planning district.   

                                                 
5 Individual Septic Disposal System and groundwater well permitting requirements result in some density 
limitations, but these limits are not deliberate on the part of the county, instead they are a result of 
compliance with state health code and water law.   
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The capacity of these ad hoc groups to participate effectively in both long-range 
planning and development review exists and where the proper elements are in place, 
members of district planning groups can provide meaningful and helpful 
contributions to planning in La Plata County.  While Part 3, Development Review 
Case Studies shows that the system is "in need of repair", the successes present an 
opportunity to advance democratic participation in planning. 

Help sustain a tangible character and sense of place for an area 

Some of the district plans contain goals, implementation tools, strategies, mapping, 
and land use classifications that when property implemented can result in the 
protection of an element of the landscape that is of importance to residents.  For 
example the Florida Road plan vision states that "The open meadows of the ranches 
are considered a defining attribute of the district's rural and scenic character"  and 
the plan contains a mapped Meadows land-use classification intended to preserve the 
agricultural meadows "to the maximum extent practicable" if the properties develop.   

As another example, the overall intent of the North County plan is "to promote the 
importance of open space [and] the protection of our view corridor with its cultural 
heritage."  The plan also contains a goal calling for "future growth that occurs in a 
compact pattern with a mix of residential, commercial and retail to enhance the 
surrounding community" .  To reconcile the need for commercial development and 
the desire to maintain the scenic integrity of the area, the plan lists visual-impact 
mitigation standards and guidelines including landscape screening, highway and 
ridgeline setbacks, light pollution standards, a maximum structure height of 30 feet, 
a snow-country roof pitch and other similar detail. 

While the two La Plata County district plan examples above show how sub-area plans 
can function to maintain character and sense of place, it may be possible to preserve 
local character using county-wide planning policies.  For example, several of the 
district plans mention meadows in the plan narrative and the land use classification 
map designations, presenting the possibility for merging this value into countywide 
goals, strategies and map designations.  As a general rule of thumb sub-area 
planning is only employed when countywide planning falls short of accomplishing a 
localized goal.   

Bridge District Planning into Countywide Comprehensive Planning 

The content and direction contained in the district plans will be of great importance 
as the comprehensive plan and future land use plan are developed.  The 
development of the countywide comprehensive plan will draw together the common 
values of the community and chart a common course for the county.  Part 1 Plan 
Comparison Study shows a "high degree alignment" of values and strategies 
between district plans on several topics, such as  

• Sustaining Agricultural Land Uses 

• Wildlife 

• Scenic Resources and Unique Landscapes 

Alignment on other planning topics in the district plans is more moderate, but still 
signals the potential for county-wide agreement in the context of the comprehensive 
planning community process.  One would anticipate that the community visioning 
and community participation venues will show that many of the values expressed in 
the 10+ year-old district plans are still in place today.   Integrating new values, 
ideas, and strategies will be of central importance in developing the comprehensive 
plan. Still, the values, goals and strategies that are common between district plans 
and with which the community still agrees will be part of the platform upon which the 
county-wide comprehensive plan is built.  This will provide continuity over a long 
time and a strong foundation of support for the new countywide plan. 
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In addition to integrating the values, goals, and strategies that are common between 
the plans, the future land use plan phase of comprehensive plan can also integrate 
policies that are unique to each district.   The future land use plan should be 
developed using extensive community involvement to map and define land use 
classifications for guiding density and land uses, protecting resources, preserving 
valuable features of the landscape, and accounting for infrastructure limits. One 
effective method for developing a future land use plan that reflects values that are 
specific to localized areas within the county is to hold planning events and conduct 
outreach in several locations in the county when developing the future land use plan.  
The plan can be developed stepwise across the geography of the county, making it 
convenient for people who are familiar with and care most about the area to attend 
events and help create the plan.  The future land use plan should also integrate the 
district plans by representing the land use classification maps in the district plans 
alongside other future land use scenarios developed during the future land use 
scenario planning process.   

A detailed, county-wide planning process sets the stage for efficient jurisdiction-wide 
implementation of the comprehensive plan vision, goals, and strategies while 
accounting for and integrating local geography and the opinions and preferences of 
residents in a specific area.    
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Stage 2 - Sub-Area Planning and the Future Land Use 
Plan 
Part 2 - Interview Summary and Part 3 - Development Review Case Studies both 
demonstrate major shortcomings of the district-plan-based system. On the other 
hand, the Stage 1 Decision Map discussion includes a reminder that the district-plan-
based system shows some degree of 'best practices' itself. 

The best practices study demonstrates successful use of sub-areas for developing a 
county-wide future land use map stepwise across the geography of the county (See 
Part 4 - Sub-area Planning National Best Practices, pg 14-15).  Within the context of 
a county-wide comprehensive plan, planners and participants can look at smaller 
areas to build the future land use plan.  As pointed out in the best practices study, 
use of sub-areas can increase the number of people attending plan events and 
improve the quality of the dialogue because people tend to be most interested in and 
knowledgeable about the areas near where they live.  Local meetings and events 
about local areas during the community planning process can contribute to the 
effectiveness of the plan.  Sub-areas also help by breaking-down the complexity of 
the county into discrete, intuitive geographic units.   

If localized goals are not met by implementing the countywide comprehensive plan, 
sub-area planning can provide an important context to help develop the future land 
use plan. 

Figure 2 - Stage 2 Options and RPI's Recommendations 
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Comprehensive Plan and 

Future Land Use Plan 

No Sub-areas in the 
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Stage 3 - District Group Participation in the 
Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Plan 
Using sub-areas in the community process for the future land use plan is one avenue 
for engaging the district group participants in an area with which they are familiar.  
Stage 1 of the decision map argues that both the unique direction in each district 
plan and the elements common between them will be important components of the 
community process for developing the comprehensive plan and future land use plan.  
By integrating the elements of the district plans upon which the community agrees, 
former planning that included the participation of the district groups will be further 
meshed with the comprehensive plan and future land use plan.  District planning 
group members will be crucial participants in the future land use scenario 
development and in developing the preferred scenario. 

Figure 3 - Stage 3 Options and RPI's Recommendations 
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Stage 4 - Future of Sub-area Planning in La Plata 
County 
The best practices report shows that sub-area planning can serve many roles.  Sub-
area planning improves the fine-scale resolution of planning to include local people 
and geographies.  Once the comprehensive plan and future land use plan are 
adopted, RPI suggests a litmus test for evaluating the need for sub-area planning in 
the future.  The best practices study includes four primary functions of sub-area 
planning.  In evaluating whether sub-areas plans make sense in the future, we 
suggest checking whether the plan legitimately serves any of the best-practices 
functions: 

� Provide detailed planning for the comprehensive plan foundation. 

� Improve community participation by planning for smaller geographic units. 

� Provide planning needed to address local physical features or infrastructure. 

� Help sustain a tangible character and sense of place for an area. 

The use of sub-areas to amend the future land use plan or implement the plan could 
be an appropriate use for sub-area planning in La Plata County in the future.  
Functional sub-area plans can lead to better planning in La Plata County, but the 
sub-area plans must rest on and be consistent with the county-wide comprehensive 
plan.  It should be routine in reviewing proposed sub-area plans to check 
systematically for sub-area plan alignment with the county-wide comprehensive 
plan. 
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Introduction 
This section of the report summarizes a content analysis and side by side comparison 
of each of the eight District Plans1.  The primary purpose of this analysis was to 
explore the district plan content to identify and characterize areas of alignment 
between the plans.  In the process of finding alignment, differences were also 
uncovered along with some serious and pervasive problems with the plans content 
and structure.  

Editorial Note: This entire section on Acknowledging Problems will be further 
developed in the development review case studies.  This analysis will illustrate what 
happens when some of the uncertainties identified in the plan comparison study are 
put to work on the ground during the development review process.  In the final 
versions, we will probably tell the good news first (alignment), and the bad news last 
(acknowledging problems).  Here it is: 

Acknowledging Problems and Shortcomings 
Despite the fact that the plans show a remarkable amount of alignment and are a 
good starting point for long range comprehensive planning efforts in La Plata County, 
the district plans have some fundamental and pervasive problems.   

The original 7 plans were adopted in 1996 & 1997 (North County, Florida Road, 
Vallecito, Junction Creek, West Durango, Florida Mesa, Bayfield) but the Ft. Lewis 
Mesa plan was adopted in 2007 and is different from the other district plans in its 
organization and contents.  The plans all contain typical comprehensive planning 
headings: issues statements, vision statements, goals and objectives, guiding 
principles.  The 1996 and 1997 plans are accompanied by mapped land use 
classifications and narrative for any one of over 20 land use classifications. 

On the surface, the plans appear to be consistent and parallel, but digging down into 
the plans and sifting them through the alignment study framework has revealed 
some weakness in the foundation underlying land use planning in La Plata County. 

The way that the plans were perceived as they were originally developed and 
approved in 1996 and 1997 has led to many critical deficiencies and confusing 
guidance contained throughout the district plans.   Key informant interviews yielded 
some revealing insights into the original intent and perceptions of the district plans 
(see Interview Summary for full description and results):    

• The planning process was initiated in the mid-1990s because the case-by-
case performance based approach to planning in La Plata County was 
resulting in some contentious outcomes, particularly dispersed commercial 
and industrial uses in the unincorporated county.  There was a call for a more 
holistic approach that would result in some degree of predictability. 

• Some participants in the district planning process were fundamentally 
opposed to zoning regulations.  The district plans were adopted by the 
planning commission, but the key elements making way for an acceptable 
level of support by the community was that they were 1) advisory and 2) that 
they maintain flexibility.   

• The district plans were intended by many to be used “temporarily” as 
advisory guidelines during the development review process, then overtime 
the plans would be fine-tuned and formal development regulations and zoning 
would be developed.   

                                                 
1 The Animas Valley district has traditional zoning originally developed before the district plans 
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Temporary first step 
towards more planning

Advisory, 
allowing flexibility

Created to address issues 
arising from case by case 
planning in the 90s boom

The plans contain a vast range 
of planning topics not 
addressed in the deficient land 
use code (including density).

Opaque, soft language and 
sentence constructions 
pervade the plans, that were 
never adopted by BOCC.

