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for individual property analyses or budgeting 
purposes. Mapping and analyses were 
conducted using data from others and were 
not technically verified for accuracy. Modeling 
software used for this plan is limited to 
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Executive Summary 
 

 

The purpose of the La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is to eliminate or reduce long-term 
risks to people and properties due to natural and human-caused hazards. This plan was developed to 
reduce future losses caused by natural hazards within unincorporated La Plata County, its fire-fighting 
jurisdictions/entities, and its municipalities. 

The plan was prepared pursuant to the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 to achieve 
eligibility for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) hazard mitigation grant programs 
including: 

• Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
• Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) 
• Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) 
• Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) 
• Repetitive Flood Claim (RFC) 

 

This plan includes the following participating jurisdictions:  

• La Plata County 

• Durango Fire & Rescue Authority 

• Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District 

• Los Pinos Fire Protection District 

• Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 

• City of Durango 

• Town of Bayfield 

• Town of Ignacio 

Through the leadership of the La Plata County Fire Chiefs’ Association and Office of Emergency 
Management, participating jurisdictions and a cross-section of representatives from throughout the 
community assisted with the development of the plan, including data collection; public input on history, 
community assets, and strategies; and identification of preferred mitigation alternatives. Representatives 
from participating jurisdictions, stakeholders and members of the general public participated in two 
planning workshops. The plan represents the collective work of the citizens, elected and appointed 
officials, and other stakeholders. 
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Following FEMA’s guidelines in developing a hazard mitigation plan, participating jurisdictions 
identified risks, assessed vulnerabilities, prioritized hazards and identified goals, objectives and actions 
for mitigating the effects of natural hazards on communities in the county.  The following natural hazards 
are profiled in this plan: 

• Wildfire 
• Flood 
• Severe Weather 
• Winter Storm 
• Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall 
• Avalanche 
• Drought 
• Earthquake 

Additionally, the following technical hazards or events can be caused or exacerbated by the natural 
hazards profiled in this HMP. These issues are discussed in the individual natural hazard profiles and 
many of these facilities are identified as Critical Facilities and Infrastructure.  

• Extended power failure  
• Significant communications or infrastructure break-down 
• Major failure of a pipeline or energy production facility 
• Train derailment or railroad closure 

The results of the risk assessment, and the corresponding probability and magnitude ratings for each of 
these hazards, are summarized below by jurisdiction. 

 

Overall Risk Ranking of Hazards by Jurisdiction (Table 4-28) 

La Plata County  
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

 

City of Durango and Durango Fire & Rescue Authority 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
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Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Limited Not ranked 

Town of Bayfield and Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Town of Ignacio and Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
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Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Critical 3 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 2 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Los Pinos Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Upper Pine River Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

* Based on input at planning workshops, perceived threat of natural hazards – number 1 being the largest perceived threat. 
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Planning workshop participants used the risk assessment and capability assessment to develop a 
mitigation strategy that addresses the following goals and objectives.  

 
Planning workshop participants identified and prioritized mitigation actions to achieve these goals and 
objectives and to support the purpose of this planning process. Responsible jurisdictions/agencies were 
assigned to each action and workshop participants agreed upon timeframes and rough cost estimates.1 The 
mitigation actions are summarized in the following table. 
  

1 It is important to note that the cost estimates do not represent budgeted amounts. The County and/or other agencies will seek grants as appropriate, but at this 
time no funds have been appropriated. 

GOAL 1:  Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events. 
Objectives: 
 1.1:  Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness. 
 1.2:  Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of government. 
 1.3:  Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations and zones of vulnerability. 
 1.4:  Ensure accurate site addressing. 
 1.5:  Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved situational awareness. 
 1.6:  Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions. 
 
GOAL 2:  Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, federal, and private assets within La 
Plata County). 
Objectives: 
 2.1:  Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard). 
 2.2:  Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning. 
 2.3:  Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private). 
 2.4:  Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities. 
 2.5:  Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities. 
 2.6:  Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) so each community can manage 

local assets. 
 2.7:  Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities. 
 
GOAL 3:  Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the impacts of natural hazards. 

Objectives: 
 3.1:  Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire). 
 3.2:  Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs. 
 3.3:  Monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs. 
 3.4:  Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through land use planning, subdivision 

review, permitting and building codes. 
 3.5:  Pursue engineering and physical projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards. 
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Mitigation Action Matrix (Table 6-2) 

Action # Mitigation Action 
Description 

Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  Responsible 

Entities 

Timeframe/ Cost 
Estimate/ 
Funding 

Source(s) 
1 Utilize LPC representatives to SW 

All-Hazards Advisory Council 
(SWAHAC: 5 counties + 2 tribes, 
police, fire, public health…) + 
representative from the LPC Energy 
Council to coordinate interagency 
planning for natural hazard 
mitigation. 

1.1, 1.2, 
1.3, 1.6, 
2.2, 2.3 

All HIGH County 1 year/ staff time 

2 Develop sheltering/public services 
strategies by jurisdiction for 
populations impacted by natural 
hazard events.  

1.1, 1.2, 
1.3, 1.5, 

1.6 

All HIGH County, 
Durango, 
Ignacio, 

Bayfield, School 
Districts, Red 

Cross 

1 year/ staff time 

3 Complete hazardous fuels reduction 
projects within Deer Valley Estates, 
Heartwood Co-Housing Community, 
Forest Lake, Los Ranchitos Estates, 
Timberdale Ranch, Pine River 
Ranches, and ‘Tween Lakes Estates 
subdivisions per recommendations 
in the subdivision CWPPs. 

1.1, 3.1, 
3.2, 3.5 

Wildfire HIGH Upper Pine 
River FPD, 

HOAs, property 
owners 

5 years/ staff time 
& $750,000 - $1M  
($554,000 grant 
funding already 

received for next 
2 yrs.+ some 

property owner 
contributions 

required) 
4 Inventory locations/access points 

and create fire clear zones around 
substations, repeaters, cell phone 
towers, and other communications 
sites on federal/state lands. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Wildfire HIGH Owner of 
equipment 

3-5 years/ 
$500,000-$1M 

5 Relocate Durango Fire Station #2 
(1235 Camino Del Rio) out of the 
floodplain into strategic location in 
downtown Durango response area. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.7 

Flood HIGH Durango Fire & 
Rescue 

Authority 

2-3 years/ staff 
time / $TBD 

6 Initiate fire mitigation projects on 
federal lands identified in the CWPP 
planning process after appropriate 
review processes are completed, 
and assist other fire managers with 
fire management activities in their 
jurisdictions.  

1.6, 3.5 Wildfire HIGH USFS/BLM 
working with 

partners 

2-3 years/ staff 
time & $2M-3M 
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Action # Mitigation Action 
Description 

Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  Responsible 

Entities 

Timeframe/ Cost 
Estimate/ 
Funding 

Source(s) 
7 Investigate feasibility and funding for 

a levee protecting Meadowbrook 
Mobile Home Park from flooding on 
the Pine River.  

3.5 Flood HIGH  County, Ignacio, 
SUIT 

2-3 years/ staff 
time & grants for 
study (levee may 

cost $2,000-
4,000/linear foot 

+ land costs) 

8 Evaluate and update reverse 911 
system.  

1.4, 1.5 All HIGH-
MEDIUM 

County, 
Durango, SUIT 

Communications 
Centers 

2-3 years/ staff 
time  

9 Update the county and municipal 
Comprehensive Plans to address 
natural hazards.  

1.3, 1.6, 
3.4 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

HIGH-
MEDIUM 

County, 
Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield 

2-3 years/ staff 
time & $650,000 

10 Update the county and municipal 
Land Use Codes and Development 
Regulations to address natural 
hazards. 

1.3, 1.6, 
3.4 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

HIGH-
MEDIUM 

County, 
Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield 

3-5 years/ staff 
time & $300,000 

11 Inventory, evaluate, update, and 
coordinate/standardize physical 
addressing and GIS data. 

1.4, 1.5 All MEDIUM County, 
Durango, 

Southern Ute 
Indian Tribe 
(SUIT) GIS 

3-5 years/ staff 
time & $100,000 

12 Develop a county-wide system by 
jurisdiction (or streamline existing 
efforts) to monitor the success of 
awareness and mitigation programs. 

1.6, 3.3 All MEDIUM Elected officials 5 years/ staff time 

13 Evaluate current hazard mitigation 
education/outreach efforts and 
develop an outreach strategy by 
jurisdiction. 

1.1, 1.5, 
1.6 

All MEDIUM Elected officials 2-3 years/ staff 
time 

14 Secure a backup power supply for 
Bayfield water and sanitary sewer 
pumping systems. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIUM Bayfield 3-5 years/ 
$150,000 (grants) 

15 Procure back-up power generators 
for Upper Pine River FPD Stations 
No. 1, No. 2, and No. 5. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIUM Upper Pine 
River FPD 

3-5 years/ 
$25,000  per unit 

(grants) 
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Action # Mitigation Action 
Description 

Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  Responsible 

Entities 

Timeframe/ Cost 
Estimate/ 
Funding 

Source(s) 
16 Procure back-up power generators 

for county, fire districts, and 
municipal critical 
facilities/infrastructure. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIUM County, 
Durango, 
Bayfield, 

Ignacio, fire 
districts 

3-5 years/ 
$25,000  per unit 

(grants) 

17 Relocate UPRFPD Station 4 from 
flood plain. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.7 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

MEDIUM Upper Pine 
River FPD 

5 years/ $2.8M  

18 Improve reliability and coverage of 
communications systems (800 MHz 
radio and cell phone coverage). 

1.2, 1.5, 
1.6, 2.3, 

2.5 

All MEDIUM Owner of 
equipment 

3-5 years/ $2.6M 

19 Pursue flood mitigation projects in 
the Vallecito drainage: levees, weirs, 
and 2 new bridges 

3.1, 3.2, 
3.4, 3.5 

Flood MEDIUM County 3-5 years/ $2M-
20M, depending 
on distances and 

designs 

20 Continue participation in the 
National Flood Insurance program 
by continuing to enforce floodplain 
management requirements, 
including regulating new 
construction in Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs), and by 
continuing to encourage property 
owners to purchase flood insurance. 

3.1 Flood MEDIUM County, 
Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield 

1-5 years/ staff 
time 

21 Continue/begin participation in the 
Community Rating System (CRS).  
Work with Flood Plain Manager to 
identify and pursue actions that 
improve the CRS rating. 

3.1 Flood MEDIUM County, 
Durango, 
Bayfield 

1-5 years/ staff 
time 

22 Continue working collaboratively 
across jurisdictions to institute La 
Plata County Government policies 
that, if implemented, will reduce the 
chances of catastrophic wildfires on 
private lands, and lands in the WUI, 
including adoption of driveway 
standards and fire mitigation policies 
as drafted in the proposed La Plata 
County Land Use Code Update. 

1.6, 3.4 Wildfire MEDIUM County, fire 
protection 

districts, elected 
officials 

3-5 years/ staff 
time 
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Action # Mitigation Action 
Description 

Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  Responsible 

Entities 

Timeframe/ Cost 
Estimate/ 
Funding 

Source(s) 
23 Utilize the La Plata County Firewise 

Council to educate local 
governments, builders, architects 
and other stakeholders about 
Firewise construction techniques, 
materials, and private contractors 
who are able to complete Firewise 
prevention projects on homeowners’ 
properties. 

1.1, 1.6, 
3,1, 3.2, 

3.5 

Wildfire MEDIUM Firewise Council 
of Southwest 

Colorado, 
USFS/BLM, fire 

protection 
districts 

2-3 years/ staff 
time 

24 Build the capacity of the Firewise 
Council of Southwest Colorado’s 
Neighborhood Ambassador 
Program through recruitment, 
training, and utilization, and by 
helping the program via ongoing 
development and capacity building. 

1.1, 1.6, 
3,1, 3.2 

Wildfire MEDIUM Firewise Council 
of Southwest 

Colorado, 
USFS/BLM, fire 

protection 
districts 

2-3 years/ staff 
time 

25 Streamline the process for 
prescribed burns to occur. 

1.6, 3.5 Wildfire MEDIUM USFS/BLM, fire 
protection 
districts 

3-5 years/ staff 
time 

26 Use the Public Safety GIS Users 
Group as the technology arm of 
county-wide hazards planning. 

1.3, 1.5, 
1.6 

All LOW-
MEDIUM 

County, 
Durango, SUIT 

GIS 

5 years/ staff time 

27 Integrate GIS/technology into 
SWAHAC. 

1.3, 1.5, 
1.6 

All LOW-
MEDIUM 

County, 
Durango, SUIT 

GIS 

5 years/ staff time 

28 Expand the storage capacity of the 
Bayfield water system reservoir. 

2.5, 2.6, 
3.5 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

LOW Bayfield 5 years/ $600,000 

29 Replace twin bridges in Bayfield 
(bridges over Upper Pine River on 
Hwy 160B/Bayfield Parkway). 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Flood LOW Bayfield 5 years/ $4M-
6.8M 

30 Take steps to improve resiliency of 
water treatment facilities to handle 
impacts from hazard events (such 
as wildfire or flooding). 

2.3, 2.4, 
2.5, 2.6 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

LOW Durango, 
Bayfield, SUIT, 
Water Districts 

5 years/ $1M+ 

31 Provide infrastructure and stockpile 
equipment for the Animas 
Watershed Subarea Contingency 
Plan (EPA).  

3.5 All LOW Durango Fire & 
Rescue 

Authority 

5 years/ staff time 
& grants 
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This planning process resulted in 31 mitigation actions. The La Plata County HMP will be maintained and 
updated according to the plan maintenance structure summarized in Chapter 7. This plan will be updated 
again within the next five years in order to maintain eligibility for the FEMA mitigation grant programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

     ES-10       



 

 

 

 1.0 Introduction to 
Mitigation Planning 

 

 

This chapter provides information on the purpose and participating jurisdictions for the La Plata County 
Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP or “plan”), describes federal hazard mitigation planning requirements and 
grant programs, and lists an outline of the plan’s organization.  

1.1. Plan Purpose and Participating Jurisdictions 
The La Plata County Fire Chiefs’ Association and Office of Emergency Management prepared this HMP 
to better protect the people and property within the county from the impacts of natural hazard events. 
Participating jurisdictions include: La Plata County, Durango Fire & Rescue Authority, Fort Lewis Mesa 
Fire Protection District, Los Pinos Fire Protection District, Upper Pine River Fire Protection District, the 
City of Durango, Town of Bayfield, and Town of Ignacio. 

 

 

         

           
Hazard mitigation is defined by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) as “any sustained action taken to 
reduce or eliminate long-term risk to human life and property 
from a hazard event.” Mitigation creates safer communities by 
reducing loss of life and property damage. Hazard mitigation 
planning is the process through which hazards that threaten 
communities are identified and profiled; likely impacts of those 
hazards are assessed; and mitigation strategies to lessen those impacts are identified, prioritized, and 
implemented.  

Haz·ard  Mit'i·ga'tion  n. 
 
Any sustained action taken to reduce or 
eliminate long-term risk to human life and 
property from a hazard event. 
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The results of a three-year, congressionally mandated independent study to assess future savings from 
mitigation activities provides evidence that mitigation activities are highly cost-effective. On average, 
each dollar spent on mitigation saves society an average of $4 in avoided future losses in addition to 
saving lives and preventing injuries.  

This plan demonstrates the participating jurisdictions’ commitment to reducing risks from hazards and 
serves as a tool to help decision makers direct and coordinate mitigation activities and resources, 
including local land use policies. 

1.2. Mitigation Planning Requirements 
The Federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) 
passed by Congress includes a mitigation planning section 
(322). This section emphasizes the need for State, Tribal, and 
local entities to coordinate mitigation planning and 
implementation efforts. In addition, it provides the legal basis 
for FEMA’s mitigation plan requirements for mitigation grant 
assistance. 

To implement these planning requirements, FEMA published 
an Interim Final Rule in the Federal Register on February 26, 
2002 (FEMA 2002a), 44 CFR Part 201 with subsequent updates. The planning requirements for local 
entities are identified in their appropriate sections throughout this plan. FEMA’s October 31, 2007 
changes to 44 CFR Part 201 combined and expanded flood mitigation planning requirements with local 
mitigation plans (44 CFR §201.6). It also required that communities participating in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) identify and address properties repetitively damaged by flood in both their risk 
assessments and mitigation strategies. Appendix A, attached to this plan, includes a completed FEMA 
Regulation Checklist, which is an official report card used by FEMA when reviewing local hazard 
mitigation plans for compliance with 44 CFR§201.6. 

