Working Group (WG) Mtg. #32 Summary
January 3, 2011
Double Tree Conference Center 4 - 6:30pm

NEXT MEETING DATE: January 17 at 4 pm at the Durango Recreation Center

Agenda:
e review FLUP designation acreages and proposed densities/sq footage (attached)
e review proposed land use designations in Grandview area
e review plan schedule and next steps (attached)

FUTURE WG MEETING DATES:

February 7th- Durango Rec Center >review comments received to date from agencies regarding the LPC CCP
>review draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of the FLUP
>review draft Implementation Matrix

Attendees: Jim Tenzca, Roy Horvath, Peter Tregillus, Jenny Wrenn, Michelle Gilleland, Brian Kimmel, Sally Bellerue, Dick
Norton, Barbara Jefferies, Barbara Wagner, Jenn Lopez

Guests: Jenny Jenny Burby, Edgemont Ranch Lady, Mae Morley, Denise Bohemeir, Denise Stovall
Staff/Consultants: Jason Meininger, Julia Stantic, Tracie Hughes, Susan Hakanson, Charlie Deans, Jim O’Donnell

The Agenda for this meeting included:

e Decide on density cap on TDR receiving areas

e Review/revise draft GIS-mapped Focus Groups’ FLUP

e Review/revise draft Plan Amendment process overview

Discussion:

Discussion began with comments on Dick White’s email related to meeting the multi-modal transportation guidelines for
major renewable energy projects developed in the I/E designations. It was suggested multimodal transportation
requirements be taken out of the existing language used in articulation of the I/E classification. The WG discussed the
connection between concentrating growth and transportation options and decided no revisions were needed to the
existing language. Peter Tregillus urged the group to remember we are working toward a streamlined process and
developing “uses by right”.

Item #1: Decide on density cap on TDR receiving areas

Charlie introduced the results of the research on TDR density caps in other counties and described his proposed
language addition to the FLUP definitions. Barb Wagner urged the group to take a careful look at the percentages
delineated in the introduction paragraph of the land use designations, and that the statement was ambiguous as to
what the 150% as proposed would apply to the base density or the maximum; the sentence was revised to provide
clarity on the calculation. There was also a question for clarification on receiving areas and the circumstances when A/R
would be a receiving area from RCon. Charlie offered additional language on the A/R designation. Jason highlighted
issues with TDRs in past attempts. General discussion was centered on further clarification and understanding how
TDR’s work.

Item #2: Review/revise draft Plan Amendment process overview

Charlie discussed the documentation provided addressing the amendment process and the update process. Specific
discussion was centered on CCP amendments which are initiated by a property owner. The group asked how and when
this would occur and what the timeline would be. Jason explained this addressed proposals/projects which do not fit
within the designation on the map; he explained how this is not a rezone process. Brian offered the perspective that the
criteria will affect the time of the process and the cost. The timeline was discussed at length. Jason clarified that this



process doesn’t affect an individual’s ability to build a second dwelling or start a business. Jason also stated he would
need to check with the BoCC if there was to be an administrative map amendment process based on a “performance
criteria”. Jenn Lopez suggested a flow chart may be helpful for explanation. The discussion continued on whether an
annual (as proposed), bi-annual (as present policy) or an “anytime” plan amendment frequency was appropriate. The
group discussed the pros and cons of having a time period in which a map amendment can be applied for. Charlie
offered the possibility of delineating minor and major amendments and using criteria for each of those to establish
timelines. While there was limited agreement, a quarterly review was arrived at as a middle ground.

Agenda Item #3: Review/revise draft GIS-mapped Focus Groups’ FLUP

Charlie explained this map was mapped from the November community meetings and described what designations
were where. Jason explained the role Assessor Data had on the designations. The need to check designations and
incorporate iTAG discussions, and have additional community input, is the team’s proposal as to how we move forward.
Jason further explained once these steps were complete, the maps would go through fiscal impact analysis, held against
the district plan study, and brought back to the WG, (other additional review). Jason explained the political and
collaborative nature of working with these jurisdictions helps inform the comp. plan.

Dick Norton inquired as to why his Saturday’s focus group effort was not reflected on the FLUP map (note: we assume
Dick is referring to the Florida Mesa group, since he was in two groups, i.e., Ignacio/Bayfield, and that the reference is
specifically to the Grandview/Elmore’s Corner area). Charlie explained that several focus groups (at least four) had
addressed the Grandview area, and that the composite plan formulated from the FG’s work, represented the
designations reflecting the highest agreement between all the plans. It was agreed that the Grandview area would be
revisited at the next WG’s meeting. No other group members objected to the plan for moving forward with the
composite FLUP map as presented. Jason proposed a process and time line for the remaining five months of the com
plan process. Below is a schedule with specific dates for CCP completion and discussion of specific elements of the comp
plan. (note: the timeframe as proposed includes a healthy dose of optimism and is based on the most current
information; as the process progresses, there may arise a need to amend the schedule.)