Much of the planning 
guidance is incomplete and/or 
vague. The plans themselves 
list many deficiencies in the 
district plans and the land use 
regulations.

Components of Plan 
Content Problems

Realities of Original Plan 
Development

 
The fact that the plans were initiated to address the deficient land use code has 
resulted in an ambitiously wide array of policy guidance, some of which is typically 
contained in a comprehensive plan, some of which is typically contained in a land use 
code, and some of which would more likely belong in a governmental strategic plan.  
The result is a difficult-to-navigated set of plans containing dispersed pockets of 
guidance for development review, some ideas for long range planning, and a 
moderately large amount of material that is tangential to the stated purpose of the 
plans to guide future development. 

The following levels of guidance and representative examples are contained 
throughout the district plans:  

• Development review strategies - West Durango Plan: "To the maximum 
extent possible, locate development away from riparian areas." 

• Guidance for developing regulations - Junction Creek Plan: "Utilize proper set 
backs and avoid creating silhouettes along hilltops or ridgelines."  

• Design guidelines - North County Plan: "Use [roof] pitches within the 8/12 to 
12/12 range found in most mountain communities." 

• Need for additional planning and/or information- West Durango Plan: "Create 
an area road study to address current and future road improvements." 

• Large-scale long range planning guidance -Florida Mesa Plan: "Adopt the 
planning concept of satellite commercial/retail centers to reduce the number 
of trips in to Durango each day." 

• County government strategic planning - Florida Mesa Plan: "Assess impact 
fees, a portion which should be allocated for fire and emergency services." 
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• Partnerships with other governments and entities. - From the Bayfield Plan: 
"Work with Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the County to 
develop deer and elk crossing underpasses along Hwy 160." 

The wide range of planning topics and variable levels of guidance in which these 
topics arise awkwardly collides with the reality that the plans were ultimately 
approved by the planning commission as advisory plans allowing flexibility.  The 
result is a set of plan documents that cover a vast range of planning subject matter 
within a constantly shifting level of guidance that are riddled with soft, indeterminate 
language.  

One commonly cited example of the soft language in the district plans is the use of 
the verb 'encourage' to passively express a planning policy.  The Florida Road Plan 
calls "to encourage development outside of the riparian corridor" and the Bayfield 
Plan's first goal is to "encourage the retention of agricultural lands and open space, 
rural atmosphere and lifestyle."  In reviewing a development plan for compliance 
with the district plans, one is forced to ask the question "does this project 
encourage…..?", which is difficult to approach objectively. In many respects 
reviewing whether a project encourages this or that is about understanding the 
intent of the project, not the development outcomes.    

This same problem is occurs with other soft phrases such as the Florida Road policy 
to avoid meadows "to the maximum extent practicable".  These soft constructions 
were intended to provide flexibility, but the dark side of flexibility is uncertainty and 
as stated in the La Plata Land Use System Diagnosis (Clarion Associates, 2002), "the 
La Plata County Land Use System is rife with uncertainty".   
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Alignment Study 
The district plans were intended by many who were involved in their creation to be 
temporary, advisory, and a stepping-stone for more planning.  As the county enters 
a multi-year planning effort, the district plans may be able to serve that original role 
as a stepping stone once again.  This study identifies countywide policy alignment 
and fundamental differences between the district plans so that they can be rationally 
evaluated in the context of a countywide comprehensive plan.   

An analytical framework was developed to find alignment by planning topic: 
Sustaining Agriculture Uses; Riparian Areas and Floodplain; Wildlife; Natural 
Hazards; Scenic Resources; Commercial, Industrial, Non-Residential Development, 
Urban Density Residential; Land Use Classifications; Affordable Housing, 
Infrastructure and Fiscal Concerns.  Sifting the district plans through this framework 
shows that the district plans have more similarities than differences. They constitute 
a broad platform for revisiting, advancing, and continuing to customize the La Plata 
County land use system to fit the needs of times.   

To evaluate each topic for alignment consistently and rationally, RPI Principals 
employed a three phased analytical process for each of the planning topics listed 
above.   

The plan content for each planning topic for each district was broken into General 
Policy statements and Implementation Tools.  While the district plans often span 
outside of the role providing guidance for land use planning, the relevant guidance 
for land use planning fits almost without fail into these two categories.   General 
policy statements are value or issue statements that express core beliefs, hopes, 
preferences, and fears.  Implementation tools are ideas for ways to achieve desired 
land use outcomes.  This dual framework ensures that the preferences expressed in 
the plans are all captured.  Many of the plans voice a preferred or recommended 
implementation strategy a topic without having a core value statement and visa 
versa.  By considering both, analysts were able to expose and organize the full range 
of planning guidance contained in the district plans.   

The next level of refinement was a content analysis for grouping the general policies 
expressed in the plans into themes that characterize the alignment or differences 
between the district plans.  The themes are different for each planning topic. 

Although it is presented at the top of each section, the final step of the process was 
to determine the degree of alignment in the district plans around each planning 
topic.   

A low degree of alignment means that some of the plans lack content on the topic 
entirely and the other plans exhibit a significant difference of opinion regarding the 
topic. 

A moderate degree of alignment means that the content is widespread in the plans, 
but some of the plans lack continuity between general policies and implementation 
ideas and some differences in philosophy are apparent between the districts. 

A high degree of alignment means that the plans generally address the topic clearly 
and exhibit relatively cohesive agreement on fundamental values and 
implementation approaches. 
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Sustaining Agricultural Land Uses 

High Degree of Alignment  
With five of the eight plans containing both general policy statements and 
implementation tools, the plans exhibit a high degree of alignment in support of 
sustaining agricultural land uses. All of the district plans include general policies or 
implementation tools that support sustaining agricultural land uses, but the district 
plans covering the largest inventory of agricultural uses naturally include the most 
developed and extensive content supporting the retention of agricultural lands 
(Florida Mesa, Ft. Lewis Mesa, Bayfield).  

Content Analysis 
The district plans offer general policy support for preserving agricultural land with a 
few focal points: 

• Preservation of the rural character and open-space attributes of agricultural 
lands. 

• Preservation of the cultural and historic ranching heritage. 

• Balancing agricultural preservation with private property rights and demand 
for developable land. 

While agricultural preservation appears to have broad support given the contents of 
the district plans and the comprehensive plan, the implementation tools brought 
forward in the various plans exhibit a difference of approach.   

Preserving agricultural lands via broad geographic-scale community planning  
The plans covering large inventories of agricultural lands support the concentration 
of future development in growth areas where infrastructure is available or can be 

North County
Ft. Lewis Mesa

Florida Mesa
Bayfield

Florida Road

Junction Creek
West Durango

Vallecito

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Both
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delivered while leaving suitable agricultural land intact (Florida Mesa, Ft. Lewis Mesa, 
Bayfield).  The Florida Mesa plan identifies specific growth areas as areas that would 
be good for future commercial and industrial development, while the Ft. Lewis Mesa 
plan states that the areas including and within one-half mile of the existing 
agricultural towns are the only areas that can contain densities greater than 2 lots 
per 40 acres.  

Transferable development rights  
Both the Florida Mesa and Ft. Lewis Mesa plans suggest looking at transferable 
development rights as an implementation tool to bridge the gap between agricultural 
preservation and respect for property rights.  Since the plans were adopted by the 
planning commission (in 2001 and 2007 respectively), the Florida Mesa planning 
group considered transferable development rights using the Grandview area as a 
receiving zone, but the concept was never fully developed or implemented in 
Grandview's final approvals.  The Ft. Lewis Mesa District planning group has also 
discussed transferable development rights but questions have come up during recent 
planning efforts about whether the market conditions in the district are not ideal for 
such a program to be successful2.   

Delineating outstanding agricultural resources for preservation   
The Florida Road plan and the North County plan, both of which emphasize scenic 
resources, contain mapped and designated agricultural “meadows” preserved "to the 
maximum extent practicable."  The Vallecito plan advocates special care of the Cool 
Water Ranch in reviewing development plans.   

Preserving agricultural lands at the development-site scale 
The concept of clustering development to leave the agricultural portion of a property 
intact appears to have broad community support in the district plans.  All of the 
district plans consider a residential cluster development that moves homes off of 
agricultural portions of a property to be a desirable outcome and support this with 
density-bonus incentives.   

General Policy Direction 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Florida 
Mesa 

The primary and overriding objective of the Florida Mesa land-use plan is to preserve 
agricultural and rural character while accommodating growth, and its vision statement refers 
to "a rural agricultural atmosphere." 
A top issue is the potential decline in groundwater levels and supplies if irrigated agricultural 
lands continue to be converted to residential uses or fall out of production. 

Ft. Lewis 
Mesa 

The vision statement calls for a landscape with successful farms and ranches that helps to 
provide the expansive views and wildlife habitat that we now enjoy where residents and 
incentive programs provide a foundation of support. 
Guiding principles vow to maintain agricultural heritage to the fullest extent and 
"acknowledge that water restrictions and the decline of agriculture threaten our way of life". 

Bayfield One key issue is "preserving agricultural goals and open space".  

Florida 
Road 

The open meadows of the ranches are considered a defining attribute of the district's rural 
and scenic character.  
The plan calls for careful consideration for protecting the meadows and open spaces while 
respecting the rights of property owners. 

North 
County 

A goal calls for preserving the culture and ranching heritage of the area.   

                                                 
2 2008 Ft. Lewis Mesa Water Resource and Future Land Use Analysis 
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Implementation Tools 
District Implementation Tools 

Florida 
Mesa 

To preserve agriculture and other rural open lands, the plan encourages future higher-
density growth to be channeled to several ”growth centers” in the district, naming 
Grandview, Elmore's Store, and Sunnyside as possible commercial growth areas and the 
areas around the airports and portions of Koshak Mesa as industrial areas. 
Goals and objectives are to direct development to those portions of farms and ranches that 
are less useful for agricultural purposes. 
 The plan calls for a feasibility study of a transferable development rights program.Basic 
cluster guidelines in the Agricultural/Rural Residential description discourage residential 
clusters "on prime agricultural land". 

Ft. Lewis 
Mesa 

There is a base density of 1 lot per 35 acres, with 2 lots per 40 acres possible with 
clustering emphasizing irrigated agricultural lands. 
Direct future development within one-half mile of the agricultural towns (Marvel, Kline, Red 
Mesa, Hesperus, Breen) where future domestic water service and central wastewater 
disposal would result in support for higher densities.   
The plan calls for a feasibility study of a transferable development rights program. 

