
Housing 
 

The history of residential development in the Central Mountains helps explain both the diversity of housing types 
available and the patterns of growth in the different neighborhoods. 

 

Before Interstate 70 was built and before the area’s local roads were paved, Denverites flocked to Lookout 
Mountain to escape the summer heat and the city. Vacation retreats were established, often a cabin on a small 
parcel of land, with an outhouse in the woods. Prized for their privacy, big trees, cool breezes or grand views were 
Cody Park, Rilliet Park, Lookout Mountain Park and Panorama Estates. Idledale boasted a strong summer 
population drawn by the cottonwoods and cool waters of Bear Creek. Genesee Mountain lured campers and some 
small scale development. Portions of these areas were subdivided into very small lots that did not always consider 
well and septic separation; practical, safe access; environmental protection; or the preservation of views from 
adjacent lands. 
 
As roads and cars improved, commuting to Denver became feasible, and people who had fallen in love with the 
mountain lifestyle began to winterize existing homes or build new ones on the subdivision lots that had been 
created. Suddenly those areas people sought for their remoteness were now desirable for their accessibility. 
 
Today, the appeal of “close in” mountain living, the major amount of open space and parks which enhance the 
quality of life for families, and the mountain and city views cherished by residents all contribute to making the 
Central Mountains Area a highly desirable place to live. 
 
The dilemma facing this area involves these major issues: 

• How can the desirable aspects of “mountain living” (e.g., privacy, clean air and water, natural settings), 
be protected while acknowledging current development pressures and property rights established many 
years ago? 

• What can be done to mitigate the undesirable aspects that arise when these (old time) land use rights 
designed for weekend and summer use (e.g., small lots, well and septic inadequacies, substandard roads) 
are converted to year-round, constant use? 

• What can be done about the use of these small lots as they become more desirable for new development 
in the Central Mountains Area? 

Many aspects of development addressed in other sections of this plan must be considered when calculating 
appropriate residential densities, locations, and site configuration. These include Water & Sanitation, Wildlife, 
Hazards, and Visual Resources. 
 
One of the leading negative impacts of development on steeply sloping property is the visual impact of hillside 
cuts and high profile construction.  To avoid this condition, development should meet or exceed the minimum 
criteria established in the Mountain Site Design Criteria. 
 
The housing recommendations in this section are intended to accommodate future housing needs in a way which 
is compatible with the unique resources of the Central Mountain Area. When development is proposed, the 
characteristics of the site are identified and development impacts are evaluated. It is during the development 
review process that wildlife and visually sensitive areas are identified, the capacity of the roads to carry additional 
traffic is determined, the water and sanitation concerns are noted, and the availability of essential services 
identified. 
 
The other sections of this Plan and the Mountain Site Design Criteria contain more definitive recommendations 
which should be applied during the land development review process. However, all density recommendations in 
this section are the result of a synthesis of all of the other policies and objectives contained in the Plan. 

Goals 
1. Provide for a diversity of housing opportunities consistent with the unique resources and constraints of the 
Central Mountains area. 
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2. Maintain the mountain residential scale and character of each neighborhood within the study area. 
3. Protect visually prominent features and steep, treeless slopes from disruption by development. 
4. Encourage lower density residential development that is enhanced by open space. 
5. Permit and accommodate well planned and well executed development, including small scale higher density 
housing. 
6. Provide housing for people of different life styles and different levels of income. 
7. Ensure that residential development is in balance with a proven source of appropriate, safe, and timely water 
and sanitation, public services, transportation, schools, preservation of views, etc. 
8. Ensure that future residential development respects the unique mountain ecosystem and natural environment, 
and enhances the quality of life, particularly the “open” nature enjoyed by the residents, in the Central Mountains. 

Policies 
A. General 
1. Rezonings should be processed as Planned Development until such time as revision of the County Zoning 
Resolution and the Land Development Regulation to include design guidelines, site review process, etc., assures 
that a comparable or better development outcome can be achieved under straight zone districts. 
2. New residential development should complement the character of the community, comply with the 
recommendations in other sections of this Plan, and comply with the applicable Mountain Site Design Criteria. 
3. Land that is zoned and platted, or is exempted from platting, should comply with this Plan’s recommendations 
and the Mountain Site Design Criteria at the time of building permit application. 
4. All development should be adequately served by a fire protection district with competent personnel who can 
serve and protect. In areas where access is poor and the safety of residents is compromised (i.e., Cody Park), then 
downzoning to limit additional development could be an option. 
5. Development should make maximum use of the site’s existing vegetation to screen development. The 
appropriate recommendations in the Visual Resources section and the Mountain Site Design Criteria should be 
followed. 
6.   When resource areas (i.e., wildlife range, visual resources, historical sites, etc.) overlap on a site, the resource 
evaluation should balance the competing values of these resources to achieve the intent of this Plan. 
7.   Much of the existing zoning does not conform to these policies. To achieve long range solutions to 
inappropriate land uses that have not been built out, all existing plats and zonings that do not meet these policies 
should be brought into compliance with the policies using methods such as downzoning, open space acquisition, 
density transfers, conservation easements, tax incentives, etc. 
B.  Residential Densities 
1.   Housing densities shown in this Section should not be construed as guarantees of the number of residential 
units which may be built upon a site. The actual number of units is determined by applying the recommendations 
in this and other sections of this Plan and by the degree of compliance with the Mountain Site Design Criteria. 
ellent design densities 
 

