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Comprehensive Master Plan
Findings for 2019 Update
Jefferson County’s (the County) goal
is to review and, if needed, update the
Comprehensive Master Plan (the Plan)
every 5-10 years. To review and analyze
the need for an update, staff completed community outreach and analysis of
factors that may influence this decision.

Factors Influencing the Need for an Update
Age of the Comprehensive Master Plan’s Area Plans
The amount and location of development
Consistency of proposals with the Plan recommendation
Community feedback
Current or future projects by the Planning & Zoning Division, other
County Divisions and external agencies

After analyzing these factors, staff recommends that Water and Mixed Use policies be the focus
of the next update to the Comprehensive Master Plan. Once these policies are updated, the next
Area Plan to be updated should be South Plains.

Question

What portion of the Comprehensive Master Plan should be
updated next? Should it be an Area Plan or should it be an
element of the Comprehensive Master Plan?

Background

The original Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan was created in 1961.
Since then, the Plan has gone through many iterations. Most significantly in 1987, the County created the first community plan for the Evergreen
Area. Over the next 10 years, staff and the community created a community plan for each geographic region of the County. Staff also created
three (3) Comprehensive Development Plans with Intergovernmental
Agreements with Arvada, Littleton, and Westminster. In 2007, staff was
1987 Evergreen Area Community Plan
directed to create one (1) Comprehensive Master Plan document for the
overall vision of the County. All community plans were reviewed for common policies and the Jefferson
County Comprehensive Master Plan was created and adopted by the Planning Commission in January
2010. The County wanted to continue to honor the distinct differences between geographic regions of
the County, so after the Plan was created, staff updated the community plans and incorporated them
into the Comprehensive Master Plan as Area Plans. The new Area Plans were adopted between 2011
and 2016. There was also a major reorganization of the Comprehensive Master Plan in 2012, where all
policies were reorganized and consolidated.
The Comprehensive Master Plan states,“This Plan contains Goals, Policies, and Land Use Recommendations
that have been deemed appropriate at this point in time; however, they cannot provide for all future
changes in economic conditions and development demands. For this reason, this Plan should be reviewed and if needed, updated, every 5-10 years or as conditions warrant. Until all community plans are
incorporated into this document as Area Plans, this Plan may be updated more frequently.” (p. 11) As of
2016, all community plans have been incorporated into the Comprehensive Master Plan, and it has been
eight (8) years since the initial adoption of the Plan, therefore, it is time to review the Plan to determine
if updates are needed.
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Method and Analysis
In the review of the Plan, staff primarily explored five factors which are outlined below.

Age of the Area Plan
The age of each Area Plan was based on its adoption date.
The oldest Area Plans are in the Plains. Therefore, if a
specific Area Plan is to be updated, it would make more
sense to update an older plan rather than a newer plan.
But age should also be correlated with the amount of development, analyzed in the Section below. The table lists
each Area Plan from oldest to newest.

Area Plan
South Plains
Central Plains
North Plains
Indian Hills
North Mountains
Central Mountains
Evergreen
Conifer/285

Most recent adoption date
August 2011
September 2011
November 2011
July 2013
October 2013
December 2013
December 2015
February 2016

Development occurring in each Area Plan
To determine the amount of development occurring,
staff used information and analysis available through our
Geographic Information System (GIS). Land Development
Pattern Maps were created showing areas of the County
that had “hot spots” of development, where more intense
development occurred. Hot spots from May 1, 2001 to
December 31, 2009 and from January 1, 2010 to August
29, 2018 were tabulated using case data for Rezonings
to Planned Development, Plats, Site Development Plans,
and Annexations.
The data from the maps is analyzed in the Land
Development Intensity table. The maps (see all in Appendix
A) show levels of development with the darkest color being the most intense development areas. There were five
(5) shades of the same color, so Staff assigned values to
the different shades. In the table below, “4” indicates the
highest level of activity, or darkest color, and “1” indicates
the lowest level of activity. Very few or no cases is indicated by “0”. These numbers were then totaled so that the
higher totals indicated the most intense development
across all types of cases analyzed.

Recorded Official Development Plans and hot spots
January 2010 - August 2018

Land Development Intensity
‘01-‘09
PDs
North Plains
Central Plains
South Plains
North Mountains
Central Mountains
Indian Hills
Evergreen
Conifer/285 Corridor

4
2
4
0
0
0
2
3

’10-’18
PDs
2
1
2
0
0
0
1
0

‘01-’09
Plats
3
3
2
0
0
0
1
0

’10-’18
Plats
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

‘01-‘09
SDPs
0
0
5
0
0
0
2
2

’10-’18
SDPs
1
1
2
0
0
0
0
0

‘01-‘09
Annex
4
1
0
0
0
0
0
0

’10-’18
Annex
4
1
0
0
1
0
0
0

Total
20
9
15
0
1
0
6
5
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The Land Development Intensity table indicates that there is a much higher rate of development occurring in the Plains than in the Mountains, with North Plains having the highest level of development activity. One item that may skew this analysis is the number of Annexations. North Plains has a much higher
number of Annexations than any other geographic region. But since those developments are occurring
in the City of Arvada, these numbers should have a negative or neutral weight. Giving Annexations a
neutral weight, shows the South Plains Area with the highest level of activity.