  

2 National Institute of Building Science Multi-Hazard Mitigation Council, 2005. 

? On average, each dollar spent on 
mitigation saves society an 
average of $4 in avoided future 
losses, in addition to saving lives 
and preventing injuries.2 
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1.3. Grant Programs Requiring Hazard Plans 
Local hazard mitigation plans qualify communities for the following federal mitigation grant programs: 

• Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), 
• Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM), 
• Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA), 
• Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL), and 
• Repetitive Flood Claim (RFC). 

The HMGP and PDM grant programs are authorized under the Stafford Act and DMA 2000, while the 
FMA, SRL, and RFC grant programs are authorized under the National Flood Insurance Act and the 
Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood Insurance Reform Act. The HMGP is a state competitive grant 
program for communities in areas covered by a recent disaster declaration. The PDM, FMA, RFC, and 
SRL programs are also competitive but are available on an annual basis and do not require a disaster 
declaration; they rely on specific pre-disaster grant funding sources.  In 2008, FEMA combined the PDM 
program with the FMA, RFC, and SRL programs into a unified Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) 
program application cycle. The intent of this alignment was to enhance the quality and efficiency of grant 
awards on an allocation and competitive basis. The HMA program supports states, Indian tribal 
governments, and local entities in undertaking worthwhile, cost-beneficial activities designed to reduce 
the risks of future damage in hazard-prone areas.  

1.3.1. Disaster Funded Mitigation Assistance 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)   

The HMGP provides grants to states, Indian tribal governments, local entities, and private 
non-profit organizations to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major 
disaster declaration. The purpose of the HMGP is to reduce the loss of life and property due 
to natural disasters and to enable mitigation measures to be implemented during the 
immediate recovery from a disaster. Projects must provide a long-term solution to a problem: 
for example, elevation of a home to reduce the risk of flood damages as opposed to 
purchasing supplies to fight the flood. In addition, a project’s potential savings must be more 

than the cost of implementing the project. Funds may be used to protect property or to purchase property 
that has been subjected to, or is in danger of, repetitive damage. The amount of funding available for the 
HMGP under a disaster declaration is limited. The program may provide a state or Indian tribal 
government with up to 20 percent of the total disaster grants awarded by FEMA. The cost-share eligibility 
requirement for this grant is 75 percent federal/25 percent non-federal.  

1.3.2. Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) Programs 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program 

The PDM program provides funds to states, Indian tribal governments, and local entities, for 
hazard mitigation planning and the implementation of mitigation projects prior to a disaster 
event. Grants are awarded on a nationally competitive basis. Like HMGP funding, a PDM 
project’s potential savings must be more than the cost of implementing the project. In 
addition, funds may be used to protect either public or private property or to purchase 
property that has been subjected to, or is in danger of, repetitive damage. The cost-share 
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eligibility requirement for this grant is 75 percent federal/25 percent non-federal (or 90 percent federal/10 
percent non-federal if the subgrantee or tribal grantee is a small impoverished community). There is 
approximately $50 million to $150 million available each year. Communities compete nationally for the 
funds. 

Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Grant Program 
The goal of the FMA grant program is to reduce or eliminate flood insurance claims under 
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Particular emphasis for this program is placed 
on mitigating repetitive loss properties. Repetitive loss properties are properties for which 
two or more NFIP losses of at least $1,000 each have been paid within any 10-year period 
since 1978. Project grants, which use the majority of the program’s total funding, are 
awarded to States, Indian Tribal governments, and local entities, for planning and technical 

assistance and/or to apply mitigation measures to reduce flood losses to properties insured under the 
NFIP. The cost-share eligibility requirement for this grant is 75 percent federal/25 percent non-federal (or 
90 percent federal/10 percent non-federal for severe repetitive loss properties with a Repetitive Loss 
Strategy).  

Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) Program 
The RFC program provides funding to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood 
damage to residential and nonresidential structures insured under the NFIP that have had one 
or more claim payments for flood damages. All RFC grants are eligible for up to 100 percent 
federal funding. There is $100 million available each year. This is a nationally competitive 
program for "small and impoverished" communities and it only provides mitigation 
assistance to properties with flood insurance that have previous flood claims. 

Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) Program  
The SRL program provides funding to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood 
damage to residential structures insured under the NFIP that have at least four NFIP claim 
payments over $5,000 each, when at least two such claims have occurred within any 10-year 
period, and the cumulative amount of such claims payments exceeds $20,000; or for which at 
least two separate claims payments have been made with the cumulative amount of the 
building portion of such claims exceeding the value of the property, when two such claims 
have occurred within any 10-year period. The cost-share eligibility requirement for this grant 

is 75 percent federal/25 percent non-federal (or 90 percent federal/10 percent non-federal with a 
Repetitive Loss Strategy). 
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1.4. Plan Organization 
The La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan is organized as follows:  

• Prerequisites include the participating jurisdictions’ resolutions of adoption for the plan.  
• Executive Summary provides a general summary of the plan document. 
• Chapter 1: Introduction describes the plan’s purpose, hazard mitigation planning requirements, 

and federal hazard mitigation grant programs. 
• Chapter 2: Planning Process describes the planning process used to develop the plan, including 

how it was prepared, who was involved in the process, and how the public was involved.  
• Chapter 3: Community Profile provides a general description of La Plata County and its 

municipalities, including location, geography, climate, history, population, economy, and 
government. 

• Chapter 4: Risk Assessment identifies and profiles the hazards that could affect the county and 
assesses vulnerability to those hazards. It provides an inventory of critical facilities and other 
community assets in the city, and describes land use and development trends.  

• Chapter 5: Capability Assessment details existing plans, programs, and policies in the 
participating jurisdictions that relate to mitigation.  

• Chapter 6: Mitigation Strategy identifies goals and actions to mitigate hazards in La Plata 
County based on the results of the risk assessment.  The mitigation actions are analyzed and 
prioritized.  

• Chapter 7: Plan Implementation and Maintenance provides a formal process for monitoring, 
evaluating, and updating the plan; discusses how to incorporate the plan into existing planning 
mechanisms; and offers plans for continued public involvement. 

• Appendix A: FEMA Regulation Checklist includes a completed FEMA regulation checklist 
documenting compliance with 44 CFR§201.6. 

• Appendix B: Planning Process Documentation compiles agendas, sign-in sheets, press 
coverage, and other materials documenting the planning process.  

• Appendix C: Mitigation Action Evaluation includes the worksheets used by the workshop 
participants to identify and prioritize mitigation actions.  

• Appendix D: Plan Maintenance Forms provides a mitigation action progress reporting form 
and an annual plan review questionnaire to assist in evaluating and maintaining the plan. 

• Appendix E: References provides references for information sources cited in the plan and a list 
of key contacts, web resources, and acronyms used in the plan. 
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 2.0   Planning Process 
 

 

This chapter describes the planning process used to develop the La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan, 
including how it was prepared, who was involved in the process, and how the public was involved.  

2.1. Hazard Mitigation Workshops 
The La Plata County and the La Plata County Fire Chiefs contracted with URS Corporation (URS) of 
Denver in April 2012 to assist in hazard mitigation planning, facilitating local workshops, and developing 
the plan document. The La Plata County Fire Chiefs’ 
Association and the Office of Emergency Management, 
together with URS, worked to convene two workshops to 
guide the planning process and make key decisions. Invited 
participants included emergency management staff from the 
fire departments, police departments, La Plata County, and 
the municipalities; representatives from federal and state 
agencies; municipal staff represented key allied 
departments such as public works, GIS, planning, and 
building; health care providers; industry representative from local oil and gas firms; and other 
stakeholders from within the La Plata County and other neighboring communities. 

To ensure adequate participation in plan development, workshop participants were asked to do the 
following: 

• Participate in workshop activities; 
• Collect risk assessment data; 
• Make decisions on plan process and content; 
• Submit mitigation action implementation worksheets; 
• Coordinate and assist with the public outreach strategy; 
• Review plan drafts; and 
• Coordinate the final adoption of the plan. 

The La Plata County HMP was prepared over six months.  Table 2-2 lists the dates and agenda items for 
the planning workshops. Full agendas, sign-in sheets, and meeting notes are included in Appendix B: 
Planning Process Documentation. 

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(c)(1): 
 
[The plan shall document] the planning process 
used to develop the plan, including how it was 
prepared, who was involved in the process and 
how the public was involved. 
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2.2. 10-Step Planning Process 
The workshop participants used FEMA’s 10-step planning process and integrated recommendations from 
FEMA’s Local Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance (2008), the Local Mitigation Planning How-
To Guides, and the 10-step planning process used for FEMA’s Community Rating System (CRS) and 
Flood Mitigation Assistance programs. Table 2-1 shows how the modified 10-step process corresponds 
with the planning requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act. 

Table 2-1:  10-Step Planning Process Used to Develop the Plan 
Disaster Mitigation Act Requirements 44 CFR 201.6 Modified CRS Planning Steps 
Phase I:  Organize Resources  
201.6(c)(1) Step 1: Organize the Planning Effort 
201.6(b)(1) Step 2: Involve the Public 
201.6(b)(2) and (3) Step 3: Coordinate with Other Departments and Agencies 
Phase II:  Assess Risks  
201.6(c)(2)(i) Step 4: Identify the Hazards 
201.6(c)(2)(ii) Step 5: Assess the Risks 
Phase III:  Develop the Mitigation Plan  
201.6(c)(3)(i) Step 6: Set Goals 
201.6(c)(3)(ii) Step 7: Review Possible Activities 
201.6(c)(3)(iii) Step 8: Draft an Action Plan 
Phase IV:  Implement the Plan and Monitor Progress  
201.6(c)(5) Step 9: Adopt the Plan 
201.6(c)(4) Step 10: Implement, Evaluate, and Revise the Plan 

Source: FEMA Local Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, 2008. 

The following section provides a narrative description of the planning process.  

2.2.1. Phase I:  Organize Resources 
Step 1: Organize the Planning Effort 
The planning process began with a kick-off workshop on May 9, 2012. During the first workshop, URS 
presented information on the scope and purpose of the plan, participation requirements, and an overview 
of the planning process and schedule.  
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Table 2-2:  La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Planning Workshops 
Date  Meeting Type and Agenda 

May 9, 2012 

Workshop #1: Project Kick-off: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 
• Introduce the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 and purpose and requirements of hazard 

mitigation planning;  
• Discuss requirements and expectations for participation on the local planning committee;  
• Discuss the planning process and the public outreach requirements and strategies 
• Discuss hazard identification, preliminary risk assessment results, and the data 

collection process; and  
• Share expectations for the planning process and results;  
• Formulate draft goals and objectives; and 
• Distribute data request for assistance with capability assessment and verification of 

critical facilities. 

June 27, 2012 

Workshop #2: Goals and Mitigation Actions   
• Review capability assessment and the critical facilities data;   
• Review and refine mitigation goals and objectives; 
• Collect mitigation actions;  
• Prioritize mitigation actions; and 
• Agree upon a method and schedule for plan implementation and for monitoring, 

evaluating, and maintaining the plan over time. 

 
Step 2: Involve the Public 
Prior to the kick-off workshop, URS, the La Plata County Emergency Manager, and representatives from 
Durango Fire and Rescue Authority and Upper Pine River FPD discussed ideas for involving the public 
(Step 2) and coordinating with other agencies and 
departments (Step 3).  

General Community Outreach: Local press was invited to 
the HMP workshops and the kickoff was covered in an 
article published in the Durango Herald (see Appendix B). 
Project information was also distributed via the La Plata 
County webpage (see Appendix B) and repeated emails 
were sent to the project outreach contact list to keep 
people apprised of meeting dates and assignments.  

Community Open Houses: The HMP project was 
presented at two community open houses events: 

• The Timberdale Home Owner's Association 
(HOA) had an open house to view the DRAFT 
PDM Plan at the caretaker's reception room on 
October 8, 2012 at 6:30pm. 

• The Vallecito Community Church held an open house to view the DRAFT PDM Plan on 
December 4, 2012 from 3-5pm. 

 
La Plata County HMP Workshop #1, May 9, 2012 
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Presentations to Governing Authorities: 
Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
(UPRFPD) reviewed the DRAFT PDM Plan at 
their Strategic Meeting on October 6, 2012 
from 7:00am-3:00pm. Further, the plan was 
available at UPRFPD station headquarters for 
board review all day on October 29, 2012. 

Public Review of Plan Drafts:   

The draft HMP was available for public 
review in hard copy from December 19, 2012 
until January 2, 2013 at the four following 
locations: 

• Durango Fire and Rescue Authority, Fire 
Station 1, 142 Sheppard Drive, Durango, 
CO 

• Upper Pine River Fire Protection District, Administration Building, 515 Sower Drive, Bayfield, CO 
• Bayfield Public Library, 395 Bayfield Center Drive, Bayfield, CO 
• Durango Public Library, 1900 East 3rd Avenue, Durango, CO 

The draft plan was also available for electronic review on the La Plata County Emergency Management 
website at: http://co.laplata.co.us/node/2076 from December 19, 2012 to January 2 2013, and beyond. 

Several editorial comments were received from workshop participants. No public comments were 
received during the plan review period. 

Step 3: Coordinate with Other Departments and Agencies 
A range of local, state, and federal departments and agencies and other interested parties were invited to 
be involved in the planning process. Workshop sign-in sheets are included in Appendix B. The agencies 
that participated are listed in Table 2-3. 

  

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(b): 
 
An open public involvement process is essential to the 
development of an effective plan. In order to develop a more 
comprehensive approach to reducing the effects of natural 
disasters, the planning process shall include: (1) An 
opportunity for the public to comment on the plan during the 
drafting stage and prior to plan approval; (2) An opportunity 
for neighboring communities, local and regional agencies 
involved in hazard mitigation activities, and agencies that 
have the authority to regulate development, as well as 
businesses, academia and other private a non-profit interests 
to be involved in the planning process; and (3) Review and 
incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, 
reports, and technical information. 
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Table 2-3:  Workshop Participants 
Agencies/Organizations/Individuals that participated in the La Plata County HMP workshops: 

• La Plata County Fire Chiefs’ Association  
• La Plata County Office of Emergency Management 
• Durango Fire & Rescue Authority 
• Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District 
• Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
• Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
• La Plata County Sheriff's Office 
• La Plata County Planning Department 
• La Plata County GIS 
• La Plata County Public Works 
• City of Durango Emergency Management 
• City of Durango GIS 
• City of Durango Police 
• Town of Bayfield Town Manager 
• Town of Bayfield Finance Department 
• Town of Ignacio Town Manager 
• Town of Ignacio Trustee 

• Mercy Regional Medical Center 
• Fort Lewis College Environmental Health and 

Safety  
• La Plata County Energy Council 
• Durango-La Plata County Airport 
• Montezuma County Emergency Management 
• Southern Ute Indian Tribe Risk and Emergency 

Management 
• Colorado Division of Emergency Management 
• Colorado State Forest Service 
• U.S. Forest Service/Bureau of Land Management 

(San Juan National Forest) 
• Conoco-Philips Health, Safety & Environmental 
• XTO Energy Environment, Health & Safety 

 

Incorporation of Other Plans and Studies: As part of the coordination with other departments and 
agencies, URS and workshop participants reviewed and incorporated existing plans, studies, reports, and 
technical information. This information was used in the hazard identification, vulnerability assessment, 
and capability assessment in Chapters 4 and 5, and in the formation of goals, objectives and mitigation 
actions in Chapter 6. These sources are documented throughout the plan and in Appendix E: References.  
The plans and studies specific to La Plata County and the participating jurisdictions included the 
following: 

• La Plata County Comprehensive Plan, 2001 and Draft La Plata County Comprehensive 
Community Plan, 2011 

• La Plata County Strategic Plan: Compass 
• La Plata County  District Land Use Plans 
• City of Durango Comprehensive Plan, 2007 
• City of Durango Long-Range Water Efficiency Management Plan, 2001  
• Town of Bayfield Comprehensive Plan, 2005  
• La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2006 
• Deer Valley Estates Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2009 
• Durango West Metropolitan District # 1 Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2009 
• Durango West Metropolitan District # 2 Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011 
• Edgemont Highlands Community Wildfire Protection Plan, draft 2012 
• Falls Creek Ranch Homeowners Association Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011 
• Forest Lakes Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011 
• Heartwood Co-Housing Community Wildfire Protection Plan, draft 2011 
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• Los Ranchitos Estates Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2012 
• Pine River Ranches Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2012 
• Timberdale Ranch Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2012 
• ‘Tween Lakes Estates Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2012 
• Animas River Watershed Based Plan, 2011 
• Durango Animas River Corridor Management Plan (Draft), 2012 

2.2.2. Phase II:  Assess Risks 
Step 4: Identify the Hazards 
At the Project Kick-off Workshop on May 9, 2012, URS presented information on the requirements for 
the risk assessment section of the hazard mitigation plan. The workshop participants reviewed the list of 
hazards that FEMA recommends for consideration in mitigation planning and discussed the past and 
potential impacts of these hazards on the planning area. The workshop participants initially agreed to 
eliminate four hazards due to low risk and insufficient data or lack of relevance with this plan’s purpose 
and scope (dam failure, expansive soils/subsidence, extreme heat, and volcano).  