Proposed timeframe for the remainder of plan development

January 18" WG meeting
February 7" WG meeting
iTAG meeting

Draft FIA and Implementation Matrix and FLUP final draft
February 10" BoCC and PC updates on FLUP/FIA (probably two separate meetings)

February 22™ Community Workshops (6 Locations)
— March 4"

March 7" WG Meeting

March 12" (?) Community Open House on draft LPC CCP that is proceeding to PC

March 21° WG Meeting
March 24™ Planning Commission Work session
April 14 Planning Commission Public Hearing




LA PLATA COUNTY DRAFT FUTURE LAND USE INTENSITY DESIGNATIONS rev Jan 3Dec20

These land use designations identify areas in La Plata County that are suitable for future growth (receiving areas) and areas that are
sensitive to development (donor areas) within a new development project application. A development project application under the
County’s present process includes Type | and Type Il Use permits, subdivision applications, and map amendments. Future land use
designations are only applicable when a new prOJect application for development is submitted to the County. These designations do
not affect the underlying existing uses. v w

designatien- The maximum allowable density transferred into a receiving area will be approxmately 50% above the maximum
density for the designation; the specific base and maximum densities for each designation will be defined in forthcoming
Development Land Use Code revision.

Resource Conservation (RCon): up to 1 DU/35 ac (donor): areas of high sensitivity to development such as critical wildlife habitat,
riparian areas, major drainageways, floodplains/wetlands, and slopes 30% or greater. Density within the RCon area may be
transferred at 1 du/10 ac to areas outside of a RCon area within a project application.

Agricultural/Rural (A/R): up to 1 DU/35 ac; or 1 DU /20 ac with 50% set-aside, or 1 DU/10 ac with 70 % set-aside (donor except
when receiving density from RCon))- areas that historically or are presently irrigated or non-irrigated agricultural lands that are to
be protected and maintained in this use. The densities within the A/R area may also be transferred to a receiving area within a
project application. Permitted uses that support agriculture in the A/R areas may include but are not limited to small-scale
agricultural production, small-scale renewable energy production, home-based businesses, bed and breakfasts, agro-tourism,
equestrian and boarding facilities, farmers market and produce stands.

Rural Residential (RR): up to 1 DU/3 ac (receiving): generally existing low to medium density residential development in
established neighborhoods-i.e., lands that are committed such as an existing development or subdivision.

Rurban (R): up to 1 DU/ac; or up to 5 DU/ac when utilizing three of the five community benefit criteria (receiving): an area with a
moderate to high development suitability. These areas should be developed in a manner that encourage sustainable community
practices such as (a) clustered housing with min 50% open space set-aside, (b) connected bike/equestrian/pedestrian pathways, (c)
renewable community infrastructure (renewable energy, water harvesting, and reclaimed wastewater systems), and (d) community
facilities such as schools, parks, community centers, and (e) multi-modal transportation (bicycling, equestrian, ride-share, park and
ride and transit provisions). Rurban areas should be adjacent, or within a 1/2 mile, to a designated Rural Center, Mixed Use or
Commercial/Employment area.

Rural Center (RC): up to 8 DU/ac (receiving): these can be existing rural centers, or new centers, which typically have a public
gathering place or community facilities with a mix of land uses associated with them, such as residential and neighborhood-scale
retail, small businesses, small-scale renewable energy production and local commercial. Community facilities include schools, post
office, community center, recreation facilities, etc, and include two or more multi-modal transportation provisions (bicycling,
equestrian, ride-share, park and ride, and transit). Typically this designation will range in size from 5 to 20 acres.

Mixed Use/Commercial (MU/C): up to 24 DU/ac; 30-40% lot coverage on non-residential uses (receiving)- commercial, small
businesses, small-scale renewable energy production and institutional/civic uses that serve the region and include two or more
multi-modal transportation provisions (bicycling, equestrian, ride-share, park and ride, and transit). Maximum single family
residential lot size is 5,000 sf. Typically this designation will range in size from 10 to 40 acres.

Industrial/Employment (I/E): 30-540% lot coverage (receiving)- commercial, industrial, small businesses, business park, renewable
energy production and institutional/civic uses that serve the region and include two or more multi-modal transportation provisions
(bicycling, equestrian, ride-share, park and ride, and transit). Typically this designation will range in size from 20 to 100 acres.

Resort/Recreation (R/R): (receiving)-commercial facility offering leisure or recreational opportunities with lodging and overnight
accommodations, and uses such as retail, restaurants, pubs, campground and cabins, as well as condominiums and single family
residential.

Scenic Corridor Overlay (SCO): (donor)- these are corridors with high scenic values and high sensitivity to strip commercial
development. These corridors would allow retail and/or residential development that may include standards on building heights,
parking areas, landscaped buffers along street setbacks, monument signage, and no billboards.

Resource Extraction Overlay (REO): (receiving)- areas that are suitable for sand and gravel or other mining activities and would be
subject to reclamation plans when operations terminate.