Bayfield 

Basic cluster guidelines in the Agricultural/Rural Residential description discourage 
residential clusters "on prime agricultural land". 
The general strategy expressed in various statements directs commercial and residential 
development towards lands that are not useful for agriculture and that contain or are near 
infrastructure and seeks to preserve meadows, rangelands, and agricultural land uses.   

Florida 
Road 

The plan contains a mapped Meadows land-use classification intended to preserve the 
agricultural meadows "to the maximum extent practicable" if the properties develop.   
A 35% density bonus is possible for formally preserving agricultural open space. 

North 
County 

The general policy is to ensure that new developments preserve access to grazing 
operations and use open-range fencing.  
The plan contains a mapped Meadows land-use classification intended to preserve the 
agricultural meadows "to the maximum extent practicable" if the properties develop.   
A 25% density bonus is possible for formally preserving meadows as open space. 

Vallecito 

The plan supports the adoption of "right to farm" legislation. 
There is a detailed description of options for Cool Water Ranch in the Agricultural 
Rural/Residential land-use classification description.  This section mentions the future 
possibility of a 2-unit-per-35-acre agricultural subdivision as a possible density for the 
ranch. 

West 
Durango 

The plan includes a Scenic Vista land-use classification and a 25% density bonus possible 
for preserving open meadows.   

Junction 
Creek 

There is a 40% density bonus possible for formally preserving agricultural open space. 

Animas 
Valley 

Most zoning districts include provisions to allow clustering that concentrates development 
on appropriate portions of the property.   
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Riparian Areas and Floodplain 

Moderate Degree of Alignment 
The alignment of plan support for maintaining the integrity of riparian habitat and 
keeping development out of the floodplain is moderate largely because the emphasis 
on streams and rivers varies by district according to the geography.  All district plans 
except the Ft. Lewis Mesa District Plan include policy or implementation 
recommendations that support riparian conservation., but the districts on higher 
terrain where the geography of private property is less defined by major river 
corridors (West Durango, North County) have less developed content.  On the other 
hand, Junction Creek and Bayfield, both geographically oriented on riparian 
corridors, have well developed riparian policies and offer several implementation 
tools. 

 

 

 

Content Analysis 
The general policies stated in the district plans reflect three related ways of valuing 
riparian conservation: 
 

Scenic, natural-setting attributes 

Wildlife habitat 

Flood-hazard avoidance 

Junction Creek
Florida Mesa

Bayfield

North County
West Durango

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Vallecito
Florida Road

Both
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Setbacks or Buffers 
The county's drainage easement requirements in the land use code also include a 
50-foot setback from stream banks, while the implied definition of critical lands in 
the code includes the 100-year floodplain.  This is in addition to the specific codified 
regulations regarding development within the 100-year floodplain.  Evaluation of the 
implementation recommendations in the district plans suggests that careful 
calibration of the buffering mechanisms is the key to successful implementation of 
the general policies in the plans (currently codified as a mandatory drainage 
easement of 50-feet off the riverbank and the floodplain regulations).   
 

General Policy Direction 

  

Implementation Tools 
District contains two types of 
implementation tools that can result in 
the conservation of riparian areas and 
floodplains 

1. Critical Lands land-use 
classification is identified for 
each district.  Critical Lands is 
not defined in the district plans, 
but Section 102-53 of the land 
use code implies that critical 
lands include the floodplain.   

2. All district plans but Ft. Lewis 
Mesa's plan contain a density 
bonus ranging from 15% to 25% for avoiding natural constraints including the 
floodplain (riparian areas specifically in the Junction Creek plan).   

Several of the plans contain unique implementation tools, as does the land use code.     

District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Bayfield 
The Bayfield plan focuses one of its five issue statements on its main riparian 
area, identifying the Pine River as an important geographic feature for wildlife and 
the community.   

Florida Mesa 

The vision statement emphasizes the Animas and Florida rivers "not only for their 
scenic beauty but also for their value as habitat for the wildlife populations that 
inhabit them". 
The plan contains an objective discouraging future building in the 100-year flood 
plain to reduce public risk and provide wildlife habitat.  It also calls for 
consideration of the impact of increased traffic on riparian areas. 

Junction Creek 

In the vision statement, the Junction Creek plan describes the district as a "unique 
rural, riparian area to be valued by the whole community" and states that, 
"Wildlife corridors, riparian areas, wetlands and water quality are critical to the 
future environmental character."   

Florida Road 
The Florida Road plan, covering portions of the Florida River and other side 
creeks, has a general objective "to encourage development outside of the riparian 
corridor." 

Vallecito 

The descriptive narrative outlines a riparian issue: "Development has encroached 
to varying degrees on Vallecito Creek and its tributaries that thread their way 
through the residential areas to the reservoir. The streamside adjoining Vallecito 
Creek is a valuable scenic and natural resource to all the residents and visitors to 
the valley. Some of this land is designated floodway or floodplain by FEMA." 
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District Recommended Implementation Tools 

Bayfield 

Objectives call for delineation of the riverfront area and no additional commercial 
development on the riverfront.  
The plan contains clustering guidelines in the Agricultural/Rural Residential designation 
description that discourage residential clusters "in floodplains, drainage ways, and 
riverbanks”. 

Florida 
Mesa 

An action item seeks to "map and encourage preservation of high priority wildlife habitat 
such as severe winter elk range, riparian corridors, migration corridors, and wetlands". 
The plan contains clustering guidelines in the Agricultural/Rural Residential designation 
description that discourage residential clusters "in floodplains, drainage ways, and 
riverbanks”. 

Junction 
Creek 

There are goals to protect the natural environment that specifically reference an objective 
to "protect riparian and wetland areas". This includes action items to revise floodplain 
setbacks, require buffering from riparian areas, and call for official floodplain-delineation 
studies and wetlands inventories.   

West 
Durango 

The plan contains a wildlife objective to "protect riparian habitat by encouraging a 100-to 
250-foot setback from the 100-year floodplain for new development, whenever possible." 
The Scenic Vistas land-use classification refers to "views of river corridors" as lands with 
specific scenic qualities and Agricultural/Rural Residential land-use classification contains 
clustering guidelines in the designation description that discourages residential clusters "in 
floodplains, drainage ways, and riverbanks". 

Animas 
Valley 

The codified River Corridor zoning district is specifically designed to conserve the river 
corridor and the riparian habitat and scenic resources it contains. The district includes 
provisions for limited density (1 unit per 35 acres) and other low–impact permitted uses, 
consolidated access points, as well as requiring a no-build line extending 50 feet off the 
riverbank. 

North 
County 

A stated policy encourages new development to maintain wildlife habitat and leave corridors 
open for wildlife to pass through. 

Junction 
Creek 

Plan cites the need to delineate critical wildlife corridors for protection if properties develop. 

Most of the recommended implementation tools contained in the plans generally 
focus on identifying and protecting riparian areas. 
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Wildlife 

High Degree of Alignment 
The district plans exhibit a high degree of alignment of support for protecting wildlife 
habitat that is not specified as riparian habitat. This is especially true considering 
that one type of wildlife habitat, riparian habitat, has already been shown to possess 
a moderate degree of alignment, with more developed guidance in the riparian 
oriented geographies covered by the Junction Creek and Bayfield District Plans. 
 

 
 

Content Analysis 
All of the district plans contain general policy statements urging that key wildlife 
habitat is inherently valuable and should be maintained and protected as property is 
developed.  Implementation tools listed throughout the plans illustrate widespread 
support to rationally identify important wildlife habitat on private property and try to 
keep it open should property develop.  The plans contain a variety of suggested 
approaches for accomplishing habitat protection for an assortment of habitat types, 
but the intent appears to be the same throughout the district plans.   

Types of habitat mentioned for protection 

• Riparian habitat (See the Riparian Areas and Floodplain section of this report) 

• Migration corridors  

• Elk severe-winter range 

• Wetlands 

North County
West Durango

Florida Mesa
Vallecito

Florida Road

Junction Creek

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Ft. Lewis Mesa
Bayfield

Both
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Identification and delineation of wildlife habitat  
All but two of the district plans call for some type of identification or delineation of 
wildlife habitat for consideration and protection 
as property is developed.  The Florida Road 
plan contains mapped wildlife corridors while 
the Florida Mesa plan does not have mapped 
wildlife corridors but requests that  such 
mapping be done.  Other plans call for 
identification of wildlife habitat more generally, 
sometimes referencing the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife and federal public-lands agencies as 
resources for identification of wildlife habitat, 
implying support for a case-by-case approach 
during development review and permitting.  
Roles for federal agencies and Colorado Division 
of Wildlife  

Several of the plans contain references to 
recommendations from public agencies with 
wildlife expertise in development review.  The 
North County plan cites specific support for 
enforcement of federal wetlands laws.   

Density-bonus incentives 

All but one plan (Ft. Lewis Mesa) have density 
bonuses that specifically mention wildlife habitat. 

 

 

General Policies 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Vallecito 
The vision statement mentions maintaining wildlife resources while an issues statement 
recognizes wildlife as "one of Vallecito's key natural and economic resources". 

North 
County 

A goal and objective identifies wildlife as a component of the highly valued rural lifestyle. 

West 
Durango 

One goal is to ensure that there is good habitat for wildlife. 

Bayfield 
A goal is to preserve a harmonious and mutually beneficial relationship between humans 
(and their domestic animals and crops) and wildlife habitat. 

Florida 
Mesa 

One goal is to preserve a harmonious and mutually beneficial relationship between humans 
(and their domestic animals and crops) and wildlife habitat. 

Ft. Lewis 
Mesa 

The vision statement calls for "a landscape with successful farms and ranches that helps to 
provide the expansive views and wildlife habitat that we now enjoy and incentive programs 
provide a foundation of support."   

Florida 
Road 

One objective is to "maintain wildlife habitat and migration corridors." 

Note: See also Riparian Areas and Floodplain 
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Implementation Tools 
District Unique Recommended Implementation Tools 

Vallecito 

One objective is to develop new trails and recreation access while mitigating impacts on 
wildlife. 
There is a 20% density bonus for protection of "designated wildlife corridors or wildlife 
habitat" among other valuable resources.    