Chapter 4 describes the identified hazards that impact La Plata County and the participating jurisdictions:  

• Wildfire, 
• Flood,   
• Severe Weather (hail, lightning, windstorms, thunderstorms, and tornados), 
• Winter Storm, 
• Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall,  
• Avalanche, 
• Drought, and 
• Earthquake. 

Step 5: Assess the Risks 
A profile of each identified hazard was created using available online data sources and existing plans and 
reports. The profiles include a hazard description, geographic location, past occurrences, probability of 
future occurrences, and magnitude/severity (extent) for each hazard. The profiles also describe overall 
vulnerability to each hazard and identify structures and estimate potential losses to structures in identified 
hazard areas. Workshop participants used a worksheet to provide additional information about hazard data 
sources and past events in the county.  

Workshop participants also completed mitigation capability questionnaires, which identified the existing 
government programs, policies, regulations, ordinances, and plans that mitigate or could be used to 
mitigate risk to disasters. This resulting Capability Assessment (Chapter 5) includes information on the 
participating jurisdictions’ regulatory, personnel, fiscal, and technical capabilities, as well as ongoing 
initiatives related to interagency coordination and public outreach.  
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2.2.3. Phase III:  Mitigation Strategy 
Step 6: Set Goals 
Also at the first planning workshop on May 9, 2012, URS provided an overview of the mitigation strategy 
and the goals of the Colorado State Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan and sample plans from other 
Colorado communities. The workshop participants discussed the goals to be included in this plan and 
listed possible objectives and mitigation actions.   
Step 7: Review Possible Activities 
After reviewing risk assessment data and a group discussion of priorities at the first workshop, 
participants decided to focus on four priority hazards in the HMP mitigation strategy. 

• Wildfire, 
• Flood, 
• Severe Weather, and 
• Winter Storm. 

Workshop participants agreed that these hazards pose the greatest risk to La Plata County. It is highly 
likely that each of these hazards will occur annually. Although occurrences may have a limited or 
negligible magnitude and severity, there is definite potential for critical or catastrophic losses.  

At the second workshop on June 27, 2012, the participants also identified and prioritized mitigation 
actions. Details on this process are included in the Mitigation Strategy (Chapter 6). The workshop 
participants identified the responsible agency and completed an implementation matrix listing the 
mitigation actions. The purpose of the matrix is to document ideas for implementation, responsible 
offices, partners, potential funding, cost estimates, benefits, and timeline for each identified action.  

Step 8: Draft the Plan 
URS developed a draft of the plan document for review by the workshop participants. The draft was made 
available online and in hard copy for review and comment by the public and other agencies and interested 
stakeholders. This review period was from December 19, 2012 through January 2, 2013. Methods for 
inviting interested parties and the public to review and comment on the plan were discussed in Steps 2 
and 3, and materials are provided in Appendix B: Planning Process Documentation. Comments were 
integrated into a final draft for submittal to the Colorado Division of Emergency Management, Colorado 
Water Conservation Board, and FEMA Region VIII.  

2.2.4. Phase IV:  Plan Maintenance 
Step 9: Adopt the Plan 
Following conditional approval by FEMA Region VIII, the participating jurisdictions were independently 
responsible for adopting the HMP by way of resolution. Copies of the resolutions of adoption are 
included in the Prerequisites section of the plan.  

Step 10: Implement, Evaluate, and Revise the Plan 
The workshop participants developed and agreed upon a method and schedule for plan implementation 
and for monitoring, evaluating, and maintaining the HMP over time. This information is described in Plan 
Implementation and Maintenance (Chapter 7). 
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 3.0   Community Profile 
The following sections describe the location, geography, climate, history, population, and governments of 
La Plata County. 

3.1. Location, Geography, and Climate 
Location 
La Plata County is situated in the southwest corner of Colorado in an area known as the Four Corners and 
encompasses a variety of landscapes, from high alpine peaks of the San Juan Mountains in the north to 
arid plains and mesas in the south. The county encompasses vast areas of land controlled by federal and 
state land management agencies, including the U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and the State of Colorado. La Plata County also includes approximately 176,000 acres of 
Southern Ute and Ute Mountain Ute Tribal lands located in the southern portion of the county. The 
county includes the incorporated communities of Durango, Bayfield and Ignacio; and the unincorporated 
communities of Bondad, Breen, Falfa, Gem Village, Hermosa, Hesperus, Oxford, Red Mesa and Tiffany. 
La Plata County and its communities are illustrated in Exhibit 3-1. 

Geography 
La Plata County is situated in the La Plata and San Juan Mountain ranges and encompasses 
approximately 1,700 square miles. The county has two distinct regions. The southern half is located on 
the Colorado Plateau, an area of lower elevation characterized by a warm, dry climate and sage plains, 
arid plateaus and mesas. The northern half of the county is located in the Colorado Rocky Mountains, an 
area of higher elevations with high peaks and meadows, cooler temperatures and more moisture. The Pine 
River, Florida River, Animas River and La Plata River run through the county. 

The City of Durango, the county seat and the county’s largest municipality, is located in the Animas 
River valley. Durango is access by U.S. Highway 160 (the Old Spanish Trail) which runs east-west 
through the county and U.S. Highway 550 which runs north-south and provides access to Albuquerque, 
New Mexico. 

Much of La Plata County is under public land ownership. Table 3-2 illustrates land ownership within the 
county. 
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Exhibit 3-1:  La Plata County Context Map 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data 
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Table 3-1:  Land Ownership in La Plata County 
Land Ownership  Number of Acres 

Private  461,185 
San Juan National Forest  396,050 
Bureau of Land Management  21,823 
State of Colorado  23,287 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  179,055 
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe  1,685 
Total  1,083,085 

Source: La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2006. 

Climate 
At an elevation of 6,512 feet above sea level, Durango enjoys an ideal four-season climate with low 
humidity, 300 days of sunshine, and moderate temperatures year-round. During the winter, sunny days 
and clear blue skies often give way to severe conditions and significant snowfall accumulations in the 
mountains, with little accumulation in the valleys. Average December and January highs in the valley are 
relatively temperate at 40-degrees Fahrenheit, while lows during the winter months average about 11-
degrees Fahrenheit. Despite Durango's average snowfall of 71 inches, accumulations don't stay long in 
town and snow removal is manageable. Spring brings warmer weather and rain. Summer temperatures 
seldom climb above the upper 80s and rivers and reservoirs stay relatively full in summer, fed by melting 
snow in the San Juan Mountains. Autumn days are dry and cool, creating wonderful fall colors to view 
while hiking, biking or driving the area's Scenic Byways.  

Table 3-2:  Monthly Statistics for Temperature and Precipitation in Durango 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Average Max. 
Temperature 
(F) 

39.6  44.8  51.7  61.3  70.3  80.7  85.1  83.1  76.7  65.7  52.1  41.4  62.7 

Average Min. 
Temperature 
(F) 

10.2  15.9  22.3  29.1  35.2  41.7  49.9  48.9  40.6  30.9  21.3  12.9  29.9 

Average Total 
Precipitation 
(in.) 

1.64  1.47  1.71  1.41  1.09  0.80  1.93  2.32  1.75  1.87  1.34  1.78  19.09  

Average Total 
Snowfall (in.) 17.6  15.0  10.5  3.5  0.5  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  1.0  5.3  15.4  68.8 

Average Snow 
Depth (in.) 7  5  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  3  1 

Source: Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?codura, accessed on June 25, 2012. 

The above statistics reflect readings from Durango/La Plata County Airport, which can vary dramatically 
from conditions in other parts of the county. Average temperatures in the northern portions of the county, 
such as on Molas Pass and at Purgatory Resort, are significantly lower than readings in the southern 
portion of the county, such as on Bondad Hill. There are also large snowfall differences countywide; the 
Vallecito community has two-to-three times the annual snow accumulation typically seen in Durango or 
at the airport. Approximately half of the La Plata county population lives outside Durango. 
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3.2. History 
This section was adapted from the 2011 Draft La Plata County Comprehensive Community Plan, History 
of Place Section and referenced to Jill Seyfarth, Cultural Resource Planning, October 2009: 

Southwest Colorado has a rich and long‐standing cultural tradition. The Utes have been in the area that 
is now La Plata County at least since the 1500s and the area was part of Mexico until the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the Mexican War in 1848, and the United States claimed jurisdiction. The 
Colorado Territorial legislature created La Plata County in early 1874 but it was not until 1889 that the 
size of the county was reduced to its present day boundaries.  

Starting in the late 1800’s, the Southern Ute Indian tribal, individual Ute and individual non‐Southern 
Ute negotiated ownership for the southern one‐third of the county – a legacy known as the Ute Strip. 
Homesteaders and prospectors flocked to the region north of the Ute Strip. Miners worked their way up 
La Plata Canyon with varying amounts of success over the years and leaving a series of privately owned 
claims within the canyon. The fertile valleys of the lower Animas and Pine Rivers attracted the county’s 
very first farmers and ranchers. Later homesteaders settled on the mesa tops and developed irrigation 
ditch systems to bring water to their lands. The northern, higher‐elevation claims along the river 
drainages were mostly used as “summer range” for sheep and cattle. The northern one third of the 
county had few homestead claims, but was used for livestock and logging.  

In 1905 President Theodore Roosevelt signed legislation to create the San Juan Forest Reserve (now the 
San Juan National Forest). The legislation placed more than 3.7 million acres in Southwest Colorado 
under federal conservation programs. About forty percent of La Plata County is in federal ownership, 
much of which was the land located within the designated forest reserve. 

The arrival of the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad (D&RG) in 1881 and its subsequent connection to 
Silverton in 1882 brought accelerated and intensive change by providing easy (for the times) 
transportation and freighting, as well as access to the outside world. The D&RG also invested capital 
and created the City of Durango. A second railroad, the Rio Grande Southern, arrived in 1890, providing 
connections to the mines around Rico and Telluride. By 1892, the railroad operations, coal mining, 
agriculture and the smelter were major county industries, followed by lumber and the precious metal 
mining in the La Plata Mountains. Tourism was a small but steady part of the economy.  

The Depression of the 1930s devastated La Plata County, but was somewhat assuaged by the prolific New 
Deal programs and the federal support of operations on the county’s extensive federal land holdings.  
Other federal involvement occurred during World War II when Durango was the home of a radioactive 
ore processing site that provided some of the uranium for the Manhattan Project; after the war Durango 
had a vanadium production plant that employed a large percentage of the local workforce. Between the 
mid-1940s and mid‐1960s, oil and gas companies developed numerous gas fields throughout the county 
and became a major contributor to the county’s economy.  

Part of a general rise in tourism after World War II, ridership numbers on the Silverton train began to 
rebound. The train between Durango and Silverton survived because of a prevailing American 
sentimentality about the Old West that was also a boon for the numerous “dude” ranches operating in the 
county in the 1950s. Tourism’s strong foothold in the economy, bolstered after the completion of Vallecito 
Lake in 1941, expanded further with the opening of the Purgatory Ski Area in 1965. Year‐round 
recreation and sightseeing anchor the local tourism industry, as it has for over 100 years.  

Starting in the 1960s, the surge from the cities to the suburbs took on its own character in La Plata 
County, where people with no interest in farming or ranching sought acreage in the country. Ranchers 
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and farmers found themselves with a new opportunity to sell off parts of their land to these new settlers 
and long‐held land ownership patterns began to change.  

In 1970 there were approximately 25,000 people in La Plata County. However, this population increased 
dramatically in the housing boom of the 1980s and 1990s. Since then, the County has struggled to keep 
up with the pace of growth and most infrastructure (roads, etc.) remains sized for the 1970 conditions. 

3.3. Population 
According to the 2010 Census, there are 51,334 people residing in La Plata County, which ranks it as the 
15th largest population of the 64 counties in Colorado. Of this population, 16,887 people reside in 
Durango, 2,333 reside in Bayfield and 697 live in Ignacio. As illustrated in Table 3-3, the rate of 
population growth in the county over the past decade has nearly kept pace with growth in the state. The 
county has 21,100 households and 25,860 housing units. The racial makeup of the county is 86.8% White, 
0.4% Black or African American, 5.8% American Indian, 0.6% Asian, and 3.3% from other races. 11.8% 
of the population is Hispanic or Latino of any race.  

Table 3-3:  La Plata County Population by Jurisdiction (2000 – 2010) 

Area 2000 2010 Percent Change 
City of Durango 13,922 16,887 21.3% 

Town of Bayfield 1,549 2,333 50.6% 

Town of Ignacio 669 697 4.2% 

La Plata County 43,941 51,334  16.8% 

Colorado 4,301,261 5,029,196 16.9% 
Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demography Section, http://dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/2010censusdata.html, accessed June 2012. 

3.4. Economy 
Over the last forty years La Plata County has transitioned from a rural county focused on mining and 
agriculture to a more urban environment in which tourism has become the primary industry. According to 
the State Demographer’s Office, over 26 percent of employees in La Plata County work in the tourism 
industry. HMP workshop participants reported that a recent study found that the Durango & Silverton 
Narrow Gauge Railroad contributes $64 million annually to the local economy. Both tourism and 
spending by full-time residents and second  homeowners drives employment in the accommodations and 
food services sectors as well as recreation industries. The rise in natural gas production in La Plata 
County is also a major economic driver, resulting in the creation of jobs as well as local and state tax 
revenue streams. 

In 2010, per capita personal income for La Plata County was $42,638, which ranked 18th in the state, and 
nearly mirrored Colorado’s 2010 per capita income, which was $42,295.3 Within the county, 

3 Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2010. 
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Government, Retail Trade, Health Services, and Accommodation and Food sectors account for 50% of all 
jobs. Table 3-4 lists primary job sectors by number of employees. 

Table 3-4:  La Plata County Jobs by Sector (2010 Estimate) 
Sector Jobs Percent of Total Jobs 
Government 5,200 17% 
Retail Trade 3,537 12% 
Health Services 3,290 11% 
Accommodation and food 3,054 10% 
Construction 2,888 9% 
Professional and business services 1,884 6% 
Other services, except public administration 1,649 5% 
Admin and waste 1,234 4% 
Real estate 1,088 4% 
Arts 1,043 3% 
Finance activities 963 3% 
Transportation and warehousing 892 3% 
Mining 815 3% 
Agriculture 767 3% 
Manufacturing 614 2% 
Information 527 2% 
Wholesale trade 465 2% 
Education 379 1% 
Utilities 118 <1% 
Management of companies and enterprise 42 <1% 
Estimated Total Jobs 30,450  

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs, 2010. https://dola.colorado.gov/demog_webapps/jsn_parameters.jsf, accessed on July 27, 2012. 

The most recent data available, from December 2012 (preliminary data, not seasonally adjusted), indicate 
that the county has a civilian labor force of over 29,700 and an unemployment rate of 6.1 percent. 

Table 3-5:  La Plata County Labor Force, Employment and Unemployment Data (December 2012) 
Area Civilian Labor Force Number Employed Number Unemployed Unemployment Rate 

La Plata County 29,729 27,912 1,817 6.1% 
Colorado 2,729,317 2,523,972 205,345 7.5% 

Source: LAUS Unit, LAUS system output file via Colorado LMI Gateway, 
http://www.colmigateway.com/vosnet/lmi/area/areasummary.aspx?session=areadetail&geo=0804000067, accessed on February 11, 2013. 
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3.5. Government 
La Plata County provides general government, public safety, and road and bridge services required by 
state statute. Public health programs are provided by San Juan Basin Health Department, which is 
overseen by a multi-county Board of Health for Archuleta, La Plata, and some of San Juan County, as 
well as the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE). The city of Durango is the 
county seat. 