 

Slope 
Category 

Outside 
Scenic 
Corridor 

 

 
Inside of Scenic Corridor 

 
0-30% 
30-40% 
40%+ 

 
1du/1 ac* 
1 du/2.5 ac* 
1 du/35 ac** 

Class I 
1 du/10 ac 
1 du/10 ac 
1 du/35 ac** 

Class II 
1 du/2.5 ac* 
1 du/2.5 ac* 
1 du/35 ac** 

Class III  
Same density 
applies as 
Outside of 
Scenic Corridor 

 
* Must be served by a water and sanitation district. Where individual wells and septic systems are to be used, the minimum lot size is that allowed by the County health 
department. 
** Units can be transferred off 40%+ slopes at a credit of 1 du/20 ac to be built on the 0-40% 
slope portion of the site. 
NOTE: All numbers above are for “excellent design”. Standard design is 1 du/10 ac for 0-40% slopes outside the scenic corridor and 1 du/35 ac for all areas above 40% 
and inside the scenic corridor. 
CLASS I areas are described as those with few or no trees (little screening potential, wet meadows, or unique natural features.) These are typically south or west facing 
slopes with occasional Ponderosa pine or Rocky Mountain juniper. 
CLASS II areas are those with heavier tree cover, and are typified as usually north or east facing slopes with a medium to heavy density of Ponderosa pine, Blue spruce, 
and Douglas fir. 
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CLASS III areas are those that are included within the limits of the scenic corridor, but because of topographic conditions cannot be seen from the scenic corridor. 

 
2. In addition to the Mountain Site Design Criteria, the site’s natural features and slope must be considered. The 
density for the site is determined by whichever factor is most restrictive. Excellence of design results from 
achieving the objectives and policies of the Mountain Site Design Criteria. In addition, the policies of the other 
applicable sections of this Plan (e.g., Visual Resources; Open Space, Trails and Recreation; Hazards; Transportation; 
Wildlife; and Water & Sanitation) must also be met. 
3. Scenic corridors and slope. 
Due to the sensitivity of scenic corridors, no additional development should occur within the corridors unless the 
development can be screened. (See the Visual Resources section for related policies.) Provided that excellent 
design can be achieved in these areas, the densities in the Excellent Design Densities table will apply. 
4. Wildfire Hazards 
Severe and moderate wildfire hazards should be mitigated to moderate and low hazard levels as development 
occurs. 
If mitigation does not occur, then the following densities should apply: 

• Unmitigated high hazard no dwelling units 
• Unmitigated moderate hazard 1 du/35 acres 

5. Wildlife 
No development should be allowed in critical wildlife areas. Densities otherwise allowed under other policies may 
be transferred to another less sensitive portion of the site. The “critical wildlife” designation should be based on 
the best available information from the Colorado Division of Wildlife or consultant studies. The map within this 
Plan is intended as a general guideline since wildlife areas change over time. The Mountain Site Design Criteria and 
the Wildlife section should be reviewed for additional information and guidance. 
6. Geologic Hazards 
No development should be allowed in Geologic Hazard Overlay Zone districts unless adequate mitigation or 
elimination of the potential hazard can be demonstrated.  No transfer of density should be allowed from areas 
inside the Geologic Hazard Overlay Zone District. 
In geologic hazard areas which are identified during analysis of a site, and which are not included in the Geological 
Hazard Overlay zone district, the density may be transferred to another portion of a site. 
7. Floodplain Hazards. (See Appendix for further information.) In floodplain hazard areas shown on the Floodplain 
maps adopted 
by the County, no credit for the transfer of density should be given, and only development which meets the 
County Floodplain Management regulations would be allowed. 
(Recommendations above are based on the premise that the Geologic Hazard Overlay Zone and the Floodplain 
Maps adopted by the County currently restrict development and therefore it is not reasonable to give a 
development transfer credit.) 
8. Transportation 
Traffic generated by new development should not result in a Level of Service below that recommended in the 
Transportation section of this Plan. 
9. Water & Sanitation 
At rezoning, when lot sizes less than 10 acres are proposed, the recommendations in the Water & Sanitation 
section provide alternatives which should be applied to ensure the adequacy of individual water and sanitation 
systems. The maximum residential densities in areas without public water and sanitation should be as follows: 

• With adequate hydrological studies and water quality protection plan1 du/5 acres. 
• Without adequate hydrological studies and water quality protection plan1 du/10 acres. 
• Individual lots may be as small as 3.5 acres provided the overall (gross) density of a project is at least 5 

ac/du. 

Implementation 
1. Amend the County legal authorities, as necessary, to implement these goals and policies. 
2. The Jefferson County Land Development Regulation should be amended to implement the policies of this plan. 
3. The County should pursue state legislation that would allow counties and municipalities to vacate obsolete 
plats. This would include plats that were recorded, but never approved by the County. 



4. The County should investigate methods and/or provide incentives to bring existing substandard developments 
up to County standards, including roads, wells and septic systems. 

Mountain Site Design Criteria 
See the Appendix for the Mountain Site Design Criteria. • 
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