Consistency with Plan recommendations
Staff reviewed all Rezoning cases in the Plains from 2012 to 2018 (see Appendix B), which are the cases
subject to the new plan recommendations. Staff reviewed whether the proposal was consistent with
the Plan recommendation, staff’s position on the case, whether that position was consistent with the
Land Use recommendation, the Planning Commission’s action on the case, and the Board of County
Commissioner’s final decision on the case. While there may be valid reasons to support cases not in compliance with the Plan’s recommendations, if there is a low level of compliance with the Plan recommendation, but a high level of support among staff and Commissions, then the Land Use Recommendations
should be re-evaluated.
Reasons for support of a case even though it does not comply with Plan recommendations could be
changes in the area or a unique proposal. An example of a case where neither staff, Planning Commission
or the Board of County Commissioners followed the Plan recommendation was a rezoning in the South
Plains area to amend a Planned Development to allow for memory care and assisted living facilities. The
property was recommended for limited commercial uses. Assisted living facilities have both commercial
and residential components. Because of the residential nature, it would not comply with the letter of the
Plan recommendation for limited commercial. Limited Commercial is defined and assisted living is not
listed in the definition. The Comprehensive Master Plan does not give recommendations for the locations of assisted living, so staff must evaluate them on a case-by-case basis. The location of this property
was more conducive to a low intensity commercial use because of a lack of connection to the adjacent
retail center and adjacency to residential uses to the east. Therefore, an assisted living use, seemed logical and compatible to staff and the Commissions, even though not specifically recommended by the
Plan.
As shown by the graph, the levConsistency with Plan Recommendations
el of consistency with the Plan
Recommendations, was significantly higher for proposals in the North
Plains and Central Plans areas than in
the South Plains Area. This was true
for the original proposal, staff recommendation, Planning Commission
(PC) recommendation and Board
of County Commissioner (BCC) recommendation. This indicates that
the land use recommendations in
the South Plains Area need to be
reviewed sooner than the recommendations for the North Plains and
Central Plains Areas.
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Community input
Community input was received through two
avenues. The County conducted four (4) community meetings in 2018 at different locations
where information was distributed and comments were taken. Each meeting was held from
6pm – 8pm.
There were 111 citizens that signed in at the
community meetings. The majority (76% ) attended the meetings in the Mountains (Conifer
or Evergreen). During these meetings, more
people thought that a land use type should be
updated than a geographic area (see Appendix
C). The land use type that received the most interest was water. Of those that thought a geographic area should be updated, the Area that
received the most interest was the Conifer Area.
However, this is the Area Plan that was updated
most recently and ranked 5th of 8 in development activity.
In addition to the meetings, a survey was distributed to residents throughout the County
(see Appendix D). This survey asked many questions about their views on the Comprehensive
Master Plan, development, and what element or
geographic area should be analyzed next. The
survey was sent to all Registered Associations
and all citizens that signed up to receive notifications of Comprehensive Master Plan updates.
Public Affairs also sent out notification of the
survey via news releases, Facebook posts, Next
Door posts and Twitter feeds several times while
the survey was available. The survey was able to
be completed from August 19 to September 20,
2018.
1476 completed surveys were submitted to the
County. 99% of respondents live in Jefferson
County. Overall, more citizens thought that a
land use type should be reviewed rather than a
geographic area.
Of the people that responded that a land use
type should be reviewed, Parks and Active
Recreation was ranked the highest with 39% of
people responding that it should be the focus.
While the Planning & Zoning Division may be

2018 Community Meeting Schedule
Aug. 21
Aug. 23
Aug. 27
Sept. 13

Jefferson County Administration and Courts Building
Jefferson County Sheriff’s South Precinct, Littleton
Our Lady of the Pines Catholic Church, Conifer
Evergreen Fire/Rescue Administrative Building

Should The County Focus on a Geographic Area
or Land Use Type?

What Land Use Type Should the County Focus on?
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able to influence the amount of park area
What Geographic Area Should be Updated?
dedicated by a new development, it does
not acquire or develop new parks. That
is primarily handled by Jefferson County
Open Space along with their partners at
the various Park and Recreation Districts
throughout the County. Therefore, focusing on this element may not achieve
what citizens think could be achieved.
The next highest response was to look
at Mixed Use development with 27%, although there were also many comments
and questions about what Mixed Use
means. Since there was not a definition
of Mixed Use provided in the survey, it
is unclear what type of Mixed Use respondents were thinking about. There
were also several comments that all land
uses and how they relate to one another
should be reviewed.
The highest ranked geographic area to need an update based on the survey was the Littleton/Lakewood
area, which is covered by the South Plains Area Plan. This is also an area where there has been a higher
number of development proposals.