According to the County profile, the responsibilities of implementing state law and managing county 
business are shared by elected officials, including the Assessor, Clerk and Recorder, District Attorney, 
Sheriff, Treasurer, Coroner, and Surveyor. The County has an elected three-member Board of County 
Commissioners that serves as the chief legislative and executive body. Their duties include overseeing the 
county budget, land use policy, social services, and road maintenance and construction.4  

The City of Durango is a home-rule municipality, while the Town of Bayfield and the Town of Ignacio 
are both statutory municipalities. Each government is briefly described here: 

The City of Durango is governed by a five-member City Council that serves the community at-large. The 
Mayor Pro-Tem is head of the City government and presides over meetings but has no regular 
administrative duties. The City Manager directs and supervises the City’s departments and offices and 
ensures the City Council’s policies and directives are carried out. The City Manager is also responsible 
for the City's annual budget and capital improvement program The City has seventeen boards and 
commissions, including a Planning Commission responsible for making recommendations to the City 
Council regarding growth, development, and redevelopment in Durango and overseeing policies set forth 
in the Land Use and Development Code. 

The Town of Ignacio is a council-manager style of government and the Town Board is made up of five 
Trustees, a Mayor Pro-Tem, and a Mayor. In addition to the Town Board, Ignacio also has a Planning 
Commission and Board of Adjustment to decide on variances, land use, and similar items, as well as a 
Downtown Steering Committee. The Town provides police services, water, sewer, gas, and seasonal 
irrigation water systems to residents. 

The Town of Bayfield is governed by an elected Town Board comprised of the Mayor and six board 
members. Town departments are numerous with Public Works, Planning and Zoning, Building, Water 
and Parks and Recreation, to name a few. A Planning Commission reviews land use and development 
proposals and makes recommendations to the Board of Trustees.  

Emergency Management in La Plata County 
The La Plata County Office of Emergency Management (OEM) is responsible for the identification of 
local hazards, creation and coordination of response plans, mitigation of disasters, public preparedness 
education, coordination of response during escalating emergencies and disasters, recovery planning, and 
response and coordination with other local, state, and federal partners. Its mission is, “To monitor the 
potential for natural and [man-made] disasters which could affect all or part of La Plata County. Provide 
educational material and information to the general public and citizens of La Plata County regarding 
those potential hazards and disasters and develop plans in accordance with state laws. Assist the Board 
of County Commissioner and Sheriff in the coordination of emergency response during disasters and 
large emergencies.” 

4 La Plata County CEDS Update, 2006 
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La Plata County OEM maintains partnerships with public and private entities, volunteer groups, and 
government agencies, as listed in the following table. Additionally, the Southern Ute Indian Tribe and Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe, as well as the City of Durango, each have their own emergency management 
programs. 

Table 3-6:  La Plata County OEM Planning and Response Partner Agencies and Groups 

Agency/Group 

• County Residents 
• City of Durango Residents 
• City of Bayfield Residents 
• City of Ignacio Residents 
• La Plata County Government 
• La Plata County Board of County Commissioners 
• City Government of Durango 
• City Government of Bayfield 
• City Government of Ignacio 
• State Division of Emergency Management 
• Archuleta County 
• Montezuma County 
• Dolores County 
• San Juan County 
• San Juan County, NM 
• La Plata County Sheriff's Office 
• La Plata County Search and Rescue 
• Durango Police Department 
• La Plata County Mounted Patrol 
• Durango Fire and Rescue Authority 
• Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
• Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
• Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District 
 

• San Juan Basin Health Department 
• Mercy Regional Medical Center 
• Animas Surgical Hospital 
• American Red Cross  
• Medical Reserve Corps 
• SW Regional Trauma Advisory Council 
• Civil Air Patrol 
• Colorado National Guard 
• Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
• Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs 
• Local Planning groups 
• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
• Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad 

(D&SNGRR) 
• Durango Mountain Resort 
• Local and Regional media 
• Consolidated Communications Network of Colorado  
• Homeowners Associations 
• US Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service 
• US Department of Agriculture 
• Bureau of Land Management 
• FireWise Council 
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3.6. Fire Protection Districts 
Several fire protection districts and/or authorities serve La Plata County and are described below. Each of 
the districts participated individually in this planning process. Exhibit 3-2 shows all fire districts in La 
Plata. 

Durango Fire and Rescue Authority 
The Durango Fire and Rescue Authority (DFRA) is a combination department with a total of 171 
employees and members.  The department maintains 16 stations, 3 of which are staffed by paid fire 
fighters and medics, while the remaining 13 stations are crewed by dedicated volunteers.  

DFRA’s primary response area encompasses 325 square miles.  In addition, ambulances respond into a 
neighboring fire protection district, providing paramedic level transport. 

The department was created by the combining of 3 fire departments and a hospital based ambulance 
service. Animas Fire Protection District, Hermosa Cliff Fire Protection District, Durango Fire 
Department, and Mercy Ambulance consolidated January 1st, 2002, thereby creating The Durango Fire 
and Rescue Authority. 

The mission of the Durango Fire and Rescue Authority is to provide structure, wildland, and vehicle fire 
suppression; emergency medical services/ambulance service including patient transport; rescue (water, 
rope, confined space, vehicle); fire prevention; fire code enforcement; public education; and hazardous 
materials response to a population of 45,000 in an approximately 325-square mile area of southwestern 
Colorado.  

The Authority is not empowered to levy a tax, and is funded by assessments from the founding entities. 
The Durango Fire & Rescue Authority is governed by a seven-member board of directors made up of two 
representatives from each founding entity and one member selected at large. The governing board is 
responsible for, among other things, adopting the budget, appointing committees, and hiring the 
Authority’s fire chief. The fire chief is responsible for carrying out the policies of the board of directors 
and for overseeing the day-to-day operations of the Authority.5 

Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District 
Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District (FLMFPD) encompasses approximately 330 square miles, from 
the Colorado/New Mexico state line on Highway 140, to the top of Hesperus Hill, to the county line at the 
top of Mancos Hill, to the bottom of Blue Hill in Wildcat Canyon and also includes La Plata Canyon. The 
district serves approximately 1,700 households with a population of approximately 5,300 people. A 
Colorado Special Tax District, FLMFPD is governed by an elected five-member board of directors.  

The FLMFPD provides structure fire and wildland fire defense, hazardous materials incident response, 
and rescue operations as well as emergency medical services. The department consists of 35 volunteer 
members and a full-time salaried chief officer. The majority of members are cross-trained in different 
disciplines. Several members are trained in special operations, including energy pipeline fires, ice rescue, 
and rope (low and mid angle) rescue.6 

  

5 Durango Fire and Rescue Authority, http://www.durangofirerescue.org/public_docs_authority.html 

6 Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District, http://www.flmfire.org//sitecontent/index/page/About%20Us 
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Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
The primary mission of the Los Pinos Fire Protection District (LPFPD) is to provide emergency and non-
emergency services for the protection of life and property in La Plata and Archuleta Counties. The 
department provides 24-hour emergency response to a wide variety of critical situations, including fires, 
explosions, hazardous materials incidents, medical emergencies, accidents and miscellaneous public 
assistance requests.  

Engine, Ladder, Tanker, and Rescue Units are utilized for emergency response. Command Officers 
operate a well-organized emergency scene; utilize an incident command system, status boards, and 
establish a clear accountability system. These procedures ensure an immediate response to the emergency, 
increased citizen protection, and improved firefighter safety. The Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
currently has a total of four ambulances and a number of members trained to deal with heavy and tactical 
rescue situations. The Fire District also provides support to the Regional Hazardous Materials Response 
Team in the way of Decontamination.7 

Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
The Upper Pine River Fire Protection District (UPRFPD) provides all-risk fire, rescue and emergency 
medical services to 265 square miles of eastern La Plata County. The District includes the Town of 
Bayfield, Gem Village, and the communities of Forest Lakes, Vallecito Lake, and Lemon Dam. Within 
the boundaries of the district are expansive wild land and recreation areas, rivers, reservoirs, many 
vacation homes, communities of large single-family homes and multi-family residential complexes. The 
district is mostly an urban interface fire protection district, and works closely, using mutual aid, with the 
Forest Service and surrounding fire districts. In the year 2011, Upper Pine responded to 609 calls. Of 
these, 380 or about 62% were emergency medical service, 79 were fires, and the balance was 
miscellaneous calls. Upper Pine has approximately 10 volunteers on its roster and 30 paid staff. UPRFPD 
maintains eight fire stations, two which are staffed 24 hours and one which is staffed 40 hours a week. 

UPRFPD is an autonomous Special District. A five-member Board of Directors, elected at-large by their 
constituents and each serving a staggered four-year term, govern the district. The Fire Chief oversees the 
general operations of the district in accordance with the policy direction prescribed by the Board of 
Directors. The district is non-profit and the major revenue source is a district mill levy.8 

7 Los Pinos Fire Protection District, http://www.lpfpd.com/about.html 

8 Upper Pine River Fire Protection District, http://upperpinefpd.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=48&Itemid=66 
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Exhibit 3-2:  La Plata County Fire Protection Districts 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data  

     3-11       



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     3-12       



 

 

 

 4.0   Risk Assessment 
 

 

This chapter profiles the natural hazards that affect La Plata County and assesses vulnerability to those 
hazards. The risk assessment allows the participating jurisdictions to better understand their risks and 
provides a framework for developing and prioritizing mitigation actions to reduce risk from future natural 
hazard events.  

4.1. Hazard Identification 
This section identifies the hazards that are likely to 
affect La Plata County. The planning workshop 
participants considered the hazards identified in the 
State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan 
(2011) and the hazards recommended by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
publication 386-2, Understanding Your Risks: 
Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses (2001). 

4.1.1. Federal and State Disaster 
Declarations 
The planning workshop participants also reviewed 
events that triggered federal and/or state disaster 
declarations. Disaster declarations are typically 
made at the county level and may be granted when 
the severity and magnitude of an event surpasses 
the ability of the local government to respond and 
recover. The federal government may issue a 
disaster declaration through FEMA, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), and/or the 
Small Business Administration. A USDA disaster 
declaration certifies that the affected county has 
suffered at least a 30 percent loss in one or more 
crop or livestock areas and provides affected 
producers with access to low-interest loans and 
other programs to help mitigate the impact of the 
disaster. All counties neighboring those receiving 
USDA disaster declarations are named contiguous 
disaster counties and are also eligible for 
assistance. FEMA also issues emergency declarations, which are more limited in scope and do not 

FEMA Requirements: 
 
§201.6(c)(2)(i):  The risk assessment shall include a 
description of the types of all natural hazards that can 
affect the jurisdiction.  
 
§201.6(c)(2)(i):  The risk assessment shall include a 
description of the location and extent of all natural 
hazards that affect the jurisdiction. The plan shall 
include information on previous occurrences of hazard 
events and the probability of future hazard events.  
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii):  The risk assessment shall include a 
description of the jurisdiction’s vulnerability to the 
hazards described in paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. 
This description shall include an overall summary of 
each hazard and its impact on the community.  
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A):  The plan should describe 
vulnerability in terms of the types and numbers of 
existing and future buildings, infrastructure, and critical 
facilities located in the identified hazard area. 
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B):  The plan should describe 
vulnerability in terms of an estimate of the potential 
dollar losses to vulnerable structures identified in 
paragraph (c)(2)(i)(A) of this section.  
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C):  [The plan should describe 
vulnerability in terms of] providing a general description 
of land uses and development trends within the 
community so that mitigation options can be considered 
in future land use decisions. 
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warrant the long-term federal recovery programs of major disaster declarations. At the state level, 
Colorado disasters and emergencies declared by the governor.  

Table 4-1 lists federal and state disaster and emergency declarations which included a designation for La 
Plata County. La Plata County has experienced three Major Disaster Declarations in the past 25 years for 
flooding/heavy rains, landslides, and wildfires. Additionally, there have been seven USDA Disaster 
Declarations since 2002 for drought, high winds, excessive heat, insects, and winter storm. It is also 
important to note the regular occurrences of high water events, power outages, and snowstorms not 
warranting a federal or state declaration for La Plata County. 

Table 4-1:  Federal and State Disaster and Emergency Declaration History in La Plata County, 1953-
2012 

Year Event Type Description 
1970 Heavy Rains, Flooding Federal Major Disaster (DR-293); 16 designated counties 
1973 Flooding, Landslides Federal Major Disaster (DR-396); 16 designated counties 
1977 Drought Federal Emergency (3025) 
2002 Wildfires Federal Major Disaster (DR-1421); 58 designated counties, 2 Indian reservations 
2002 Wildfires Colorado Disaster, statewide 
2002 Drought USDA Disaster 
2002 Drought Colorado Disaster, all counties 
2003 Drought, Insects USDA Disaster (S1843); primary county 
2003 Snow Emergency Colorado Disaster, statewide 
2006 Drought, High Winds USDA Disaster (S2301); contiguous county 
2006 Drought, Wildfires, High 

Winds, Excessive Heat 
USDA Disaster (S2327); contiguous county 

2006 Drought, Insects, High 
Winds, Excessive Heat, 
Winter Storm 

USDA Disaster (S2329); primary county 

2006 Winter Storm USDA Disaster (S2330); contiguous county 
2009 Severe Blizzard Colorado Disaster, statewide 
2009 Severe Spring Snowstorm Colorado Disaster, statewide 
2012 Drought, Excessive Heat, 

High Winds 
USDA Disaster; primary county 

Sources: State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011; Public Entity Risk Institute Presidential Disaster Declaration Site, 
www.peripresdecusa.org/mainframe.htm, accessed April 23, 2012; USDA Farm Service Agency, 
www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/2005_2007eligible_county.xls and http://www.fsa.usda.gov/FSA/webapp?area=home&subject=diap&topic=sure, accessed 
April 25, 2012. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Climatic Data Center Records 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) 
reported 23 climatic events in La Plata County from October 2006 to April 2012.9 While most were not to 
the level for disaster declarations by the federal government, these nevertheless included events such as 
heavy rain, hail, lightning, thunderstorm, wind, funnel cloud, and flash flood. The most serious event in 

9 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012. 
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that time period was a flash flood on October 6, 2006, which caused around $1 million in property 
damage near Vallecito Reservoir.10 

4.1.2. Planning Continuity 
In a risk assessment survey conducted by the Colorado Division of Emergency Management in 
2003/2004, county emergency management personnel identified exposure to winter storms as the 
county’s most probable exposure to hazard.11 At the first workshop for this planning effort, participants 
considered each hazard based upon the prior occurrence as part of a federal or state disaster declaration, 
their understanding of relative risk, and whether the hazard could be mitigated. The local planning 
committee and workshop participants determined that nine natural hazards should be profiled in this 
HMP, as listed in the table below. 

Table 4-2:  La Plata County Natural Hazards  
2012 Hazard Mitigation Plan 

• Wildfire 
• Seasonal and Flash Flooding 
• Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall 
• Winter Storm 
• Avalanche 
• Drought 
• Severe Weather (Lighting, Hail, Windstorm, Thunderstorm) 
• Tornado 
• Earthquake 

 

Other hazards that are not profiled in the plan, due to the low likelihood of occurrence or low probability 
that property or populations would be significantly affected, are listed in Table 4-3 along with an 
explanation. 

Table 4-3:  Hazards Not Profiled in this Plan 
Hazard Explanation for Omission 
Dam/Levee Failure Although there are 29 dams whose failure would potentially impact the county, each dam with either 

a significant or high hazard potential is required to have its own Emergency Action Plan. The 
Emergency Action Plans include measures to reduce the potential for property damage and loss of 
life in an area affected by a dam failure. There is a brief discussion of dam and levee failure in the 
Seasonal/Flash Flooding hazard profile. 

Expansive Soils/ 
Subsidence 

Although some underlying swelling clays may exist in La Plata County, the overall impacts are 
negligible and are mitigated through existing development policies and practices. 

Extreme Heat This hazard has not created problems in the past that are unrelated to drought.  