North 
County 

the plan calls for identification (implies delineation) of wildlife resources as part of an 
overall strategy to retain large areas of properties being developed as open space.    
The plan repeatedly calls for wildlife-friendly fencing for all new development in wildlife 
habitat, especially in migration corridors.   
It cites support for enforcement of federal wetlands rules and calls for serious consideration 
of wildlife-agency recommendations during development review.  A 20% density bonus is 
possible for leaving wildlife habitat undeveloped.   

West 
Durango 

A goal references clustering and density bonuses to protect migration and winter-range 
areas. 
In planning future development, the plan seeks to encourage wildlife-corridor connections 
between major wildlife areas and buffer densities from public lands. 
One goal is to consider the impact of development on wetlands. 
There is a 25% density bonus possible for preserving wildlife corridors and habitats 
designated in consultation with wildlife or publiclandsagencies. 

Florida 
Mesa 

An action item seeks to "map and encourage preservation of high-priority wildlife habitat 
such as severe-winter elk range, riparian corridors, migration corridors, and wetlands". 
Various action items call for protecting wildlife habitat when making public road 
improvements. 
A 10% density bonus is available for preserving "designated wildlife corridors or habitats". 

Florida 
Road 

There is a mapped wildlife-corridor land-use classification for helping identify possible 
public-benefit criteria for density-bonus incentives.  The plan calls for wildlife-friendly 
fencing in wildlife corridors.   
There is a 15% density bonus for preserving wildlife corridors or other habitat. 

Junction 
Creek 

Plan cites the need to delineate critical wildlife corridors for protection if properties develop. 

Note: See also Riparian Areas and Floodplain. 
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Scenic Resources and Unique Landscapes 

High Degree of Alignment 
The district plans all address scenic resource conservation to varying degrees, but 
the majority of the plans contain both central policies and vision statements related 
to scenic resources and guidance or preferences about how they are protected.   

 

 

Content Analysis 

Scenic resources and rural character 
Many of the plans mention the "rural character" of the area or the "rural 
atmosphere" or "rural landscape".  Looking out the kitchen window or windshield and 
seeing rural life is seen as important in the district plans.  Most facets of rural land-
use planning relate to rural character, including the planning topics as they are 
organized in this report (Sustaining Agricultural Land Uses, Riparian Areas and 
Floodplain, Wildlife, Natural Hazards, etc.)  However, in no other context do the 
district plans formulate more direct strategies to retain rural character than in the 
way they address scenic resources. 
   

Identifying scenic resources and minimizing impacts on the large scale 
The plans approach scenic resources by identifying scenic geographies and calling for 
minimizing and/or mitigating impacts on the resources via public-benefit density 
incentives.  The types of scenic resources emphasized in each district vary somewhat 
depending on the geography contained by the district:  

North County
West Durango

Florida Mesa
Bayfield

Florida Road

Junction Creek

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Ft. Lewis Mesa

Both
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• Both the Florida Road and North County plans emphasize the eadows land-
use classification and all other plans except for Ft. Lewis Mesa contain direct 
reference to scenic-protection and public-benefit density incentives for 
meadows. 

• The plans for the mountainous 
West Durango and North County 
districts also possess a Scenic 
Vista land-use classification and 
place scenic corridors on the 
land-use classification map.  

• The visually oriented Florida Road 
plan maps a scenic corridor along 
the valley bottoms in the district 
and identifies it as a land-use 
classification.   

• All district plans except the Ft. 
Lewis Mesa plan specifically voice preferences to keep development off of 
ridgelines.   

• The Bayfield and Junction Creek plans emphasize scenic values of riparian 
areas (see also Riparian Areas and Floodplain).   

• Other scenic features mentioned in various plans that deserve protection 
include: trees, meadows, ponds, wetlands, wildflowers, mountain vistas, 
cliffs, open space, major topographical features, steep open hillsides that are 
highly visible from major roads, open lands visible from public roads, views to 
distant mountain peaks, and riparian areas. 

• The North County plan contains a 50-foot setback for future residential 
development and 100 foot setback for future commercial development and 
from public roads for a visual buffer along the road. 

 

Site design and visual-impact mitigation 
Several of the plans provide some additional 
site-planning guidance, beyond identifying and 
avoiding scenically valuable features.   

• All of the plans call for the use of 
clustering to minimize visual impacts.   

• Both the West Durango and the Florida 
Road plans call for the future creation 
and implementation of design guidelines 
to reduce visual impact at the site-
design scale.  The West Durango plan 
references height limits and building 
envelopes as visual-impact mitigation 
tools.    

• The North County plan contains lists of 
guidelines in the goals and objectives 

that cover lighting and gives some general guidance on locating structures, 
utilities, and gates.   

• The Junction Creek plan contains a limited set of guidelines for tucking 
development into low-visibility areas.  

• The Bayfield plan calls for delineation of the “riverfront”, implying that 
additional scenic policies would be part of that future delineation, and for a 
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Highway 160 corridor "beautification plan" to address visual impacts along the 
transportation-network backbone.   

 

General Policies 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Florida 
Road 

The vision statement  says, "maintain the natural aesthetics and beauty of the area, man-
made structures are designed to enhance visual quality and the location of development will 
avoid environmental constraints and preserve visual aesthetics." 
A goal is to "preserve scenic beauty and visual appeal of the District and its semi-rural 
atmosphere" and to "encourage development in wooded areas out of meadows and set 
back from prominent ridges….[and development that is]….screened, buffered, and 
clustered".    

West 
Durango 

The issues statement entitled "Preserving Our Rural Lifestyle and Open Lands” provides a 
rare definition of rural lifestyle: "This rural lifestyle was characterized as life outside the 
traffic, noise and confined spaces of the city. Working ranches and scenic vistas are some of 
the natural features that this group associated with a rural lifestyle." 
The vision statement seeks to "preserve the beautiful natural setting and resources while 
maintaining a sound economic base". 

North 
County 

The introductory narrative states that the "overall intent of [the planning district] is to 
promote the importance of open space [and] the protection of our view corridor with its 
cultural heritage." 
The first goal, "Preservation of scenic view corridors and visual integrity of the district", is 
followed by several statements urging keeping scenic features of the landscape visually 
intact (naming the following: trees, meadows, ponds, wetlands, wildflowers, mountain 
vistas, cliffs, and open space, ridge tops, major topographical features) by locating 
development in visually low-impact areas and/or clustering.  

Bayfield 

The vision statement highlights strong values for "the Pine River Valley and scenic areas in 
which we live” and urges management of growth that "ensures the character of the area". 
There is an issues statement titled "Preserving Our Rural Lifestyle" that refers to directing 
development away from useful agricultural land, open meadows, fields, rangeland, and 
floodplains.  
An issues statement asserts that "the river not only defines the major geographical feature 
of the area, the Pine River Valley, but adds to the beauty and sense of rural lifestyle of the 
District." 

Florida 
Mesa 

The vision statement paints a picture of "a rural agricultural atmosphere" and emphasizes 
the alignment of scenic beauty and habitat values along the Animas and Florida rivers.   

Vallecito 

The introductory narrative signals the importance of scenic views including lakes, meadows, 
forests, streams, and ridgelines and urges that "Important views should be designated and 
protected while allowing for reasonable development". 
The vision statement begins: "Maintaining and preserving the natural beauty, rural 
character……" 

Ft. Lewis 
Mesa 

The Ft. Lewis Mesa plan vision makes it clear that the scenic values in the district are 
dependent on "successful farms and ranches". 

 

Implementation Tools 
All plans except for Ft. Lewis Mesa's contain 
density-bonus incentives (public-benefit 
criteria) that apply to preservation of scenic 
resources.  Density bonuses possible for 
conserving scenic resources range from 
70% to 100%.   
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District Unique Recommended Implementation Tools 

Florida 
Road 

The plan contains a mapped Scenic Corridor land-use classification to reference in 
determining public-benefit criteria and states that, "The maintenance of the visual and 
scenic appeal to this corridor is a primary goal of this plan." 
The plan also contains a mapped Meadows land-use classification to help determine public-
benefit criteria, emphasizing that "care shall be taken to locate structures and 
improvements in a manner that preserves the meadows to the maximum extent 
practicable." 

West 
Durango 

The Scenic Vista [previously this was Vista, singular] land-use classification refers to "open 
lands visible from county roads with specific scenic qualities such as views to distant 
mountain peaks, large open vistas, views of river corridors, etc." and encourages "special 
attention to the maintenance of scenic qualities" (scenic corridors are mapped).   
An objective is to create design guidelines to minimize visual impact of future development 
(color, height, topographically sensitive design, etc..) while another relatively detailed goal 
to "mitigate light pollution" includes objectives encouraging downcast lighting and new 
technology to reduce visual impact of lighting.   
The plan expresses support for a "junk ordinance".   
There is a goal that specifically supports the use of height restrictions, limiting ridgeline 
development, and use of building envelopes to achieve visual impact mitigation.   

North 
County 

The plan contains mapped Meadows and a mapped Scenic Vista land-use classifications to 
reference in determining public-benefit criteria. It emphasizes that "care shall be taken to 
locate structures and improvements in a manner that preserves the meadows and other 
scenic resources to the maximum extent practicable." 
The plan calls for 100-foot and 50-foot setbacks off of public roads for residential and 
commercial development, respectively.   
The plan also briefly addresses visual impacts of incidental development such as gates, and 
calls for underground utilities. 

Bayfield 

The Agricultural / Rural Residential designation contains some guidelines for cluster 
development that specify that rural clusters should not be "on ridgetops, steep open 
hillsides and open meadows that are highly visible from major roadways." 
The general strategy expressed in various statements is to direct commercial and 
residential development towards lands that are not useful for agriculture and that contain 
or are near infrastructure and to preserve meadows, rangelands, and agricultural land uses. 
The plan calls for a "beautification plan" for the 160 corridor. 

Florida 
Mesa 

The Agricultural / Rural Residential designation contains some guidelines for cluster 
development that specify that rural clusters should not be "on ridgetops, steep open 
hillsides and open meadows that are highly visible from major roadways." 
In the Oil and Gas section, the plan calls for regulations of "lights at night", among other 
impacts. 