An overview of the process for amending the

La Plata County Comprehensive Community Plan (LPCCCP)
Draft 1/3/1142/29/10

The process to amend the LPCCCP is intended to be simple and inexpensive, but be rigorous enough so
that the community is informed and encouraged to participate, and that the amendments may be
evaluated comprehensively in context of the entire county. There are two types of processes for
amending the LPCCCP; one is a CCP Update, and the other is a CCP Amendment. The CCP Update and
CCP Amendment process will be similar to the process used to approve the LPCCCP.

Comprehensive Community Plan Update

It is intended that the County will conduct a Comprehensive Community Plan Update of the entire
county every five (5) years unless otherwise directed by the BoCC. In making a determination of when
a Comprehensive Plan Update should be initiated, a prime consideration is the magnitude of the
changes that have occurred since the Plan was last updated. For instance, unexpected changes in the
economy, the environment, housing affordability, traffic congestion, other local priorities or issues, or
projected growth may drive a plan update to occur in less than five years.

When conducting a Comprehensive Plan Update, the County will thoroughly review the guiding
principles, vision, goals, and strategies of the Plan, noting those that should be revised, deleted or
added, so the plan continues to be effective. A CCP Update will also include a thorough review of the
validity of all information contained within this Plan and will include opportunities for involvement by
the public, elected and appointed officials, and other local governments and affected interests.

Comprehensive Community Plan Amendments

CCP Amendments are initiated by a property owner through a Plan Amendment application and
conducted on a quarterly narnual basis. Applications will be accepted for review by the county within a
defined timeframe, typically over a two to three month period. This allows the county, the public and
other agencies to review the amendments in a comprehensive manner and to evaluate them
cumulatively. Rezoning requests will conform to the approved FLUP designations for the subject
property, or a request for a plan amendment to the appropriate designation would need to be initiated.

The following findings will be made by the Planning Commission and BoCC for approving a CCP
amendment:

e it fulfills the purpose of creating a coordinated and sustainable development of the subject area and
of the County as a whole;

e it promotes the health, safety, prosperity and general welfare of the County's residents, as well as
efficiency and economy in the use of land and its natural resources;

e it encourages well-balanced economic vitality for the County;
e it preserves and enhances the County's unique character, and protects its natural environment; and,

e itis consistent with the LPCCCP’ s guiding principles, goals and strategies.
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A Brief Overview of Zoning Types in the United States

Zoning codes have evolved over the years as planning theory has changed, legal constraints have
fluctuated, and political priorities have shifted. The various approaches to zoning can be divided into
three broad categories: Euclidean, Performance, and Form-based Codes.

Named for the type of zoning code adopted in the town of Euclid, Ohio, and approved in a landmark
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court, Village of Euclid, Ohio v. Ambler Realty Co. Euclidean zoning codes
are by far the most prevalent in the United States, used extensively in small towns and large cities alike.
Euclidean zoning is characterized by the segregation of land uses into dozens of specific districts and
include standards stipulating limitations on development activity within each type of district.
Advantages include relative effectiveness, ease of implementation, long-established legal precedent,
and familiarity to planners and design professionals. However, Euclidean zoning has received criticism
for its lack of flexibility and causing a form of sprawl that promotes separating housing, retail and
employment uses and causing increased vehicle miles traveled. La Plata County has a “hyper-Euclidean”
form of zoning in the Animas Valley, where there are 14 zoning districts for a relatively small area.

Performance Zoning was developed in the 1970s in response to increased environmental protection and
to provide more flexibility in regulating land use. It uses a performance-based criterion to establish
review parameters for proposed development projects. Performance Zoning is intended to provide
flexibility, rationality, transparency and accountability, avoiding the prescriptive specificity of the
Euclidian approach and better accommodating market principles and private property rights with
environmental protection. Difficulties included a requirement for a high level of discretionary activity on
the part of the reviewing authority, , and the subjectivity in determining “compatibility” between
adjacent uses. Performance zoning has not been widely adopted in the US, and is ineffectively used in
La Plata County.

Form-based codes offer considerably more flexibility in land uses than do Euclidean codes. Form based
zoning regulates not the type of land use, but the building forms that land use may take. For instance,
form based zoning in a dense area may insist on low setbacks, high density, and pedestrian accessibility.
It defines the building mass, scale and facade, and has criteria for pedestrian access and parking
placement on the site. Form-based codes were initially developed during the New Urbanism movement
for specific projects or master planned communities; recently this approach has evolved into the Smart
Code, which is a regulatory form based code for an entire city or county. Concerns with Form-based
Codes and Smart Codes are that they don’t provide enough protection to existing neighborhoods or
agricultural areas, and difficulty with implementing and administering.

Hybrid Zoning Codes are an approach that has recently been developed that builds on the strengths of
each of these above zoning types, and creates an appropriate level of regulation in response to the
character and uniqueness of the plan area. A Hybrid Zoning Code is the present approach being
considered in La Plata County, that will combine elements of Euclidean zoning (such as the eight land
use designations of the FLUP), with performance criteria for some of the permitted uses, and
incorporate form-based elements in some of the higher intensity land use designations, such as Rural
Center and Mixed Use.