10 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=3104 

11 La Plata County Profile, State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 
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Hazard Explanation for Omission 
Volcano Colorado’s only volcano of concern, Dotsero, is located approximately 20 miles north of Basalt, near 

the confluence of the Colorado and Eagle Rivers. However, Dotsero has not erupted in 
approximately 4,200 years. A 2005 study by the US Geological Survey rated Dotsero as a moderate 
threat for its potential to spew volcanic ash into the air at such altitudes that it could disrupt airplane 
traffic. 

 

4.1.3. Technical Hazards 
The primary focus of this HMP is to assess and provide mitigation strategies for natural hazards.  
However, several technical hazards related to critical facilities and infrastructure are also of special 
concern for La Plata County. These events, listed in Table 4-4, can be caused or exacerbated by the 
natural hazards profiled in this HMP. These issues are discussed in the individual natural hazard profiles 
which follow and many of these facilities are identified in section 5.1.1. Critical Facilities and 
Infrastructure. 

Table 4-4:  La Plata County Technical Hazards  
Technical Hazards Potentially Caused or Exacerbated by Natural Hazards 

• Extended power failure  
• Significant communications or infrastructure break-down 
• Major failure of a pipeline or energy production facility 
• Train derailment or railroad closure 

 

There are hundreds of miles of roads, overhead transmission lines, and water and sewer lines, bridges, and 
other facilities that are critical to the functionality of La Plata County and its municipalities. An extended 
power failure is particularly concerning because La Plata County is primarily served by a single power 
line, and emergency management staff estimates that up to 20,000 residents rely solely on electricity for 
heating and domestic water wells. The loss of power would affect not only homes and businesses, but also 
could impact municipal water, sewer, and other services operated by electric pumps. Similarly the local 
Williams Plant is the sole provider of propane for the county and Four Corners region. The county has a 
limited number of backup power sources and a prolonged power outage or fuel shortage, such as during a 
blizzard, would potentially overwhelm the limited sheltering capabilities in the smaller population centers 
such as Bayfield and Ignacio.  

Other events, such as a technology disruption, significant communications break-down, or major failure 
of a pipeline, also have the potential to impact critical infrastructure and disrupt the continuity of 
emergency services. La Plata County sits on the second largest field of coal bed methane gas in the 
country, the San Juan Basin, and is the largest producer of natural gas in Colorado. There are 14 oil/gas 
companies operating in La Plata County. According to a report by the Economic Development District of 
Southwest Colorado, “Along with providing a substantial number of high-paying jobs, natural gas 
production in La Plata County generates a large stream of tax revenue to state and local governments. The 
natural gas industry also has a substantial indirect impact on other La Plata County industries due to the 
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quantity of goods and services purchased from firms within the county.”12 Recognizing the important 
contributions of natural gas production to the local economy, participants at the La Plata County hazard 
mitigation planning workshops (including representatives from the La Plata County Energy Council) 
decided that the La Plata County energy production and transmission sites can be classified as Critical 
Facilities and they should be analyzed in terms of how they may be impacted by natural hazards (winter 
storm, severe weather, wildfire, etc.).  

Finally, the Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad is a National Historic Landmark and major 
tourist attraction and contributor to the local economy. Originally constructed to haul silver and gold ore 
from the San Juan Mountains, this internationally-famous historic train has been in continuous operation 
for 130 years, winding through spectacular canyons in the remote wilderness between Durango and 
Silverton. The train operates year-round, carrying passengers behind vintage coal-fired, steam-powered 
locomotives in rolling stock indigenous to the line.13 The railroad and its museum together generate $43 
million annually for the local economy. The railroad, which has experienced past closures due to natural 
hazards, is considered a critical facility. A train derailment would have the potential for a large loss of life 
and could be catastrophic for the local economy. 

4.2. Hazard Profiles and Vulnerability 
La Plata County is vulnerable to a wide range of natural hazards that threaten life and property. Some 
natural hazards have significant loss potential, and these hazards are identified separately as Prioritized 
Hazards. Other hazards with less potential impact or with less effective mitigation action possibilities are 
also discussed later in this section and are referred to as ‘Other Hazards.’ 

In this plan, the determination of the Prioritized Hazards was made through a multi-step risk assessment 
process combining statistical modeling with more qualitative assessment activities.  These qualitative risk 
tasks consisted of numerous interviews and surveys of emergency response/planning professionals and 
independent historical research, which drew information from many sources. Through this process, 
certain hazards were determined to pose the greatest threats to the planning area and were prioritized as 
discussed in the following section. 

Prioritized Hazards 
Based on the risk assessment discussed in this Plan, the planning workshop participants prioritized these 
natural hazards for further analysis and mitigation planning:  

• Wildfire, 
• Flood, 
• Severe Weather (windstorm, lightning, hail, thunderstorm, tornado), and 
• Winter Storm. 

The planning team recognized that other hazards such as drought occur periodically and impact the 
county. However, the planning team determined that the prioritized hazards posed a greater risk to life, 

12 Region 9 Economic Development District of Southwest Colorado, “La Plata County CEDS Update 2006,” http://www.scan.org/5%20-
%20La%20Plata%20County.pdf, accessed September 18, 2012.  

13 Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad, http://www.durangotrain.com/about-us, accessed August 15, 2012.  
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safety, critical infrastructure and vital services. Future iterations of the HMP will possibly include 
mitigation actions for hazards other than those prioritized by this plan. 

Risk assessment activities conducted during this project provided the planning team adequate information 
to establish risk for each hazard for the jurisdictions covered by the HMP. The research methodology and 
elements of each hazard profile are defined here along with their relative impact on the jurisdictions 
participating in this plan.  

Research Methodology 
The sources used to collect information for the hazard profiles include, but are not limited to the 
following:  

• State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011; 
• Information gathered from the La Plata County website; 
• Information on past hazard events from the Spatial Hazard Event and Loss Database; 

(SHELDUS), a component of the University of South Carolina Hazards Research Lab, that 
compiles county-level hazard data for 18 natural hazard event types; 

• Information on past extreme weather and climate events from the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s National Climatic Data Center (NCDC); 

• Disaster declaration history from FEMA, the Public Entity Risk Institute (PERI), and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farm Service Agency; 

• Information on Natural Hazards gathered from the United States Geological Survey (USGS); 
• Information on Natural Hazards gathered from the Colorado Geological Survey (CGS); 
• Information on drought occurrences from the National Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC); 
• Geographic information systems (GIS) data from La Plata County; 
• Existing plans and reports; and 
• Meetings and data collected from the planning workshops. 

Detailed profiles and vulnerability assessments include the following characteristics of each identified 
hazard: 

HAZARD DESCRIPTION provides a general description of the hazard and considers the relationship 
between hazards.   

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION describes the geographic extent or location of the hazard in the 
planning area and determines which participating jurisdictions are affected by each hazard. 

PREVIOUS OCCURRENCES includes information on the known hazard incidents and includes 
information related to the impact of those events, if known.14   

PROBABILITY OF FUTURE OCCURRENCE uses the frequency of past events to estimate the 
likelihood of future occurrence. Probability, or chance of occurrence, was calculated based on existing 
data. The probability was determined by dividing the number of events observed by the number of years 

14 It is important to note that an important data source, SHELDUS, provides information on a county-average basis. The number of injuries, fatalities, and 
property damages associated with a particular event are equally distributed amongst the affected counties for that hazard event.  For example, if five deaths were 
attributed to a blizzard that affected 20 counties, then each county would show 0.25 deaths for that event.   
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and multiplying by 100. This provides the percent chance of the event happening in any given year. For 
example, three droughts occurring over a 30-year period suggests a ten percent chance of a drought 
occurring in any given year.  

Based on historical data, the probability of future occurrences is categorized as follows: 

• Nearly Certain: Near 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it happens every year. 
• Likely: ten to 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of ten 

years or less. 
• Occasional: one to 10 percent chance of occurrence in the next year or it has a recurrence interval 

of 11 to 100 years. 
• Rare: Less than one percent chance of occurrence in the next 100 years or it has a recurrence 

interval of greater than every 100 years. 

MAGNITUDE/SEVERITY summarizes the extent or potential extent of a hazard event in terms of 
deaths, injuries, property damage, and interruption of essential facilities and services.  

Magnitude and severity is categorized as follows: 

• Catastrophic: extraordinary levels of mass casualties, damage, or disruption severely affecting 
the population, infrastructure, environment, economy, and/or government functions which 
includes sustained local and regional impacts;  overwhelms the existing response strategies and 
state and local resources; and requires significant out-of-state and federal resources. 

• Critical: Isolated deaths and/or multiple injuries and illnesses; major or long-term property 
damage that threatens structural stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services 
for 24-72 hours. 

• Limited: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

• Negligible: No or few injuries or illnesses; minor quality of life loss; little or no property damage; 
and/or brief interruption of essential facilities and services. 

The planning workshop participants used discretion to modify some of the probabilities and magnitudes 
when necessary. 

VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT describes the county’s overall vulnerability to each hazard; 
identifies existing and future structures, critical facilities, and infrastructure in identified hazard areas; and 
estimates potential losses to vulnerable structures, where data is available.  This plan utilized FEMA’s 
HAZUS software for estimating losses attributed to flooding.   

DATA LIMITATIONS makes note of where the consultant and planning workshop participants 
encountered data limitations when completing the hazard profile. 
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4.3. Wildfire – Prioritized Hazard 
Hazard Description 
Fire conditions arise from a combination of hot weather, an accumulation of vegetation, and low moisture 
content in air and fuel. These conditions, especially when combined with high winds and years of 
drought, increase the potential for wildfire to occur. There are three major factors that sustain wildfires 
and predict a given area’s potential to burn. These factors are fuel, topography, and weather.   

Fuel is the material that feeds a fire and is a key factor in wildfire behavior. Fuel is generally classified by 
type and by volume. Fuel sources are diverse and include everything from dead tree needles and leaves, 
twigs, and branches to dead standing trees, live trees, brush, and cured grasses. Manmade structures, such 
as homes and associated combustibles, are also considered a fuel source. The type of prevalent fuel 
directly influences the behavior of wildfire. Light fuels such as grasses burn quickly and serve as a 
catalyst for the spread of fire. In addition, “ladder fuels” can spread a ground fire up through brush into 
trees, leading to a devastating crown fire that burns in the upper canopy and cannot be controlled.  

Topography, or an area’s terrain and land slopes, affects its susceptibility to wildfire spread. Due to the 
tendency of heat from a fire to rise via convection, both fire intensity and rate of spread increases as slope 
increases. The arrangement of vegetation throughout a hillside can also contribute to increased fire 
activity on slopes.  

Weather components such as temperature, relative humidity, wind, and lightning also affect the potential 
for wildfire. High temperatures and low relative humidity dry out the fuels that feed the wildfire creating 
a situation where fuel will more readily ignite and burn more intensely. Wind is the most treacherous 
weather factor. The greater the wind, the faster a fire will spread and the more intense it will be. In 
addition to wind speed, wind shifts can occur suddenly due to temperature changes or the interaction of 
wind with topographical features such as slopes or steep hillsides. Lightning also ignites wildfires; often 
in terrain that is difficult for firefighters to reach. Drought conditions contribute to concerns about 
wildfire vulnerability and human-caused fires result from activities such as campfires, smoking, 
equipment use and arson. In recent years, Colorado’s fire season has lengthened and now extends into the 
springtime due to thinning snowpacks. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the evolving Forest Service healthy forest management policy 
acknowledges that fire plays a natural role in the ecology of a wildland, and significantly contributes to 
ensuring wildlife habitat and forest diversity. Not all fires should, nor will be, extinguished. 

Geographic Location 
The high potential for wildfire is fairly uniform across the planning area. Residential and commercial 
properties are concentrated along the U.S. 160 and 550 corridors and in valleys along the county’s many 
rivers and creeks. The county’s landscapes and recreation opportunities consistently attract newcomers 
and much of the recent growth has resulted in “home building in vegetation which, in most parts of this 
county, is at high risk for catastrophic wildfire.”15 The current State of Colorado Natural Hazards 
Mitigation Plan ranks 26 percent of La Plata County’s total land area (287,983 of 1,088,385 acres) as 
falling within the moderate- to high-risk range.  

 

15 La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), 2006. 
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The La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) was completed in 2006 through the 
Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS). Additionally, the La Plata County fire protection districts have 
overseen the development of numerous subdivision-specific CWPPs and are eligible for several grant 
programs for fuels mitigation. The CWPPs specifically target the wildland urban interface (WUI), that 
part of the county where people and development intermingle with wildland fuels and topography. Many 
individual homes and cabins, subdivisions, resorts, recreational areas, organizational camps, businesses, 
and industries are located within the WUI. Increasing recreational demands in popular and attractive areas 
of La Plata County place more people in the WUI during holidays, weekends, and vacation periods. 
Visitors to these areas are often uneducated and unprepared for the inferno that can sweep through the 
brush and timber, destroying property in minutes. Wildfire risk is a growing concern for the City of 
Durango as it adds new parklands and greenbelts to its open space network. 

There are draft or final CWPPs completed for four subdivisions within the Durango Fire and Rescue 
Authority service area: Durango West Metropolitan District # 1, Durango West Metropolitan District # 2, 
Edgemont Highlands, and Falls Creek Ranch Homeowners Association. Upper Pine River FPD recently 
assisted with the completion of draft or final CWPPs for seven subdivisions: Deer Valley Estates, 
Heartwood Co-Housing Community, Forest Lakes, Los Ranchitos Estates, Timberdale Ranch, Pine River 
Ranches, and ‘Tween Lakes Estates. The plans propose a range of fuel mitigation management 
techniques, including: providing defensible space around all vital infrastructures (i.e., power, water, and 
communications), mitigating adequate width of all roads up to 100 feet for safe ingress and egress, 
providing fuel breaks in the event of a wildfire, following prescription guides on creating wildfire-
defensible zones for individual homeowners, thinning the tree canopy, diminishing downed and standing 
dead fuel cover, reducing undesirable shrubs, and mitigating fuel ladders through mechanical removal of 
shrubs and other competing vegetation layers. 

Table 4-5:  Subdivision CWPPs (please see Addendum in Appendix for updates) 

Neighborhood Location Acreage / Topography Residences / Lots Mitigation Cost 
Estimate 

Durango West 
Metropolitan District 
# 1 (2009) 

8 miles W of 
Durango 

55 acres / average elevation of 
7,550 feet /  0-10% slopes / 
average gradient from E to W 
is +8% 

265 homes, no 
additional unbuilt lots 

$25,250  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 

Durango West 
Metropolitan District 
# 2 (2011) 

8 miles W of 
Durango 

260 acres / average elevation 
of 7,450 feet /  0-30% slopes / 
average gradient from E to W 
is +8% 

357 homes (including 
25 condominium units), 
with 3 additional unbuilt 
lots 

$58,500  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 

Edgemont Highlands 
(draft 2012)  

5 miles NE of 
Durango 

240 acres / average elevation 
of 7,400 feet /  5-15% slopes + 
40% side slopes on drainages / 
S aspect 

150 homes / 248 single-
family lots + 4 areas 
with 41 patio homes + 
community lodge + 84 
acres common property 

$30,500  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 
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Neighborhood Location Acreage / Topography Residences / Lots Mitigation Cost 
Estimate 

Falls Creek Ranch 
Homeowners 
Association (2011) 

10 miles NW of 
Durango 

940 acres / elevation of 7,125 
to 7,800 feet / 7-100% slopes 

89 single-family 
structures / 100 parcels; 
6 additional sites with 
structures / 840 acres 
common property 

$27,730  
(plus contractor/ 

equipment 
rental, fuel, 

volunteer hours, 
and additional 
grant support) 

Deer Valley Estates 
(2009) 

6 mi NE of Bayfield 360 acres / 0-70% slopes 53 residences / 84 total 
lots 

$ 14,680 (plus 
variable per acre 

costs possibly 
totaling 

$120,000 for 100 
acres) 

Heartwood Co-
Housing Community 
(draft 2011) 

3 mi NW of Bayfield 65-70 acres / 10-65 % slopes 28 structures $ 7,500 

Forest Lakes (2011) 6 mi N of Bayfield 1,865 acres / elevation of 7,400 
to 8,900 feet with a steady, 
south-facing slope 
. 