Junction 
Creek 

A stated objective "to avoid/discourage developments that will cause light, noise, visual, 
and air pollution" includes action items calling for light-pollution mitigation and provides 
some guidelines for placing development "in such a way as to preserve important visual 
resources of the site": 
Located in wooded areas so as to be screened from roadways. 
Set back from road to preserve rural character. 
Located near other subdivided lots and/or houses. 
Located so buildings are set back from ridgetops or do not intrude above horizon lines. 
Located so as to avoid steep slopes (30%>). 
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Natural Hazards 

Moderate Degree of Alignment 
All of the plans contain some implementation tools to avoid geologic hazards in the 
standard "critical lands" land use classification and six of the eight district plans 
contain suggested implementation tools for fire hazard mitigation.  Because the focus 
of hazard mitigation varies by district, and only 3 plans contain both general policy 
statements and implementation ideas, the alignment on natural hazard mitigation is 
moderate. 

 

Content Analysis 
All district plans except the Ft. Lewis Mesa plan contain density-bonus incentives for 
avoiding Critical Lands, which according to the plans includes "slopes over 30%, 
lands possessing landslides and unstable slope hazards2, lands within 100-year 
floodplains, and wetlands", indicating broad support for avoidance of geologic 
hazards.  While not all plans mention it, three of the plans provide support for basic 
wildfire-mitigation design of structures, vegetation, and access.  After the 2002 
Missionary Ridge Fire, most residents are well aware of the virtues of wildfire-hazard 
mitigation, so the concepts contained in just of the few of the plans may have a 
much broader base of support today.    

Wildfire-hazard mitigation design  
• required minimum fire-suppression water for new development 

• fire-resistant building materials required via covenants 

• implementing defensible space and fire-wise landscaping 

Junction Creek
Vallecito

Florida Road

West Durango
North County
Florida Mesa

Bayfield

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Both
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Increase fire-suppression capacity   
The Florida Mesa plan voices support for expanded fire-protection services and the 
implementation of fire-service impact fees to maintain service levels.  The West 
Durango plan offers a policy to require future central water service to provide water 
for fire suppression.   

 

General Policies 
 

District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Junction 
Creek 

One objective is to guide development within the constraints of the natural environment, 
specifying in an action item that "development must be guided away from steep slopes, 
unstable geologic hazards, wetlands, flood plains, and other sensitive areas." 
The objective references public-private land interface planning to mitigate fire hazards. 

Florida 
Road 

The introductory narrative points to the wooded hillsides in the district and states that "the 
risk of wildfire, landslides, soil erosion, flooding, and the availability of water should dictate 
the locations and density of housing." 

Vallecito 
The plan contains several references to the need for special consideration in the 2002 
Missionary Ridge Fire area and the attendant geologic hazards in the area around the lake 
(floods and debris flows).   

 

 

Implementation Tools 
All of the plans except for Ft. Lewis Mesa's include a critical lands provision that 
incentives development away from geologic hazards and the floodplain. 

District Unique Recommended Implementation Tools 

Junction 
Creek 

An objective references a need to implement public-private land interface planning for 
wildfire–hazard reduction. 

North 
County 

New developments should be required to provide adequate water for domestic use and fire 
protection. 

West 
Durango 

There is an entire plan section entitled Fire Hazard Goals that states that forest 
management should be a component of subdivision plans. Other objectives in the section 
support the requirement of wildfire mitigation in development covenants, including use of 
fire-resistant materials on structures.  
The plan highlights fire–safety (evacuation) concerns with single-access subdivisions such 
as Durango West II and Lightner Creek. 
There should be a strategy to require central water systems to provide water for fire 
suppression.   

Florida 
Mesa 

The plan voices support for expanding fire services. 
A provision for adequate fire flows in new developments should be required. 
Fire-service impact fees on new development should be implemented. 

Florida 
Road 

New development should minimize wildfire danger by implementing landscaping and 
designs that mitigate hazards. 
The plan calls for adoption of "wildfire prevention standards." 

Vallecito 

One objective is to "guide new and existing development with defensible space and fire-
wise subdivision design and prevent wildfire tragedies."  
The plan cites concern for limited evacuation options given the County Road 501-dependent 
transportation network in the district. 
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Commercial, Industrial, Non-Residential Development 
and Urban Density Residential 

Moderate Degree of Alignment 
The plans all contain some guidance for locating future non-residential development 
and higher density residential and six of the plans contain ideas for implementation 
tools.  However, the district plans have a whole range of guidance for urban-
densities and commercial development. Some plans identify certain areas where 
commercial development should occur (Bayfield, Florida Mesa, and Ft. Lewis Mesa 
Plans), others offer various review standards for accommodating non-residential land 
uses and urban density residential development while mitigating impacts, and others 
are relatively clear that the district is not a good place for commercial development.   

 

 

Content Analysis 
Growth centers  
All of the district plans except the Junction Creek plan contain explicit policies and/or 
implementation tools that support concentrated and organized centers of future 
commercial development, mixed uses and higher-density residential, leaving large 
areas of open land.  Although the context varies greatly between plans, most of the 
plans suggest that future commercial development and non-residential development 
should be placed near areas that already contain similar or "compatible" uses.  Land-
use classification maps reflect those policies because the non-residential land-use 
designations better describe existing conditions (at the time of the plan draft) than 
they direct future commercial development.    

North County
Junction Creek
West Durango

Florida Mesa
Vallecito

Florida Road

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Ft. Lewis Mesa
Florida Mesa

Both
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The Bayfield, Florida Mesa, and Ft. Lewis Mesa Plans reference multiple places as 
possible locations of future commercial and/or higher-density residential 
development:  

• Town of Bayfield 
• Gem Village 
• Grandview  
• Elmore's Store  
• Sunnyside  
• Areas around the airports  
• Portions of Koshak Mesa 
• Hesperus  
• Marvel  
• Kline  
• Red Mesa  
• Breen 
• Helen's Store 
• The Blue Spruce 

 
Districts that do not encourage commercial land uses 
Junction Creek wants low density and very limited commercial use  confined only to 
existing uses, bed-and-breakfasts, day-care homes, and home occupations. The 
vision statement says, "We do not envision commercial development occurring within 
the Junction Creek area."   
While it is not as prohibitive as the Junction Creek plan, the Vallecito plan 
emphasizes concern about negative impacts of additional commercial development 
on the residential characteristics of the planning district. 
 
Design guidelines 
Both North County and West Durango share nearly identical design guidelines.  Site-
planning guidelines offer some relatively clear guidance to group buildings together, 
functionally connect them, and preserve open lands. These site-scale guidelines also 
list an assortment of visual-impact mitigation approaches presumably intended for 
use in development review.  Mitigation ideas expressed here include required 
landscape screening, setbacks, designated building envelopes, and setbacks from 
features to avoid breaking the skyline (e.g., a cliff's edge).   

Other design guidelines for North County and West Durango include some relatively 
clear development standards, such as requiring full cut-off light fixtures, a maximum 
structure height of 30 feet, a snow-country roof pitch and other similar detail.  The 
guidelines are less clear where they reference compatibility with nearby land uses 
and structures.   

The Vallecito plan has a set of compatibility guidelines that contain basic design 
guidelines for future commercial, lodging and mixed uses that include some clear 
policies for full cut-off lighting and provision for and basic site design for parking.  
Other guidelines in this section that pertain to compatibility of building height, color, 
and materials are less clear and defined.   

The Florida Road plan objectives twice cite the need for preparing official design 
guidelines for the district while the North County plan suggests the pursuit of 
landscaping/screening design guidelines.  

Compatibility 

All of the plans assert that commercial and residential development must be 
compatible with surrounding land uses and fit with the character of the area.  The 



La Plata County District Plan Evaluation 2009                                Plan Comparison Study 

 
24 

clearest and most effective compatibility policies contained in the district plans both 
reference -specific elements of the landscape and provide specific parameters (for 
example, North County guidelines regarding building massing include a height limit 
of 30 feet for non-agricultural structures).  Many times throughout the district plans, 
compatibility is mentioned without reference to specific elements of the landscape or 
built environment that are meant to be compatible (for example, a general policy to 
maintain compatibility with rural character).  Also, where elements of the landscape 
or built environment are specifically referenced (building height, for example), the 
plans fail to describe objective parameters for achieving compatibility.   

General Policies 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

North County 
The plan envisions "future growth that occurs in a compact pattern with a mix of 
residential, commercial and retail to enhance the surrounding community" and provides 
clear direction to "limit new commercial development to existing commercial centers."  

West Durango 
Commercial development objectives seek to keep commercial development near other 
commercial development and in designated areas only, with proposed future 
development "clustered near population centers". 

Junction 
Creek 

The vision statement says, "We do not envision commercial development occurring within 
the Junction Creek area." 

Bayfield 
An objective is to "Encourage higher density residential and commercial development in 
Bayfield and Gem Village" and to "Restrict commercial development outside of Bayfield 
and Gem Village to that which is in keeping with the rural characteristics of the area." 

Florida Mesa 

To preserve agriculture and other rural open lands, the plan encourages future 
commercial, light industrial, and mixed-use development to be channeled to several 
”growth centers” in the district, naming Grandview, Elmore's Store, and Sunnyside as 
possible commercial growth areas and the areas around the airports and portions of 
Koshak Mesa as industrial areas, all of which already contain "some degree of such use". 

Florida Road 

A plan objective states that commercial development should be located near "presently 
established [commercial] areas", while the introductory narrative points to several areas 
of "neighborhood commercial" stating that, "New commercial uses should be directed to 
concentrate around these existing commercial establishments or in the planned 
commercial area at Edgemont.” 

Vallecito 

The introductory narrative cites a general concern about commercial use proliferating in 
residential areas and voices a preference for locating commercial uses as designated on 
the map (near existing commercial uses).   
A goal to preserve the rural residential character of the valley with compatible resort, 
commercial and recreational uses  for confining “compatible commercial development to 
areas designated on the Vallecito District Map", implying that applications for map 
amendments and commercial uses outside of the currently designated commercial areas 
will not be looked upon favorably.   

Ft. Lewis 
Mesa 

Guiding principles voice support for home-based and small businesses in the district and 
encourage appropriate development in Hesperus, Marvel, Kline, Red Mesa, and Breen.   