Input from other internal and external agencies
Planning Staff contacted the following entities to discuss what issues they see or plans they will be updating in the future.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Arvada
City of Golden
City of Lakewood
City of Westminster
City of Wheat Ridge
Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Conifer Chamber of Commerce
Downtown Evergreen Economic District

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Evergreen Chamber of Commerce
Jefferson County Economic Development
Corporation
Jefferson County Open Space
Jefferson County Public Health
Jefferson County Transportation and
Engineering
Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport
Town of Morrison
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Agency responses identified the following:
• A Water Smarts Workshop with the Sonoran Institute was attended by Jefferson County Staff and
an elected official in September 2018. Grant funding of up to $10,000 is also available through the
Sonoran Institute for projects linking land use and water.
• Transportation improvements to West 52nd Avenue and Ward Road are anticipated for 2019. This
will increase the development potential in this area.
• The Clear Creek Crossing development at I-70 and State Highway 58 is moving forward.
• Golden’s Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2011, but several Golden Neighborhood Plans have
been updated since 2011; the South Neighborhoods Plan was updated in 2012, the Golden Heights/
Golden Hill Neighborhood Plan was updated in 2014, and the South Golden Road Neighborhood
Plan was updated in 2016.
• The Morrison Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2015.
• The Rooney Valley Area Plan was updated in February 2017. The County was not significantly involved.
• Arvada’s Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2014.
• Wheat Ridge updated its Northwest Subarea Plan in 2013 and in 2017 created a Vision document for
the TOD area near 50th and Ward, which was adopted by their City Council as a guiding document.
• Westminster is in the process of updating its Comprehensive Plan.
• Westminster has a moratorium on development for a large portion of the City due to sanitation line
constraints. This impacts all the Jeffco enclaves near Westminster. It may be better to wait to update
this area of the County’s Plan to see what new regulations and policies may come out of their moratorium that may influence land uses in the enclave areas.
• Kings Valley interchange is still on the list of projects once funding is available.
• Other CDOT projects are mostly out of the County, but I-70 improvements are at the western edge of
the County line in the Floyd Hill Area.
• Denver Water Board is expanding Gross Reservoir Dam, which may impact traffic on Hwy 72 and SH
93.
• Many development proposals in the Rooney Valley Area have been received by Jefferson County, the
City of Lakewood, and the Town of Morrison.
• Jefferson County Economic Development Corporation (Jeffco EDC) noted that there are 5,400 acres
of dedicated Open Space in the County and 1,700 acres of primary employment.
• Jeffco EDC commented that it may be more useful to focus on larger policies for the whole County
rather than specific area land use recommendations at this time.
• Downtown Evergreen Economic District (DEED) would like the County to explore a different street
template in Mountain Activity Centers to address pedestrian and bicycle safety/access. This may be
through creating a new template or just enforcing an existing template. They would also like to encourage mixed use in these Centers, but keep commercial on the ground floor, don’t convert commercial buildings to entirely residential buildings.
• DEED is exploring the creation of a Local Improvement District (LID) to fund improvements to
Evergreen’s commercial areas.
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Conclusions

The above information indicates that Planning & Zoning resources should go toward evaluating the
policies the County has about water resources and mixed use development.
Water was chosen due to community comments, support the County may be able to receive from the
Sonoran Institute, and the influence that water availability has on land use recommendations. Water policies should address both properties served by public water and sanitation districts, and those served
by well and septic. Prior to reviewing policies, information should be gathered regarding the precise
location of all special districts that provide water and/or sanitation, and private water companies in
the County. It should also be determined what additional data would be helpful from Districts and/or
Companies, for example how many more taps could be issued or how much more water they have rights
to. Staff would contact the various districts to determine this information.
For areas outside of districts, Staff could work with the Colorado Geologic Survey, US Geologic Survey,
Colorado Division of Water Resources, and the County Staff to determine if there is updated data in the
Turkey Creek Basin Watershed Study Area over the last 20 years. If there is, that data may be reviewed to
determine if any changes should be made to the Water Availability Analysis model.
An analysis of water policies suggested by the Sonoran Institute could be completed to determine if
there are new general water policies that should be added to the Comprehensive Master Plan. Area
Plan Land Use Recommendations could be reviewed to determine if proposed densities continue to be
feasible.
A secondary opportunity exists to evaluate Mixed Use policies throughout the County. This analysis
should include whether there are general areas that would benefit from a broader mix of recommended
uses, i.e. areas with certain infrastructure or other uses nearby. Mixed Use policies could focus on Activity
Centers throughout the County and the mix of uses in those Centers rather than just mixed uses within a
building. With the broad category of Mixed Use, staff could also look at other general policies in the Land
Use Element of the Plan, such as Business and Industry, Housing, and Community Uses to determine if
there need to be changes in those policies to avoid contradictions.
Once the County is ready to update a specific geographic area, the South Plains Area would make the
most sense for the first update. This recommendation is due to the large amount of new development in the South Plains portion of the County, the high number of proposals that do not comply with
the Plan recommendation yet are supported by staff, the Planning Commission, the Board of County
Commissioners and citizen comments about updating the Plan in the Littleton/Lakewood area.

Appendices

Appendix A: Maps of Development Hot Spots
Appendix B: Compliance with Plan analysis
Appendix C: Community meeting results
Appendix D: Survey highlights

Jefferson County Comprehensive Master Plan Findings for 2019 Update 8