764 structures / 1,600 
parcels 

$2.5 million  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and coordination 

costs)  
Los Ranchitos 
Estates (2012) 

11 mi NW of 
Bayfield and 12 mi 
NE of Durango 

250 acres / average gradient 
from S to N is +14 percent 

44 residences / 55 total 
lots 

$77,000  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 

Timberdale Ranch 
(2012) 

6 mi NW of Bayfield 585 acres / average gradient 
from S to N is +7%, E to W is 
+6% 

68 residences / 88 total 
lots 

$ 158,000  
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 

Pine River Ranches 
(2012) 

5 mi N of Bayfield 290 acres / average gradient 
from S to N is less than 1%, but 
gradient increases to 17% W of 
Ludwig Dr to the western 
boundary 

71 residences / 91 total 
lots 

$ 29,000 
(plus annual 

maintenance 
and variable per 

acre or per lot 
costs) 

‘Tween Lakes 
Estates (2012) 

9 mi NNW of 
Bayfield 

353 acres / average gradient 
from S to N is 20% 

59 residences / 97 total 
lots 

$ 35,000 
 (plus annual 
maintenance 

and variable per 
acre or per lot 

costs) 
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Exhibit 4-1:  La Plata County Fire Risk Zones Map 

 
Source: La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), 2006 
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Figure 4-1:  San Juan Public Lands Fire Treatment Map 

 
Source: La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), 2006 
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Previous Occurrences  
The 2002 wildfire season was one of the worst 
in United States history, with some 2.3 million 
acres burned. La Plata County suffered severe 
losses that year and persistent dry conditions 
have continued to cause several large wildland 
fires in recent years. 

Sample Event 1: Missionary Ridge and 
Valley Fires – June 9-July 17, 2002:  On June 
9, 2002 the historic Missionary Ridge fire broke 
out north of Durango. The Valley Fire followed 
only days later. Together these wildfires 
consumed 70,662 acres and burned 56 homes in 
the WUI over a period of 37 days. The final 
damage was $40.8 million dollars, there were 52 injuries and one death, and thousands of La Plata County 
residents were evacuated, unable to return to their homes for weeks.16 Drought conditions at this time 
were severe: by early June the mountains snowpack was only 20 percent of normal and Durango had 
received only 1.3 inches of precipitation so far that year. As is typical for wildfire, differences in fuels 
available, slope, wind, dryness, and temperature within the burn area resulted in a range of impacts: 31 
percent of the area was severely burned, 30 percent was moderately burned, and the remaining 39 percent 
was either lightly burned or unburned.17 

Table 4-6:  Wildfire History for La Plata County 

Dates Description Source 

1994 Black Ridge Fire: Wildfire burned over 10,000 acres in piñon/juniper approximately 
15 miles southwest of Bayfield. 

Subdivision CWPPs 

1996 Black Ridge Fire: Southern Ute Agency land, lightning-ignited fire burned 1,000 
acres. 

American Forests 

06/09 – 
07/17/2002 

Missionary Ridge Fire: destroyed 56 homes and 22 structures and consumed 
approximately 73,000 acres over 37 days. 
Valley Fire: ignited by an electric fence and destroyed approximately 400 acres 
(including some homes which are part of the Missionary Ridge Fire total above). 
Total suppression costs for the 2002 fires were over $10 million dollars. There were 
$40.8 million in losses, 52 injuries, and one death. 

CO HMP; La Plata 
County CWPP 

2002-2004 Several wildland fires in Fort Lewis Mesa FPD. Fort Lewis Mesa FPD 
2005 Trail East Fire: BLM and private land, burned 1,068 acres (Montezuma and La Plata 

Counties). 
CO HMP 

2006 Black Ridge Fire: Southern Ute Agency land, 530 acres burned. CO HMP 

16La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), 2006; State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 

17 Burned Area Emergency Response Team, “Missionary Ridge Fire: the Aftermath,” http://www.southwestcoloradofires.org/baerpaper.pdf, accessed April 27, 
2012. 

 
Valley Burn Area (Source: 2006 CWPP) 
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Dates Description Source 

07/08-
07/10/2007 

Bear Fire: 1,600 acres burned, $200,000 in property damages. Fort Lewis Mesa 
FPD; SHELDUS 

2010 Red Creek Fire: Wildfire burned approximately 45 acres of mixed conifer forest 
approximately 5 miles west of Bayfield. 

Subdivision CWPPs 

2011 Sambrito 2 Fire: Wildfire burned 500 acres of ponderosa pine and piñon/juniper 
approximately 15 miles southeast of Bayfield. 

Subdivision CWPPs 

06/23-
06/27/2012 

State Line Fire: Suspected human-caused fire burned 350 acres two miles north of 
the state border with New Mexico, one residence destroyed and a well pad west U.S. 
Highway 550 was damaged, 6 residences evacuated. 

Durango Herald 

06/27-
6/29/2012 

Lightner Creek Fire: Lightning-caused fire 3 miles west of Durango, 85 acres burned, 
60 structures threatened. 

Durango Herald 

07/22- 
07/25/2012 

Air Park Fire: Lightning-caused fire south of Ridges Basin Reservoir, approximately 4 
miles south of Durango. 499 acres burned: 405 acres of Southern Ute Indian land 
and 94 acres of Bureau of Reclamation land. 146 homes received a pre-evacuation 
notice before the fire was contained. 

Durango Herald 

07/25/2012 Pinyon 2 Fire: Burned 35-60 acres of Southern Ute Indian land, approximately 20 
miles southwest of Durango. 

Durango Interagency 
Dispatch Center 

08/09/2012 Trail 2 Fire: Burned 70 acres of Southern Ute Indian Land. Durango Interagency 
Dispatch Center 

10/06/2012 Goblin Fire: 420-475 acres burned in the San Juan National Forest north of Durango. 
Wildfire sparked by an ember from a Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad 
locomotive. 

Durango Herald 

10/16/2012 Vallecito Fire: 250-1,000 acres burned in the San Juan National Forest near Vallecito 
Reservoir (in an area burned by the 2002 Missionary Ridge Fire), 16 miles northeast 
of Durango. Likely caused by a lightning strike. 

Durango Interagency 
Dispatch Center; 
Wildfire Today 

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 
2012; State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011; Colorado Wildfire Mitigation Plan, 2007; La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan 
(CWPP), 2006; La Plata County Subdivision CWPPs, 2012; American Forests: http://www.americanforests.org/our-programs/global-releaf-
projects/globalreleaf/?area=project&state=CO&paid=120, accessed April 27, 2012; Toddi Steelman and Devona Bell, “La Plata County Case Study,” Community 
Responses to Wildland Fire Threats in Colorado, http://www.ncsu.edu/project/wildfire/Colorado/la_plata/laplata.html, accessed April 27, 2012; Dennis Portlance, 
Fort Lewis Mesa FPD, via email June 22, 2012; Luke Groskopf , “State Line Fire 50% contained,” Durango Herald, June 26, 2012; Luke Groskopf , “Weather 
helps subdue Lightner Fire,” Durango Herald, June 28, 2012;  Shane Benjamin, “Mother Nature lends a hand in fighting Air Park Fire,” Durango Herald, July 24, 
2012; 2012 Fire Log, Durango Interagency Dispatch Center (DRC); Dale Rodebaugh, “Goblin Fire continues to spread,” Durango Herald, October 11, 2012.; Bill 
Gabbert, “Vallecito Fire burns 1,000 acres in southwest Colorado,” Wildfire Today, November 4, 2012.  

 

Probability of Future Occurrence  
For the purposes of this plan, wildfire events have been broken out into two distinct categories: non-WUI 
wildfires that have limited potential to threaten homes and people; and WUI wildfires that are a direct 
threat to people and property. The probability of the two categories is as follows: 
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Non-WUI Wildfire (All Jurisdictions) 

NEARLY CERTAIN: Near 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it happens every year.  

La Plata County experiences many wildfires on an annual basis, most of which are relatively small and/or 
contained quickly. These non-WUI wildfires often occur on state or federal lands, well away from 
population centers. 

WUI Wildfire (All Jurisdictions) 

LIKELY: Ten to 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less.  

As shown in Table 4-6, the entire county has experienced at least 16 damaging or threatening WUI 
wildfires since 1994. Thus, over the 18-year period, La Plata County has experienced one event every one 
to two years on average, and has a better than 75 percent chance of a WUI wildfire occurring in any given 
year. Therefore, the probability of the county experiencing a WUI wildfire every year is “likely.” 
Magnitude/Severity (All Jurisdictions) 
Non-WUI Wildfire (All Jurisdictions) 

LIMITED: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

By definition, non-WUI wildfires occur in areas far from population centers, often on public lands, in 
isolated areas. The threat to homes and people is low and the fire is not likely to interrupt essential 
services. 

WUI Wildfire (All Jurisdictions) 

CATASTROPHIC: Extraordinary levels of mass casualties, damage, or disruption severely affecting the 
population, infrastructure, environment, economy, and/or government functions which includes sustained 
local and regional impacts; overwhelms the existing response strategies and state and local resources; 
and requires significant out-of-state and federal resources. 

When a major wildfire occurs in La Plata County, particularly within the WUI, the results are often 
devastating.  Depending on the size of the wildfire and its location, the loss of life and amount of property 
damage can be catastrophic. Potential losses from wildfire include human life; structures and other 
improvements; natural and cultural resources; the quality and quantity of the water supply; range and crop 
lands, and economic losses (tourism, fire suppression expenditures, etc.). Smoke and air pollution from 
wildfires can be a severe health hazard. Other secondary impacts include future flooding and erosion 
during heavy rains.    

Vulnerability Assessment  
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Due to many reasons including climate, vegetation, and increasing 
population growth in the WUI, it is likely that large-scale fires will occur within La Plata County and its 
fire protection districts, having devastating impacts. La Plata County and neighboring southwest Colorado 
counties are taking great leadership in mitigation and prevention of wildfires, yet the possibility of a fire 
that quickly burns out of control is still present. The relationship of the natural and built environment 
defines the risk of wildfires to life and property.   

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  The current State of Colorado Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Plan estimates that nearly $1.5 billion in building and contents are exposed to high 
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wildfire risk in La Plata County.18 An even higher estimate can be derived from a recent iNews analysis 
that estimated 74 percent of the La Plata County population lived in the “red zone” in 2010. This share of 
the La Plata County population represents approximately 38,000 people in 19,000 homes.19 Combined 
with the $343,400 estimated median home value in La Plata County, the 19,000 homes at greatest risk to 
wildfire could represent a real estate value of up to $6.5 billion.20  

Further, an analysis for this HMP yielded an estimate between the $1.5 and $6.5 billion. The HMP project 
team overlaid tax assessor data with fire risk zones to arrive at the following damage estimates. 
Throughout La Plata County, there are over 20,000 structures on over 19,000 parcels within the WUI, 
with a combined estimated actual value (as determined by the La Plata County Tax Assessor) of over $3.2 
billion. Further, approximately 98% of structures within the WUI are located within Moderate or Higher 
wildfire hazard areas.  The following table summarizes the aggregate vulnerability.  

Table 4-7:  Potential Wildfire Losses, La Plata County 
Lower Wildfire Hazard Area Moderate Wildfire Hazard Area Higher Wildfire Hazard Area 

Number 
of Parcels 
in Hazard 
Area 

Number of 
Structures 
in Hazard 

Area 

Value of 
Structures 
in Hazard 

Area 

Number of 
Parcels in 

Hazard 
Area 

Number of 
Structures in 
Hazard Area 

Value of 
Structures 
in Hazard 

Area 

Number of 
Parcels in 

Hazard 
Area 

Number of 
Structures 
in Hazard 

Area 

Value of 
Structures 
in Hazard 

Area 
164 318  $ 9.83 M 4,169 7,206 $542 M 14,680 12,933 $2.65 B 

 

The locations of these parcels in lower, moderate, and higher wildfire hazard areas are displayed in 
Exhibit 4-2. A similar map, Figure 4-2, was adopted by La Plata County in 2007. 

Future Development and Other Considerations: For all new construction or redevelopment 
applications in the county and the incorporated municipalities, the land owner/applicant must follow local 
zoning and subdivision regulations and apply for a building permit. Most fire protection districts 
coordinate review of applications with the county or municipality. Additionally, La Plata County 
Maintains a map of fire risk in developable areas and this map is used for land use permitting and 
planning processes.  

However, local growth pressures will continue to increase wildfire risks. The La Plata County “red zone” 
population increased nearly 20 percent in just the past decade.21 New developments, often at higher 
elevations, can be vulnerable to intense crown fires and steep terrain can result in intense canyon fires. 

As the county and municipalities consider future changes to their comprehensive plans and development 
regulations, important additions may include wildfire mitigation measures to support defensible spaces; 
Firewise construction, maintenance, and landscaping techniques; as well as access, driveway, and 
roadway standards.    

18 State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, “Section 3: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment,” 2011. 

19 “Red Zone: Colorado’s Growing Wildfire Danger,” iNews, June 27, 2012, http://www.inewsnetwork.org/redzone/, accessed August 6, 2012. 

20 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey, La Plata County Selected Housing Characteristics, 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/ACS/10_5YR/DP04/0500000US08067, accessed August 6, 2012. 

21 Michael Kodas and Burt Hubbard, “Most of county in danger zone for wildfire,” Durango Herald, June 27, 2012, 
http://durangoherald.com/article/20120627/NEWS01/706279892/0/s/Most-of-county-in-danger-zone-for-wildfire, accessed August 6, 2012. 
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Exhibit 4-2:  La Plata County Fire Risk Zones (Private Land) 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County and Upper Pine River FPD GIS data that were originally developed with the 2006 CWPP. 
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Figure 4-2:  La Plata County Fire Risk in Developable Areas 

 
Source: La Plata County GIS, http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/departments/gis/documents/FireRiskInDevelopableAreas.pdf 

 

Bark Beetle and Forest Pests:  Colorado forests, including those in La Plata County, have been infested 
with mountain pine beetle or “bark beetle.” The beetles develop in pines, particularly ponderosa, 
lodgepole, Scotch and limber pine. The beetles initially attack trees under stress from injury, poor site 
conditions, fire damage, overcrowding, root disease or old age. However, as the insect population 
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increases, the outbreak may spread to involve most large trees in an area. The beetles have a one-year life 
cycle and often participate in coordinated mass attacks. Under epidemic or outbreak conditions, enough 
beetles can emerge from an infested tree to kill two or more trees the following year. As the beetle 
population grows, more trees become infected, and forests become decimated.22 Also of concern in 
Colorado are the Spruce Beetle, Douglas Fir Beetle, Piñon Ips Beetle, Western Spruce Budworm, and 
general insect defoliation in aspen forests.23  The results of these forest pests are an increased fuel load for 
wildfire and forested areas that are vulnerable to blowdown events during severe storms. 

Data Limitations:  Wildfire risk maps are not wholly accurate to the parcel level. Regionally, these maps 
identify larger areas of concern based on slope, aspect, and fuels, however each individual parcel may 
contain more or less fuel, may be implementing defensible space, or may have structures made with 
considerably stronger materials. 

 

4.4. Flood – Prioritized Hazard 
Hazard Description  
According to the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA), flash floods in the United 
States are responsible for more deaths than any other thunderstorm phenomenon. Year to year in 
Colorado, only lightning is more deadly.   

Flash flooding, sometimes severe, is usually the byproduct of very heavy rains in a short period of time 
over a small geographic area, all of which combine to cause small streams to turn violent.  Flooding as a 
natural hazard is a long-recognized problem for La Plata County; a concentrated downpour over the 
extreme terrain has the potential to be highly destructive and life-threatening. Seasonal flooding, often 
more moderate, occurs in the county during the spring when the mountain snowpack starts its melting 
process and heavy rainfall sometimes combines with the runoff and causes some rivers and streams to 
swell out of their banks.  

Geographic Location 
Four rivers begin in the high mountains in the northern half of the county, flow south through mountain 
valleys, and continue into New Mexico. Development along the rivers and tributaries are at risk during 
flooding events. In particular, the Vallecito Creek drainage system poses a threat to hundreds of homes. 
The 90-square mile drainage basin ranges in elevation from nearly 14,000 feet to 7,000 feet at the 
Vallecito Reservoir. The drainage is lined with highly erodible soils and there is a concentrated residential 
area with 700 lots at the base of the gorge and on the valley floor. The Vallecito Creek geography has 
been likened to Big Thompson Canyon, the site of Colorado’s most deadly and damaging flood in 1976. 