Implementation Tools 
District Implementation Tools 

North County 

A 100-foot set back from public roads for commercial buildings is recommended. 
Site planning guidelines offer some relatively clear guidance to group buildings together, 
functionally connect them, and preserve open lands. This section also focuses on listing 
visual-impact mitigation techniques for use in development review including landscape 
screening (it also requests formal landscaping standards), setbacks, designated building 
envelopes, and setbacks from features to avoid breaking the skyline (e.g., a cliff's edge).   
Other design guidelines covering parking, lighting, and building massing include some 
relatively clear development standards, such as requiring full cut-off light fixtures, a 
maximum structure height of 30 feet, a snow-country roof pitch and other similar detail.  
The guidelines are less clear where they reference compatibility with nearby land uses.   
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District Implementation Tools 

West Durango 

Site-planning guidelines offer some relatively clear guidance to group buildings together, 
functionally connect them, and preserve open lands. This section also focuses on listing 
visual-impact mitigation techniques for use in development review including landscape 
screening (it also requests formal landscaping standards), setbacks, designated building 
envelopes, and setbacks from features to avoid breaking the skyline (e.g., a cliff's edge).   
Other design guidelines covering parking, lighting, and building massing include some 
relatively clear development standards, such as requiring full cut-off light fixtures, a 
maximum structure height of 30 feet, a snow-country roof pitch and other similar detail.  
The guidelines are less clear where they reference compatibility with nearby land uses.   

Junction 
Creek 

An objective to restrict commercial development and signage states that only certain 
commercial uses are allowed in the Junction Creek District: bed-and–breakfasts, day-care 
homes, and home occupations. 
The plan contains no commercial or industrial land-use classifications.   

Florida Mesa 

The plan allows the continuance of existing home businesses so long as outdoor storage, 
traffic, and lighting impacts are minimal. 
The plan lists some basic concerns about oil and gas development and voices support for 
comprehensive county oil and gas regulations. 

Florida Road The plan objectives twice cite the need for preparing official design guidelines. 

Vallecito 

A goal to preserve the rural residential character of the valley with compatible resort, 
commercial and recreational uses calls for confining “compatible commercial development 
to areas designated on the Vallecito District Map", implying that applications for map 
amendments and commercial uses outside of the currently designated commercial areas 
will not be looked upon favorably. 
Policies list some basic design guidelines for future commercial, lodging and mixed uses 
that include clear policies for full cut-off lighting, provision and basic site design for 
parking, and noise impacts.  Other guidelines in this section that pertain to compatibility 
of building height, color, and materials are less clear and defined. 
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Infrastructure and Fiscal Considerations 

Moderate Degree of Alignment 
All of the plans except for Ft. Lewis Mesa's articulate policies suggesting that impacts 
of development on the infrastructure and fiscal capacity of the county are a big 
concern.  While five of the eight plans contain both general policies and 
implementation ideas, the alignment on this topic is only moderate because of a 
fundamental difference in philosophy:  some plans want to expand infrastructure to 
accommodate future growth and allocate costs equitably, other plans would rather 
limit the amount of future development so that it does not exceed the infrastructure 
capacities in place. 

 

 

Content Analysis 

Comprehensive Transportation & Land Use Planning  
The district plans offer various approaches to planning for transportation impacts of 
existing and future development.  It appears that there are three identifiable 
philosophies concerning infrastructure improvements: 

Á Limit growth within the capacity and design of the infrastructure. 

Á Improve the infrastructure to accommodate existing and future growth, but make 
new development pay its way. 

Á Design infrastructure improvements that fit the character of the district.   

The North County, Florida Road, and Bayfield plans all call for comprehensive 
transportation planning to maintain a balance between traffic created by future 
development and the limits of infrastructure capacity.  The Junction Creek and North 

North County
Junction Creek
West Durango

Florida Mesa
Bayfield

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Vallecito
Florida Road

Both
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County plans present a variation on this theme when they state that the 
infrastructure capacity and design should not exceed the rural (mountain) character 
and/or density of the districts.   

The Florida Road and Florida Mesa plans assert the need for aesthetic/environmental 
considerations for future public road improvements (highways and county roads).   

The plans contain some references to multi-modal and community design 
transportation solutions.  The North County and West Durango plans include non-
motorized trails as a way to mitigate traffic congestion.  The Florida Mesa plan 
references its growth-center planning approach where "satellite" commercial and 
retail intercepts trips that would otherwise continue into Durango, and suggests a 
study of the feasibility of a county bus route. 

 

Need for Specific Improvements 
Several of the plans express the need or preference for very specific public 
improvements in the district.   

 
District Specific Infrastructure Improvements 

North County 

A trail system is recommended that connects different neighborhoods, serving the 
dual purpose of a recreational amenity and an alternative transportation route.  
Other alternative transportation investments mentioned include commuter vans to 
and from resort and neighborhoods. 

West Durango 

Improvements are needed to Wildcat Canyon Rd., C.R. 211, the U.S. 160-Lightner 
Creek intersection, the U.S. 160 and Wildcat Canyon Rd. intersection,  Rafter 
J/King Mountain and Wildcat Canyon Road,  Durango West I and U.S. 160.  
Construction of a Community Center/Fire Station and Wildcat Canyon bike path 
are recommended. [I’m not sure what you mean here] 

Florida Mesa 
Widening of C.R. 501 and/or developing alternative access are recommended. The 
plan encourages development of local trails and access to public lands.  

Junction Creek 
The plan generally opposes capacity-increasing improvements or extension and 
prefers use of low densities and rural road standards, but does include one 
request for shoulders for the roads in the districts. 

Florida Road 
The plan supports ongoing improvements to Florida Road that include bike lanes, 
[are there more?]  

 

Paying for the Cost of Growth 
The Florida Road, West Durango, and North 
County plans all express the need to obtain or 
require improvements made necessary by 
future development before or as that 
development is approved/implemented.   

The West Durango, Bayfield, and Florida Mesa 
plans all suggest that development impact fees 
be implemented to offset costs of future 
development.  Most references to impact fees 
are general (not tied to a specific type of capital 
facility), but the Florida Mesa plan mentions 
both fire protection and parkland as possible 
facilities for impact fees. 
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General Policies 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

North County 
Infrastructure capacity and design should not exceed the rural (mountain) 
character and/or density of the districts. 

West Durango 
A goal promotes bringing West Durango roads up to County standards and 
maintaining this, "taking into consideration future growth, safety, traffic speed 
and enforcement." 

Florida Mesa 
The Florida Road plan references its growth-center planning approach where 
"satellite" commercial and retail development intercepts trips that would otherwise 
continue into Durango. 

Junction Creek 
Infrastructure capacity and design should not exceed the rural (mountain) 
character and/or density of the districts. 

Florida Road 
The vision and goal promotes safety improvements on roads and emphasizes 
aesthetic and environmental sensitivity when improving public roads. 

Bayfield 
A goal is to “allow no more growth than infrastructure will support, growth should 
pay its own way." 

Vallecito 
The plan clearly states the goals to improve and maintain existing roads, make 
sure new development pays its fair share, and minimize adverse traffic conditions 
from new development. 

 

Implementation Tools 
District Implementation Tools 

North County 

Preferred outcomes expressed in the goals and objectives include consolidating 
accesses and improving intersections, achieving internal circulation between sites 
that avoids turning movements on and off the highway, and adopting rural road 
standards that account for capacity, rural character, and emergency service 
access. 
A trails network would encourage alternative transportation methods. 

West Durango 

Implementation-level ideas include development impact fees to fund road 
improvements, requiring pavement for subdivision roads, creating an area road 
study to address current and future road improvements, lowering speed limits, 
and providing better street signs. 

Florida Mesa 

The plan lists several considerations for improving highways and county roads, 
including aesthetic and environmental impact mitigation/avoidance, particularly 
for wetlands and riparian habitat.  It cites a specific goal to develop a better 
gateway into Durango, and specifies a 100-foot setback off county roads for future 
road expansions in the area. 
The plan supports development fees for fire services and parks. 

Junction Creek 

The Junction Creek implementation measures cite types of improvements and 
strategies for what not to do in the future: avoid urban road standards, prohibit 
improvements that increase speeds, create no connection to the Animas Valley 
(no "notch" roads), discourage arterial transportation routes.  The one 
improvement requested in the plan is to add road shoulders. 

Bayfield 
There is clear direction to conduct county-level transportation-improvement 
planning and implement impact fees for county roads. 
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Affordable Housing 

Low Degree of Alignment 
All of the district plans but Vallecito's and Ft. Lewis Mesa's take up the issue of 
affordable housing.  The degree of alignment is low partly because of the districts 
that are silent on the issue.  The differences in the guidance for how to get 
affordable more housing are even more telling: only the North County and West 
Durango district plans give guidance to require a certain percentage of affordable 
housing from each project (often termed inclusionary policies), while the Bayfield  
and Florida Mesa plans offer density bonus incentives for voluntary provision of 
affordable housing.  That difference between required affordable housing and 
optional affordable housing constitutes a difference in philosophy, reducing the 
degree of alignment. 

 

 

 

 

Content Analysis 

Free-Market Affordable Housing Opportunities  
The Bayfield plan recognizes existing free-market affordable housing in the area and 
the potential of the market to produce affordable housing.  The plan language 
suggests an important role of the incorporated Town of Bayfield and Gem Village and 
the surrounding areas and urges consideration of higher densities in these areas to 
address regional housing/commuting patterns. 

North County
West Durango

Florida Mesa
Bayfield

General Policy 
Statements

Implementation 
Tools

Junction Creek
Florida Road

Both
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The Florida Mesa plan describes opportunities for affordable housing as dependent on 
the provision of "central water and sewer" but generally supports medium- density 
free market, and modular development as possibilities for ameliorating regional 
housing challenges.  The plan is unclear on this point but it implies that the 
affordable housing would be affordable by virtue of it being cost effective higher 
density free market housing. 

Fair Share Housing Policies 
Both the West Durango and North County plans express support for the provision of 
affordable housing in each new development.  The West Durango plan urges the 
"institution of inclusionary requirements", codified regulations that require 
development to provide some specified ratio of housing according to the density or 
intensity of each development. The North County plan uses softer language, stating 
most policies in terms of "encouraging" certain approaches or outcomes. At the same 
time, the North County plan charts numbers for determining how much affordable 
housing a developer provides: "1 employee unit for each 10 non-employee housing 
residential (including lodging) units. Commercial developments should use a ratio of 
1 Employee unit for each 15,000 GSF."  This same ratio appears in the housing 
requirements in the signed and recorded Durango Mountain Resort development 
agreement and employee-housing fee–in-lieu requirements.   

Suitable Places for Affordable Housing 
A few of the plans highlight specific areas close to municipalities for future affordable 
housing.  The West Durango plan mentions "lands east of Lightner Creek and north 
of Highway 160 that may be annexed by the City of Durango." The Florida Road plan 
mentions areas west of Edgemont Ranch due to the proximity to Durango.  The 
Bayfield plan points to Forest Lakes subdivision as an existing affordable-housing 
opportunity but clearly positions the Town of Bayfield and Gem Village as areas for 
future higher density and attendant lower prices.  The Florida Mesa plan implies that 
places where central sewer and water are available are potentially suitable for 
affordable housing.   

Density Incentives 
The Florida Mesa plan, which is generally supportive of affordable housing, offers a 
25% density bonus if 50% of the project's units are considered affordable according 
to the land use code (above and beyond the public-benefit criteria).  Both the 
Bayfield and West Durango plans express support for affordable housing with a 
similar 10% affordable-housing density bonus. 

The West Durango plan also suggests amending the land-use regulations to more 
easily allow optional caretaker units on residential properties, and requiring them for 
houses bigger than 8,000 square feet.   

Defining Affordability 
Definitions of affordability are lacking or inconsistent.  The plans offering density 
bonuses refer to the County Land Use Code definition, while the Florida Mesa plan 
refers to Colorado Division of Housing and the Colorado Housing and Finance 
Authority and the County Land Use Code as sources for definitions of affordability.   
Presumably, the Regional Housing Alliance of La Plata County can contribute to 
consistent definitions of affordability in the future. 
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General Policies 
District Values, Issues, General Policies 

Bayfield 
There is recognition of the existing affordable housing and future potential in the 
Town of Bayfield, Gem Village, and the area immediately north of Bayfield. 

North County 
One of the core intents of the district is to provide a range of housing choices to 
provide options for all incomes and ages.  A goal statement clarifies this further by 
targeting affordable housing for employees working in the area. 

West Durango 
A key issue stated in the plan is to provide a plan that includes a variety of 
densities and encourages different housing types that do not price out the 
majority of county residents. 

Florida Mesa 
A goal in the plan emphasizes not wanting to be "Aspenized" and "to assure that 
residents with a diversity of income levels reside within the District." 

Junction Creek 
There is an objective to encourage development "that attracts diverse social and 
economic groups." 

Florida Road 
The plan recognizes that each district must provide some areas for affordable 
housing, and identifies areas west of Edgemont Ranch as possible areas for 
affordable housing. 

 

Implementation Tools 
District Recommended Implementation Tools 

Bayfield The plan also includes a 10% density bonus for affordable housing. 

North County 
The plan encourages fair-share requirements of 1 employee unit per 10 non-
employee units and 15,000 square feet of commercial either as units provided or 
a fee in lieu. 

West Durango 

The plan supports fair-share (inclusionary) requirements for subdivisions and calls 
for easier approvals for caretaker units and required caretaker units for houses 
larger than 8,000 square feet. It also includes a 10% density bonus for affordable 
housing. 

Florida Mesa 

The plan recommends developing sewer and water capacity in the district and 
allowing denser development and modular development where it is available.  The 
plan also includes a 25% density bonus where 50% of the units in a development 
are affordable.   
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Land Use Classifications Comparison 
This section summarizes similarities, differences, redundancies, and possible 
consolidations between the plans land use classifications.  The district plans contain 
nearly 50 different land use classifications.  Some of the designations share the same 
names but have different density parameters or definitions while others have 
different names and affect the same outcomes.  This section lists some of the 
clarification that would be needed to make this set of land use classifications more 
consistent.   

Agriculture-Residential Confusion 

Agricultural Rural/Residential 
The West Durango, Junction Creek, Vallecito, Florida Road, and Florida Mesa plans all 
contain this designation with a base density of 1 unit per 10 to 20 acres.  The main 
inconsistency is in the narrative definition of the land use classification.  The West 
Durango and Florida Mesa plans contain an extended narrative definitions including 
guidance on where and where not to develop residential clusters.  Meanwhile, the 
Vallecito plan definition awkwardly injects a small essay on the Cool Water ranch and 
its designation as Agricultural Rural/Residential.  These definitions are close enough 
to be made consistent between the districts 

Agricultural Residential 
This is a potentially confusing classification in the Bayfield District Plan in that the 
title and the narrative definition are very similar to the agricultural rural/residential 
designation in the five districts listed above but the base density ranges from 1 unit 
per 10 to 35 acres instead of 1 unit per 10 to 20 acres.  The name of this designation 
should be changed to avoid confusion. 

Agricultural Residential 35 
The West Durango Plan includes a 1 unit per 35 acre land use classification for 
Lightner Creek which is substantially different than the rest of the land use 
classifications whose titles string together the words "Agricultural" and "Residential".  
This classification should be renamed to set it apart more. 

Mixed-Up Mixed-Use  
The Florida Mesa and Vallecito plans both contain a mixed use land use classification 
that have some differences, the most striking of which is that the density for 
Vallecito mixed use is 2 units per acre while the Florida Mesa mixed use is 6 units per 
acre.  The idea behind this classification in both districts is that it is a designation 
applied to areas that are in transition from residential or vacant to commercial use.  
While the geography of the areas is different, it remains questionable that mixed use 
areas need a different designation.  These areas could be simply represented as 
mapped adjacent residential and non-residential classifications such as local 
commercial. 

Local Versions of Local Commercial 
Florida Road, North County, Vallecito, Florida Mesa and Bayfield all contain a Local 
Commercial land use designation.  The narrative descriptions varies but all of them 
are similar enough to be standardized into one definition and narrative description 
but the densities constitute the real differences.  The Local Commercial land use 
designation density ranges from2 units per acre for Florida Road and Vallecito to 6 
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units per acre for Florida Mesa while there is no set density for the Bayfield and 
North County districts.  The similarity in definition and intent and the differences in 
density make the various Local Commercial land use classifications throughout the 
county a source of confusion.   

Country Tourist/Dude Ranch 
The intent and narrative in the Vallecito Florida Road plans indicates that this is a 
land use classification for existing (as of 1995) dude ranches, youth camps and such, 
but the West Durango plan indicates that these uses would expand in the future.  
Also, the densities are different in each of the three planning districts where Country 
Tourist/Dude ranch is used: No specified density for Vallecito, 1 unit per 10 acres in 
West Durango, and 1 unit per 10-20 acres in the Florida Road district.  These 
inconsistencies will need to be eliminated to avoid additional confusion regarding 
these land uses.   

Too Many Names for 1 lot per 
35 acre Land Use 
Classifications 
For those in the Florida Road, 
Bayfield, North County, Vallecito, or 
Florida Mesa districts this 1 lot per 
35 acre classification is called 
Ag/Timber/Public Recreation.  In the 
West Durango Junction Creek 
districts this classification is named 
Ag/Timber/Public Recreation/Wildlife.  
West Durango has yet another 1 lot 
per 35 acre land use classification 
called Ag/Residential 35.  These all 
need to be considered for 
consolidation into one land use classification.   

Scenic Resource Protection Jargon 
Four of the district plans contain land use classifications that are meant to provide 
conservation of scenic resources.   

District  Scenic Classification 

Bayfield, Florida Road Scenic Corridor 

West Durango, North County Scenic Vistas 

North County, Florida Road Meadows 

 

Three different designations to highlight areas that deserve scenic conservation 
planning is probably too many.  It is possible that the scenic corridor designation 
could be adapted to protect the specific views that the scenic vistas designation was 
created to protect.  Some communities drape a single scenic overlay along travel 
corridors and on areas that are in the foreground of especially important vistas that 
addresses all of the scenic resource conservation in the area.  On the other hand, the 
Meadows land use classification is a nicely defined and identifiable classification.   
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District 

Designation 
Max Acres 
per Lot* 

Min 
Acres per 

Lot 

Animas Valley 1 Acre Single Family Residential 1 0 

Animas Valley 10 Acre Single Family 10 0 

Animas Valley 15 Acre Single Family 15 0 

Animas Valley 2 Acre Single Family 2 0 

Animas Valley 3 Acre Single Family 3 0 

Animas Valley 3 Acre Single Family Residential Restricted 3 0 

Animas Valley 5 Acre Single Family 5 0 

West Durango Ag/Residential 35 35 0 

West Durango Junction 
Creek Vallecito Florida 
Road Florida Mesa 

Ag/Rural Residential 20 10 

Bayfield Agricultural/Residential 35 10 

Florida Road Bayfield 
North County Vallecito 
Florida Mesa 

Ag/Timber/Public Recreation 35 0 

West Durango Junction 
Creek 

Ag/Timber/Public Recreation/Wildlife 35   

Junction Creek City Adjacent Residential 6 1 

West Durango Country Tourist/Dude Ranch 10 0 

Vallecito Country Tourist/Dude Ranch     

Florida Road Country Tourist/Dude Ranch 20 10 

Animas Valley General Commercial 0.17 0 

North County High Density Residential 0.33 0.08 

Animas Valley High Density Single Family/PUD 12 3 

Bayfield North County 
Vallecito 

Large Lot Residential 10 3 

Florida Road Local Commercial 0.5 0 

Florida Mesa  Local Commercial 0.17 0 

Florida Mesa West 
Durango 

Medium Density 0.17 0 

Florida Mesa Mixed Use 0.17 0 

Vallecito Mixed Use 0.5   

Vallecito Mixed Residential/Accomodation 0.5   

Animas Valley Multi Family Residential 0.07 0 

Animas Valley Neighborhood Commercial 0.17 0 

West Durango Residential 10 10 0 

West Durango Residential 3 3 0 

Junction Creek Residential  6 3 

North County Resort 2.5 0 

Animas Valley River Corridor 35 35 

Florida Road Florida 
Mesa Bayfield North 
County Vallecito 

Suburban Density Residential 3 0.5 

Bayfield North County Local Commercial   

Florida Road Vallecito Local Commercial 0.5 0 

Florida Road Country Tourist/Dude Ranch 20 10 

Bayfield Perimeter Residential 35 5 

Bayfield West Durango Affordable Housing Overlay   
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District 
Designation 