Previous Occurrences  
There were 34 damaging flood events between 1896 and 2011. Past floods have disrupted highway and 
railroad traffic and communication services; drowned livestock; and damaged and destroyed agricultural 

22 Mountain Pine Beetle by D.A. Leatherman, I. Aguayo, and T.M. Mehall, Colorado State University, http://www.ext.colostate.edu/pubs/insect/05528.html, 
accessed May 29, 2012. 

23 Colorado State Forest Service, 2011 Report on the Health of Colorado’s Forests, http://csfs.colostate.edu/pdfs/126850_2011HealthColoForest-www.pdf, 
accessed June 20, 2012. 
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lands, roads, bridges, buildings, the sewage disposal plant, and the State Fish Hatchery. Several persons 
have drowned, and many others were injured.24 Sample events are described below. 

Sample Event 1: Vallecito/North Vallecito Flooding, October 6, 2006:  A total of 1.99 to 3.51 inches 
of rain fell on snow for two consecutive days, October 6 and 7, 2006, and resulted in $1 million in 
property damage. The first reports of flooding and flash flooding occurred along County Road 250 north 
of Durango and also near Vallecito Reservoir. In the community of North Vallecito, a 44-foot self-
contained RV, a cabin, and a shed were carried by the flood waters down Vallecito Creek and totally 
destroyed, with pieces ending up in Vallecito Reservoir. Part of a garage and two snowmobiles were 
swept away by flood waters and an unattended SUV was swept into the current but later pulled to high 
ground. The event was measured to be in the vicinity of 4,000 cfs, corresponding to a 4 percent annual 
chance of recurrence (25-year return period) event. The flood also caused severe bank erosion along the 
length of the creek above Vallecito reservoir, which resulted in bank retreats of 20 to 30 feet in some 
locations. The flood was also characterized by the transport and deposition of hundreds of large 
coniferous trees, which had been felled the previous year by an avalanche in the upper part of the basin.25 
Vallecito Creek carved out a new four- to five-foot channel in North Vallecito in the back yards of 
residences, with the new channel adjacent to the back decks of some homes. An enormous amount of 
landscape was destroyed in Vallecito and North Vallecito. Dikes and levees failed, at least 18 houses were 
surrounded by water, and residents of Vallecito and North Vallecito were evacuated. An underground 
telephone cable in North Vallecito became exposed and severed by logs in the flood waters, eliminating 
phone service to homes and businesses around Vallecito Reservoir. Flooding also occurred along Bolteus 
Creek. Roads were flooded at various locations in La Plata County with fast moving water generally six 
to 18 inches deep. Several landslides were also reported, some of which closed down the Durango-
Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad due to debris on the tracks.26 

Sample Event 2: Bayfield, July 1957: Heavy rains in the mountains filled the Vallecito Reservoir to 
capacity, forcing an approximately 13,000 cfs release from all three flood gates. The river stage at 
Bayfield, 15 miles downstream, reached the top of the U.S. Highway 160 Bridge. The high water caused 
basement flooding and agricultural loss.27  

Sample Event 3: Durango and Bayfield, October 5, 1911:  This flood is considered the most severe 
known in the Durango area. During that flood, a peak flow of 25,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), which 
was estimated to be a flood of 100-year frequency, was recorded on the Animas River. High flows were 
also recorded on both Junction and Lightner Creeks near Durango and on Hermosa Creek in the vicinity 
of Hermosa. In addition, Los Pinos River inundated the land along the river at Bayfield for nearly one 
week. One house was washed away and the water reached a depth of about four feet at the fairgrounds. 28   

24 FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012. 

25 FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012. 

26 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=3104, accessed May 2, 2012. 

27 FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012. 

28 FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012. 
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Table 4-8:  Flood History for La Plata County 

Dates Description Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damage* 

Crop 
Damage* Source 

1896 Large flood     FEMA FIS 
1901 Flooding in the San Juan River 

drainage basin 
    FEMA FIS 

1909 Large flood     FEMA FIS 
1911 Large flood - 25,000 cfs on 

Animas River in Durango; Los 
Pinos River 
inundated portions of Bayfield; 
Hermosa Creek flooded 

    FEMA FIS 

1920 Flooding – Hermosa Creek     FEMA FIS 
6/1927 Large flood - rainstorm falling on 

melting snow, 20,000 cfs in 
Durango; flooding also in 
Bayfield 

    FEMA FIS 

1937 Large flood     FEMA FIS 
1941 Large flood - snowmelt on the 

Animas River in Durango and on 
Hermosa Creek 

    FEMA FIS 

1946 Large flood     FEMA FIS 
1949 Large flood - snowmelt on the 

Animas River in Durango 
    FEMA FIS 

7/1957 Heavy rains forced the release 
of 13,000 cfs from Vallecito 
Reservoir; water reached the top 
of the U.S. 160 Bridge in 
Bayfield and caused basement 
flooding and agricultural loss 

    FEMA FIS 

1970 Large flood - Upper Vallecito 
Creek 

  $ 60,000  FEMA FIS 

10/19 – 
10/20/1972 

Large flood - Cloudbursts in the 
unincorporated areas near 
Durango caused flooding on 
Lighter and Junction Creeks, 
2,830 and 1,780 cfs (approx. 50-
yr event) 

  $ 166,667  FEMA FIS; 
SHELDUS 

06/07 – 
06/09/1979 

Flooding - Severe 
Storm/Thunder Storm - Winter 
Weather 

  $ 794  SHELDUS 

07/12 – 
07/16/1981 

Flooding - Severe 
Storm/Thunder Storm 

  $ 50,000  SHELDUS 

05/01 – 
06/30/1984 

Flooding   $ 172,414 $ 
172,413.7

9 

SHELDUS 
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Dates Description Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damage* 

Crop 
Damage* Source 

07/14/1996 Flooding   $ 50,000  SHELDUS 
09/20/1997 Flooding   $ 1,000  SHELDUS 
09/21/1997 Flooding   $ 27,000  SHELDUS 
08/10/1999 Flooding   $ 4,000  SHELDUS 
07/22/2002 Flooding   $ 2,000 $ 2,000 SHELDUS 
07/23/2002 Flooding   $ 400,000  SHELDUS 
08/03/2002 Flooding   $ 400,000  SHELDUS 
08/08/2002 Flooding   $ 40,000  SHELDUS 
08/29/2002 Flooding   $20,000  SHELDUS 
09/07/2002 Flash flood 1  $1,500,000  Colorado 

NHMP 2011; 
SHELDUS 

09/11/2002 Flooding   $ 100,000  Colorado 
NHMP 2011; 
SHELDUS 

07/26/2003 Flooding   $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
07/30/2003 Flooding   $ 5,000  SHELDUS 
08/17/2003 Flooding   $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
08/30/2003 Flooding   $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
04/15- 
04/20/2005 

Flash flood   $ 30,000  SHELDUS 

05/20-
05/30/2005 

Flooding   $ 34,000  NCDC; 
SHELDUS 

10/06-
10/07/2006 

Flash flood   $1,000,000  NCDC; 
SHELDUS 

08/28/2011 Flash flood: Haflin Creek/CR 
250 

    NCDC 

TOTALS  1  $ 4,032,875 $ 174,414  
*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012; National Climatic Data Center 
(NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), 
http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012; La Plata County Profile, State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 
  

 

     4-22       



 

Dams and Levees 
Although there are 29 dams whose failure would potentially impact the county, each dam with either a 
significant or high hazard potential is required to have an Emergency Action Plan. The Emergency Action 
Plan includes measures to reduce the potential for property damage and loss of life in an area affected by 
a dam failure. Dams in Colorado fall under the regulatory authority of the Colorado Division of Water 
Resources Dam Safety Branch. 

La Plata County has eight Class I dams and six Class II dams.29 Class I and Class II dams are defined as 
follows: 

Class I:  A dam shall be placed in Class I when failure would result in probable loss of human life. 

Class II:  Significant damage is expected, but not loss of human life. The phrase “Significant damage” 
refers to structural damage where humans live, work or recreate, or to public or private facilities exclusive 
of unpaved roads and picnic areas. “Damage” refers to rendering these structures uninhabitable or 
inoperable. 

The dams in La Plata County are irrigation dams, not flood-control structures. Therefore, localized 
flooding can may be exacerbated by mandatory dam releases and overtopping during significant storm 
events. Discharges during a 100-year or greater event are a significant problem. For example, in August 
2001, Vallecito and Lemon Dams were dangerously close to overtopping. Places at risk include the Town 
of Bayfield, and residential properties along Vallecito Creek and the Florida and Pine Rivers. 

As mentioned in one of the flood sample events, there has been at least one recorded instance of levee 
failure. In October 2006, flooding along Vallecito Creek over a two-day period breached at several points, 
dikes and levees built in 1970. The flood control structures were subsequently destroyed and flood waters 
came up to the foundation of houses, leaving at least 18 surrounded by water. Residents of Vallecito and 
North Vallecito were evacuated by law enforcement and other emergency service providers mostly prior 
to the dike and levee failures.30 

National Flood Insurance Program 
Jurisdictions with Planning and Zoning responsibilities in La Plata County (unincorporated La Plata 
County, the City of Durango, and the Towns of Bayfield and Ignacio) are participants of the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).31 As a condition to participating in the NFIP, each agency has 
committed to constrain the building of structures in the flood-hazard areas delineated by FEMA FIRM 
(Flood-Insurance-Rate Map) panels. This approach limits the vulnerability of flooding to structures built 
in the Flood Hazard Areas prior to the respective NFIP commitments for each governing body.  

The following table details the NFIP status and claims for La Plata County and its municipalities.  

  

29 “Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment,” State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 

30 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=3104, accessed May 2, 2012. 

31 La Plata County Profile, State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 
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Table 4-9:  NFIP Status for La Plata County 

Jurisdiction Date Joined Effective 
FIRM Date 

Policies in 
Force 

Insurance in 
Force 

Number 
of Claims 

Claims 
Total 

La Plata County 06/03/77 08/19/10 634 $168,795,500 24 $431,664.33 
City of Durango 11/30/73 08/19/10 123 $33,575,800 5 $31,827.80 
Town Bayfield 10/18/74 08/19/10 7 $1,007,000 0 $0 
Town of Ignacio 03/22/74 NSFHA* 0 $0 0 $0 

*No Special Flood Hazard Area (NSFHA) - All Zone C 
Sources: National Flood Insurance Program BureauNet, http://www.fema.gov/cis/CO.pdf; http://bsa.nfipstat.com/reports/1011.htm#COT; and 
http://bsa.nfipstat.com/reports/1040.htm; all on April 30, 2012. 

The NFIP also tracks repetitive loss properties throughout the United States. According to its database, 
there is one repetitive loss property (non-residential) in Durango as of 2010.32 

Community Rating System   
The City of Durango participates in the Community Rating System Program of the NFIP. This program is 
an incentive program developed by the NFIP to raise awareness of flood insurance, promote accurate 
insurance ratings, and ultimately reduce flood losses. According to the October 1, 2011 Community 
Rating System Eligible Communities List, the City of Durango is rated nine.33 This means that properties 
within Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) are eligible for a five percent discount on flood insurance 
policies. The highest achievable rating is a one, where SFHA properties are eligible for a 45 percent 
discount on flood insurance policies. The lowest rating is a ten, where the community is not participating. 
There are 18 eligible activities within four categories to increase a jurisdiction’s rating. The categories 
include: Public Information, Mapping and Regulations, Flood Damage Reduction, and Flood 
Preparedness.     

Probability of Future Occurrence 
For the purposes of this plan, flooding events have been broken out into two distinct categories:  moderate 
floods that are typical of the area, flooding streets, overtopping curbs, and causing minimal damages; and 
severe flooding defined by an event that causes significant damages to properties, involves streams 
overflowing their banks, and can include the 100- and 500-year flood interval. The probability of the two 
categories is as follows: 

Moderate Flood (less than 100-year flood)  (All Jurisdictions) 

LIKELY: Ten to100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less. 

Based on historical data for previous occurrences in La Plata County, there were 34 damaging flooding 
events that occurred within a 115-year period. This equates to a probability of about 30 percent that a 
damaging flood will occur in any given year, or that a damaging flood will occur approximately once 
every three to four years.  

  

32 Colorado Water Conservation Board, Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan for Colorado, September 2010, http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-
management/flood/Documents/FloodMitPlanFinalDraft2010.pdf 

33 La Plata County Profile, State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 
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Severe Flood (100-year or greater flood) (All Jurisdictions)  

OCCASIONAL:  One to ten percent chance of occurrence in the next year or it has a recurrence 
interval of 11 to 100 years. 

When taken literally, the 500-year flood event should occur once every 500 years, or have a 0.2 percent 
chance of occurring in any given year. The 100-year flood event should occur once every 100 years, or 
have a one percent chance of occurring in any given year. The likelihood of a lesser significant flood such 
as a 50- or 100-year flood, is greater than a 500-year flood but far less than the typical flood. 

Magnitude/Severity 

As with probability, this plan breaks out flooding events into two distinct categories for measuring 
magnitude: frequent floods that are typical of the area, flooding streets, overtopping curbs, and causing 
minimal damages; and significant flooding defined by an event that causes significant damages to 
properties, involves streams overflowing their banks, and can include the 100- and 500-year flood 
interval. The magnitude of the two categories is as follows: 

Moderate Flood (less than 100-year flood)  (All Jurisdictions) 

LIMITED:  Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

Typical flooding events in La Plata County result in flooded roads, stream bank erosion, and minor 
damages to property.  These damages are fairly limited in magnitude, as services are interrupted for brief 
periods, and there are few if any injuries.  

Severe Flood (100-year or greater flood) (Fort Lewis FPD) 

CRITICAL: Isolated deaths and/or multiple injuries and illnesses; major or long-term property damage 
that threatens structural stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for 24-72 hours. 

Severe flooding events within the Fort Lewis FPD, on the west side of the county, would likely result in 
isolated injuries and/or deaths, moderate property damage and short-term disruption of essential services. 
The magnitude of severe flooding in these locations is somewhat less than in the county’s other 
municipalities and mountain residential communities. 

Severe Flood (100-year or greater flood) (La Plata County, Upper Pine River FPD, Durango Fire 
and Rescue Authority, Los Pinos FPD, City of Durango, Town of Bayfield, Town of Ignacio) 

CATASTROPHIC: Extraordinary levels of mass casualties, damage, or disruption severely affecting 
the population, infrastructure, environment, economy, and/or government functions which includes 
sustained local and regional impacts; overwhelms the existing response strategies and state and local 
resources; and requires significant out-of-state and federal resources. 

Workshop participants agreed that should a severe flood occur, it could have catastrophic impacts county-
wide because bridges would be impassable and the county would be separated into five geographic areas. 
Large floods pose threats to the water treatment systems in both the City of Durango and Town of 
Bayfield, both of which are vulnerable to damage from sediment loading. Additionally, Durango has 13 
vulnerable lift stations.  
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Other critical facilities that are at risk due to severe flooding include:  

• Durango Fire and Rescue Authority Station #2 (1235 Camino Del Rio, Durango): Located in 
Downtown Durango, east of the Animas River, the station is immediately adjacent to the FEMA-
designated floodway and partially within the 500-year floodplain. 

• Four Corners Health Care Center (2911 Junction Street, Durango): Located east of Junction 
Creek, the facility is partially within the FEMA-designated floodway and substantially within the 
500-year floodplain. 

• Upper Pine River FPD Station #4 (80 West Vallecito Creek Road): Located above Vallecito 
Reservoir, this fire station is situated in a valley where three major drainageways converge. The 
station (and nearly the entire surrounding community) is completely within the FEMA-designated 
floodway. Because it is on the “wrong” side of the creek, a significant flood event would not only 
inundate the station, but also impede local rescue and response efforts. 

• Bayfield Town Hall and Bayfield Marshall (1199 Bayfield Parkway): Located east of Los Pinos 
River, the Town Hall complex is partially within both the FEMA-designated 100-year and 500-
year floodplains. 

• Ignacio Elementary School (115 Ute Street, Ignacio): Located on the east side of town, adjacent 
to Los Pinos River, the school is partially within the HAZUS-MH modeled 100-year floodplain 
and completely within the HAZUS-MH modeled 500-year floodplain.  

• Numerous components of critical infrastructure such as roads and bridges, communications, 
utilities, pipelines, and gas well site are vulnerable to moderate and severe flooding.  The City of 
Durango Sewage Treatment Plant, Hermosa Sanitation District, and numerous other sewer 
systems supported by special taxation districts are vulnerable. 