Max Acres 
per Lot* 

Min 
Acres per 

Lot 

Flordia Mesa Affordable Housing Overlay   

Bayfield Florida Mesa Office/Light Industrial   

Bayfield West Durango 
North County Junction 
Creek Vallecito Florida 
Road Florida Mesa 

Critical Lands 35 17.5 

Bayfield West Durango 
North County Junction 
Creek Vallecito Florida 
Road Florida Mesa 

Public and Community Facilities   

Bayfield Florida Mesa Tribal Lands   

Bayfield Scenic Corridor   

West Durango North 
County 

Scenic Vistas   

North County Florida 
Road 

Meadows   

North County Open Space   

Vallecito Campground/Accomodations   

Florida Road Edgemont Ranch   

Florida Road Wildlife Corridor   

Florida Mesa Pinon and Juniper Bands   

Florida Mesa Industrial   

*Note:  Where land use classifications contain no range, they base density is located 
in the Max Acres per Unit column. 
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Introduction 
RPI Consulting and the Fort Lewis College Office of Community Services conducted a 
series of semi-structured interviews with well-informed individuals who have had 
regular interaction with the county land-use planning system over many years.  In 
many cases the interviewees were contacted for follow-up interviews as well.  Some 
of the interviewees were suggested by the planning staff, some were selected by RPI 
Consulting, and others were suggested by other interviewees.  Analysts attempted to 
contact several more people than were actually interviewed. The ten interviewees 
consisted of: 

Á Current and past members of six district planning groups (Southeast, Junction 
Creek, Florida Road, Florida Mesa, Ft. Lewis Mesa, Animas Valley). 

Á Past and present members of the county staff including current and past 
planners and past county managers.  

Á Current and past planning commissioners and past county commissioners.  

Á Private development planning consultants.  

Many of the individuals interviewed participated in developing the district plans and 
the comprehensive plan, and many remain involved with the county land-use 
planning system today.   

Specific questions were crafted to elicit insights and opinions from interviewees that 
would paint an overview of the genesis of the La Plata County district plans and how 
they are viewed today: 

Á What are the most pressing planning-related concerns for the county today? 

Á What is not working with the current land-use planning system, district plans, 
comprehensive plan and land use code? 

Á What is working with the current land-use planning system, district plans, 
comprehensive plan and land use code? 

Á How can any of the concerns identified be addressed? 

Á Interviewees who were aware of or participated in the development of the 
original district plans were asked to relay their memories of the process.  

Some non-county-staff interviewees asked the consultant team to keep them 
anonymous, so no names are cited in this report, but the thematic report format 
conveys the range of opinions and ideas captured during the interview process. 
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The Creation of District Plans 

Background 
Interviewees who were present during the time the district plans were created were 
prompted to relay their memories of the process.  Most interviewees cited a general 
dissatisfaction with the case-by-case performance-based development review system 
in place in the mid-1990s.  This method of development review was criticized 
because it did not provide a comprehensive evaluation of the range of impacts that a 
development may have on the quality of life of established residents, public 
infrastructure, continued agricultural viability, aesthetics, and environmental 
resources such as wildlife, water, and air quality.  The realization that growth in the 
county was expected to continue and even accelerate resulted in growing public 
concern over what was perceived to be haphazard management of that growth.  

Recognizing that any suggestion of adopting a conventional zoning system at the 
time would meet with considerable resistance, county officials, working with 
consultants, developed a district-by-district planning process that was intended to 
lay the groundwork for further planning efforts and possibly lead to zoning. while 
accounting for different geographies in the county.  As one official who worked on 
the county staff during the process put it: 

"We had a good process and a good run, but most of us agreed all along there was 
more to do in the near future." 

Regard for the District Plans 
One of the advantages of conducting anonymous interviews is that interviewees were 
able to express their level of regard for the district plans honestly.  Most of the 
district-group members that were interviewed expressed a certain degree of pride 
and identity with their respective district plans.  For district-plan group members who 
have helped create and maintain the district plans, there is a respectable amount of 
labor invested.  One interviewee made the point that "the district plans have their 
limitations, but they have prevented bad land-development patterns and have 
changed the mindset about getting development approved by the county."  Some 
district-group members cited fundamental geographic differences and differing 
world-views that make it appropriate to consider their particular district separately in 
the context of county planning.  One past planning commissioner said that many of 
the districts differed from others in how developed and sophisticated the plans were, 
citing the Ft. Lewis Mesa plan adopted in 2007, legislated zoning in the Animas 
Valley, and the Southeast District’s lack of an adopted plan.  The history of each 
district and its current role in affecting planning outcomes have resulted in a certain 
degree of esteem for the district plans, the planning districts, and where they are 
convened, the district planning groups.   

Recollecting the Strategy 
The majority of the interviewees directly connected with the county as current or 
former planning commissioners, staff, or former county commissioners recalled that 
the district plans were initially seen by county officials as the most “survivable” next 
step towards implementing conventional zoning.   

Many of the interviewees who participated in the district-plan process (staff, planning 
commissioners, county commissioners, private consultants, district-group members) 
relayed their memory of the core debate leading to the district-plan approach.  
Interviewees recall that opponents of zoning saw themselves as protecting their own 
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best interests and the interests of their families and neighbors who shared a 
common economic reality.  Some of the residents owned large tracts of land  
assembled over the span of several generations, much of which was not irrigated or 
useful for agriculture in the modern market.  Much of the perceived economic value 
of undeveloped land not useful for agricultural purposes is its residential, 
commercial, or industrial development potential.  For those opposed to zoning, an 
“advisory role” is far less threatening than traditional zoning, because it maintains 
some possibility for flexibility.  County officials recall that the goal of maintaining 
flexibility was a key selling point of the district-plan concept in all of the districts.  
The rural southern portion of the county opposed most planning efforts, but most 
plan process participants eventually agreed to the district-plan concept in hopes that 
they could retain the maximum level of flexibility of property use.   

On the other side of the debate, interviewees recalled that proponents of zoning saw 
the district plans as a way to get started.  Interviewees recalled that zoning was 
seen as an inevitable outcome sooner or later, and the district plans served as a way 
to set the stage for the eventual adoption of a zoning system.  Zoning proponents 
also viewed the districts concept as a compromise with those opposing zoning.  
Proponents at the time (mid-’90s) were counting on using a soon-to-come 
comprehensive plan to mesh the districts together based on values that were 
considered to be in the best interests of the county.  Those in favor of zoning often 
saw themselves as advocates for a greater good, and in many cases viewed 
opposition to zoning as self-serving.   

The district plans were ultimately a much more palatable alternative than a county-
wide zoning effort because they sidestepped actual zoning and allowed sub-regions 
of the county to retain their individual identities.  Boundaries were often determined 
by identifying easily discerned, map-able geographic features such as ridgelines and 
roads.  Interviewees remember that the district-plan concept worked well with the 
Western desire to remain in control of one’s own destiny because it allowed for 
customization of the plan to reflect the values each district saw as most important.  
What was right for one district was not necessarily right for another.  Interviewees 
indicated that district residents, both those in favor of zoning and those that were 
not, were advised that the district plans were to play an “advisory role only”.  
Through hundreds of hours of public participation meetings, the narrative policies 
and maps for the seven original district plans were developed. 

County officials recalled that, once completed, the district plans were intended to be 
used “temporarily” as advisory guidelines to help the county staff, Planning 
Commission and Board of County Commissioners during the development review 
process.  Some county officials remember that the intended role of the district plans 
was that the development review process would still happen on a case-by-case basis, 
but with the plans in place, a developer would know ahead of time if a proposal 
would likely meet support or objection within a specific area.  Likewise, the planning 
staff, Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners could use the plans 
to determine if a proposed development would be an acceptable fit with the area and 
surrounding land uses.   

District Plans Public Participation 
Rather than trying to track a paper trail, RPI deemed that gathering facts from 
interviewees involved currently and/or in the past with creation or on-the-ground 
implementation of the district plans was a more direct path to understanding the 
original forces at play during plan development and how their role has evolved. 
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According to those interviewees who participated from beginning to end, the district 
planning process took place over roughly a two-year period in most districts.  Some 
districts took longer, and the Southeast District has not yet completed a plan.  Initial 
public meetings and input from the Planning Commission and county staff resulted in 
the delineation of 13 districts.  Further refinement yielded the final 10 districts that 
are in place today.   

Plan-creation participants recall that each district was designated at least one 
member of the Planning Commission and one member of the county planning staff to 
facilitate the process.  All district participants interviewed reported a high level of 
interest and excellent participation.  Each district formed a smaller planning group 
responsible for “shepherding” the process within the community.  Planning-group 
members met with a cross-section of district residents to evaluate the acceptability 
of the plan as it was evolving and as it neared completion.  Interested citizens were 
always invited to attend and participate in the public meetings.  Planning groups 
were able to draft goals and objectives that found general acceptance within their 
district.  Planning groups in some districts took plans that were nearing completion 
to landowners who were not active participants but were sure to be affected by 
elements of the plan for their input.   

A few interviewees mentioned that the length of the public process led to some 
undesirable outcomes.  Active participation by many residents began to wane near 
the end.  Many participants were lulled into complacency due to the absence of any 
expressed opposition during the process.  There was reportedly a common 
perception that the plans had widespread acceptance and would receive no 
opposition.”  Many supporters of the district plans ceased to participate as 
frequently, sensing that the community generally supported their work.   

One interviewee who participated in the plan's development from beginning to end 
remembered making the observation that opponents were able to capitalize on the 
complacency of individuals tired by a long public process by rallying like-minded 
individuals and attending the last meeting in an attempt to sway the final vote.  

 “Then on the last day, when we were going to vote on the plan, two people who had 
only been to the previous meeting and no others showed up with about 30 of their 
neighbors and voted all commercial zones out of the plan.  How can 30 people who 
have never attended a single meeting come in and completely change what we worked 
hard on for two years?  It completely invalidated the whole process.” 

 