Particularly vulnerable residential areas include hundreds of homes in the Upper Pine River FPD, below 
Vallecito Dam in the Vallecito Creek drainage; the Meadowbrook Mobile Home Park, just north of the 
Town of Ignacio; and Riverside RV Park, west of Bayfield.  

Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Some flooding can be predicted by weather reports, but many times 
smaller flash floods are a result of a microburst system, which simply overwhelms both natural and 
human-made drainage systems. Such failures sometimes cause excessive damage to towns, industry, and 
farms in the floodplain areas. Emergency services, transportation, power, water and wastewater services, 
businesses, and hazardous materials storage may be substantially disrupted and can affect the population 
located in or near the flooded area. For example, the Town of Bayfield lacks a front loader. A significant 
flood event could inundate local bridges and prevent the transportation of heavy equipment from other 
locations in the county. This delay would hamper any local efforts to construct emergency flood-control 
berms or dikes. 

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  For mitigation planning purposes, HAZUS-
MH, FEMA’s loss-estimation software program, was used to calculate potential losses from flooding in 
La Plata County and to model 100-year and 500-year flood events. For this analysis, HAZUS-MH 
modeled streams in all major drainage areas feeding into the county and uses 10-meter digital elevation 
models (DEM). The model performs hydrology and hydraulic processes using the DEMs, along with 
flows from USGS regional regression equations and stream gauge data, to determine stream reach 
discharges and to model theoretical flood depths. Potential losses are calculated by using default national 
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databases (buildings and population) at the census block level. The damage estimates generated by 
HAZUS-MH are directly related to depth of flooding and are based on FEMA’s depth-damage functions. 
The HAZUS modeling may contain errors, both in the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling and in the loss 
estimates, and it is being used for planning level applications only. 

It should be noted that compared to the official floodplain (2010 digital flood insurance rate map), the 
theoretical flood depths derived from the pre-packaged HAZUS data sets tend to underestimate flows and 
damages for both the 100-year and 500-year flood events in portions of La Plata County. This is partially 
due to the model’s inability to account for human-made structures in the drainages (bridges, irrigation 
channels, levees, etc.) and the software’s reliance on older census group data that may not fully capture 
La Plata County’s most recent growth and development. 

The follow series of maps show the HAZUS 100-year and 500-year flood depth models county-wide and 
for five populated areas of La Plata County (Durango, Bayfield, the Vallecito area, the Forest Lake area, 
and Ignacio). The damage estimates given in subsequent sections of the report were calculated based on 
the flood areas depicted in these maps.  
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Exhibit 4-3:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, La Plata County 

  Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH  
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Exhibit 4-4:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, La Plata County 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH  
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Exhibit 4-5:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Durango 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-6:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Durango 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-7:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Downtown Durango 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-8:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Downtown Durango 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-9:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Bayfield 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-10:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Bayfield 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-11:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Forest Lakes Area 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-12:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Forest Lakes Area 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-13:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Vallecito Area 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-14:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Vallecito Area 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-15:  HAZUS 100-Year Flood Depth Model, Ignacio Area 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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Exhibit 4-16:  HAZUS 500-Year Flood Depth Model, Ignacio Area 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH 
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HAZUS provides reports on the number of buildings impacted, building repair costs, and the associated 
loss of building contents and business inventory. Building damage can also cause functional losses to a 
community, which relate to the opportunity loss of being able to use a building. Income loss data accounts 
for business interruption and rental income losses as well as the resources associated with damage repair 
and job and housing losses. These losses are calculated by HAZUS using a methodology based on the 
building damage estimates. Flood damage is directly related to the depth of flooding.  For example, a two-
foot flood results in approximately 20 percent of the structure being damaged (which translates to 20 
percent of the structure’s replacement value).  For Table 4-10 to Table 4-13, the results are for 
comparative analysis only. The results in these tables assume that a flood event occurred throughout the 
entire modeled region, rather than as localized events.    

Table 4-10:  Damage Summary by Building Occupancy (% of Total Estimated Damages) 

Occupancy Type 
Percentage of Total Estimated Damages (Building Value) 

100-year flood 500-year flood 
Residential 75.7 % 75.5 % 
Commercial 16.5 % 16.4 % 
Industrial 4.3 % 4.5 % 
Agriculture 0.8 % 0.8 % 
Religion 1.0 % 1.0 % 
Government 0.7 % 0.7 % 
Education 1.0 % 1.0 % 
TOTAL % 100.00 % 100.00 % 
Total Estimated Exposure Value $1,641,338,000 $1,657,518,000 

Source: HAZUS-MH Flood Event Reports (100-year and 500-year), August 7, 2012. 

Table 4-11:  Structures Damaged During Modeled Flood Events 
Event Total Structures in 

Modeled Region 
Number of Structures 
Damaged 

% of Total Structures in 
Modeled Region 

100-year 23,180 195* 0.84 % 
500-year 23,180 262* 1.13 % 

Source: HAZUS-MH Flood Event Reports (100-year and 500-year), August 7, 2012. 

* Note: Local officials indicate that these HAZUS results likely underestimate the vulnerability of 
structures in the county. There are 100 at-risk homes in the Dalton Ranch subdivision and another 100 
homes in Vallecito. These two areas together exceed the HAZUS estimate of195structures damaged in a 
100-year flood, leaving structures in other vulnerable areas of La Plata County potentially uncounted. 
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Table 4-12:  Expected Damages (number of buildings), 100-year event 

Occupancy 

Percent 
damaged  

1-10% 11-20% 21-30% 31-40% 41-50% Substantially 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Commercial 0 16 0 1 0 0 
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Government* 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Industrial 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Religion 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Residential 0 17 96 11 23 28 
TOTAL  0 35 97 12 23 28 

Source: HAZUS-MH Flood Event Reports (100-year and 500-year), August 7, 2012. 

* Note: Local officials estimate that Upper Pine River FPD Station #4 may be at least 50% damaged in a 
100-year flood.  (See explanation in the preceding “Magnitude/Severity” section.) 

Table 4-13:  Expected Damages (number of buildings), 500-year event 

Occupancy 

Percent 
damaged  

1-10% 11-20% 21-30% 31-40% 41-50% Substantially 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Commercial 1 14 0 1 0 0 
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Government* 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Industrial 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Religion 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Residential 0 21 121 19 35 49 
TOTAL  0 36 122 20 35 49 

Source: HAZUS-MH Flood Event Reports (100-year and 500-year), August 7, 2012. 

* Note: Local officials estimate that Upper Pine River FPD Station #4 would be more than 50% damaged 
and possibly destroyed in a 500-year flood.  (See explanation in the preceding “Magnitude/Severity” 
section.) 

The following table shows that HAZUS estimates total damages and economic losses of over $88 million 
for a 100-year flood event in La Plata County. Damages and losses for a 500-year event are estimated to 
be over $110 million. In addition, HAZUS estimates that the number of households displaced by a 100-
year flood event to be over 700 and the number of people requiring short-term sheltering may be over 
1,100. For a 500-year event, nearly 800 households would be displaced and nearly 1,300 people may seek 
short-term shelters.  

  

 

     4-43       



 

Table 4-14:  Damage Estimates and Economic Losses for Modeled Flood Events 
Damage Type 100-year 500-year 
Building Damage $ 32.50 M $ 42.21 M 
Contents Damage $ 53.92 M $ 66.07 M 
Inventory Loss $ 1.02 M $ 1.21 M 
Income Loss $ 180,000 $ 210,000 
Relocation Costs $ 60,000 $ 70,000 
Rental Income Loss $ 20,000 $ 30,000 
Wage Losses $ 350,000 $ 410,000 
TOTAL LOSSES $ 88.05 M $ 110.21 M 

Source: HAZUS-MH Flood Event Reports (100-year and 500-year), August 7, 2012. 

 

Future Development:  La Plata County, and its incorporated cities and towns, have floodplain policies 
regulating development in flood prone areas. Some flood protection measures are provided in the City and 
Town Ordinances and La Plata County Flood Hazard Regulations for areas within the 100-year 
floodplains. 

• Most recently, La Plata County Resolution No. 2010-37 repealed and re-enacted the La Plata 
County Land Use Code, Chapter 78, Floods. 

Additionally, according to FEMA’s La Plata County Flood Insurance Study (August 19, 2010):34 

• The Town of Bayfield Ordinance No. 99 provides land use and control measures with effective 
enforcement provisions consistent with the criteria set forth in Section 1910 of the National Flood 
Insurance Program Regulations. 

• The City of Durango City Resolution No. 292 requires that any proposed construction, or 
substantial improvement in a location having a flood hazard, be designed (or modified) and 
anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of the structure; all construction 
materials and utility equipment that are used be resistant to flood damage; and, all construction 
methods and practices that are used will minimize flood damage. Proposed subdivisions and new 
developments shall be reviewed to assure that all public utilities and facilities are located, 
elevated, and constructed to minimize or eliminate flood damage, and adequate drainage must be 
provided to reduce exposure of flood hazards. 

• La Plata County, the City of Durango, and the Town of Bayfield have all adopted the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, which provides relief in the form of federally subsidized flood 
insurance. City Resolution No. 293 provides land use and control measures with effective 
enforcement provisions, which are consistent with the NFIP criteria set forth in Code of Federal 
regulations at 44 CFR, 60.3. 

 

  

34 FEMA, La Plata County Flood Insurance Study, August 19, 2010, 
http://co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/1361/2010_fema_firm_fis_documentation.pdf, accessed July 24, 2012. 
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2010 Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) 

A new Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) for the northern portion of La Plata County was 
completed in 2010. It represents the most accurate hydrologic analysis and is the official regulatory 
floodplain map. The following series of maps (Exhibit 4-17 through Exhibit 4-22) shows the floodplain 
boundaries for the principal populated areas of the La Plata County. The maps also show locations of 
critical facilities with respect to the regulatory or modeled floodplain. (The 2010 DFIRM did not include 
the southern portion of La Plata County. Therefore, Ignacio’s critical facilities are shown with the 100-
year HAZUS model results instead.)  

Data Limitations:  HAZUS damage estimates are limited to census block data (versus more detailed 
parcel-level data). Additionally, this modeling software provides a less accurate estimate of the floodplain 
than the DFIRM because it fails to account for human-made structures that may impact the drainages 
(bridges, channels, culverts, irrigation diversion structures, levees, etc.). At an individual lot level, 
property owners should consult the August 19, 2010 DFIRM.  
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Exhibit 4-17:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Durango 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data  
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Exhibit 4-18:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Downtown Durango 

 
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data   
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Exhibit 4-19:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Bayfield 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data   
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Exhibit 4-20:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Forest Lakes Area 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data  
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Exhibit 4-21:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Vallecito Area 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data   
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Exhibit 4-22:  Floodplain and Critical Facilities, Ignacio  

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data and data generated by HAZUS-MH  
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4.5. Severe Weather – Prioritized Hazard 
Hazard Description 
The severe weather hazard profile includes information on hail, lightning, windstorms, thunderstorms, 
and tornados in La Plata County. 

Hail 

Hail is associated with thunderstorms that can also bring high winds and tornadoes. It forms when 
updrafts carry raindrops into extremely cold areas of the atmosphere where they freeze into ice. Hail falls 
when it becomes heavy enough to overcome the strength of the updraft and is pulled by gravity towards 
the earth. Hailstorms cause damage to structures and other types of property, as well as crops and 
livestock, and in rare cases to humans. 

The National Weather Service uses standard hail size classifications, as described in Table 4-15. 

Table 4-15:  Hail Size Chart 
Severity Description Diameter 

(in.) 
Typical Damage 

Non-Severe Hail:  
Does not typically cause 
damage and does not 
warrant severe 
thunderstorm warning 
from NWS. 

Pea 0.25 No damage 
Marble / mothball 0.50 Slight general damage to plants, crops 
Penny or dime 0.75 Significant damage to fruit, crops, vegetation 
Nickel 0.88 Severe damage to fruit and crops, damage to 

glass and plastic structures, paint and wood 
scored 

Severe Hail: 
Research has shown that 
damage occurs after hail 
reaches around 1” in 
diameter and larger. Hail 
of this size will trigger a 
severe thunderstorm 
warning from NWS. 

Quarter 1.00 Severe damage to fruit and crops, damage to 
glass and plastic structures, paint and wood 
scored 

Half dollar 1.25 Widespread glass damage, vehicle bodywork 
damage 

Walnut or ping pong ball 1.50 Widespread glass damage, vehicle bodywork 
damage 

Golfball 1.75 Wholesale destruction of glass, damage to 
tiled roofs, significant risk of injuries 

Hen’s egg 2.00 Bodywork of grounded aircraft dented, brick 
walls pitted 

Tennis ball 2.50 Severe roof damage, risk of serious injuries 
Baseball 2.75 Severe roof damage, risk of serious injuries 
Tea cup / large orange 3.00  Severe damage to aircraft bodywork 

Grapefruit 4.00  Extensive structural damage.  Risk of severe 
or even fatal injuries to persons caught in the 
open 

Softball 4.50 Extensive structural damage.  Risk of severe 
or even fatal injuries to persons caught in the 
open 

Sources: National Weather Service, http://www.erh.noaa.gov/cae/svrwx/hail.htm and http://www.weather.gov/glossary/index.php?letter=h; Tornado and Storm 
Research Organisation (TORRO), Department of Geography, Oxford Brookes University.  
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Lightning 

Lightning is an electrical discharge between positive and negative regions of a thunderstorm. It is sudden, 
extremely destructive and potentially deadly. Intracloud lightning is the most common type of discharge. 
This occurs between oppositely charged centers within the same cloud. Usually it takes place inside the 
cloud and from the outside of the cloud looks like a diffuse brightening that flickers. Although it is not as 
common, cloud-to-ground lightning is the most damaging and dangerous form of lightning. Most flashes 
originate near the lower-negative charge center and deliver negative charge to earth. However, a large 
minority of flashes carry positive charge to earth. These positive flashes often occur during the dissipating 
stage of a thunderstorm’s life. Positive flashes are also more common as a percentage of total ground 
strikes during the winter months. This type of lightning is particularly dangerous for several reasons. It 
frequently strikes away from the rain core, either ahead or behind the thunderstorm. It can strike as far as 
five to ten miles from the storm in areas that most people do not consider to be a threat. Positive lightning 
also has a longer duration, so fires are more easily ignited; when positive lightning strikes, it usually 
carries a high peak electrical current, potentially resulting in greater damage. Wildfire is the number one 
threat of lightning. The Bureau of Land Management estimates that 95 percent of all wildfires are started 
by lightning. 

Windstorms 

Windstorms represent the most common type of Severe Weather. Often accompanying severe 
thunderstorms (convective windstorms), they can cause significant property and crop damage, threaten 
public safety and disrupt utilities and communications. Straight-line winds are generally any wind not 
associated with rotation (i.e., not a tornado) and in rare cases can exceed 100 miles per hour (mph). The 
National Weather Service defines high winds as sustained wind speeds of 40 mph or greater lasting for 
one hour or longer, or winds of 58 mph or greater for any duration. Windstorms are often produced by 
supercell thunderstorms or a line of thunderstorms that typically develop on hot and humid days. 

Thunderstorms 

Thunderstorms are transient storms with lightning and thunder, often accompanied by rain and gusty 
winds. These storms often occur when occur unstable, warm air rises swiftly, moisture forms clouds and 
rain, and air currents are lifted upward due to mountains or colliding weather fronts (cold and warm). On 
average, a thunderstorm is roughly 15 miles in diameter (covering over 175 square miles) and lasts about 
30 minutes.35 The National Weather Service issues a severe thunderstorm warning if wind speeds reach 
58 mph or faster, if hail is an inch in diameter or larger, or if the thunderstorm produces a tornado or 
tornadoes. A thunderstorm needs only to meet one of these three criteria to be severe. Whether a 
thunderstorm is severe or not, lightning and heavy rain can be a danger. Flash floods (see separate profile) 
are the number one thunderstorm killer; lightning is second.36 

Tornado 

The National Weather Service defines a tornado as a “violently rotating column of air extending from a 
thunderstorm to the ground.” Tornadoes are the most violent of all atmospheric storms. Wind speeds can 
exceed 250 miles per hour, and damage paths can be more than one mile wide and 50 miles long.  

35 State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 

36 State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 
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Prior to February 1, 2007, tornado intensity was measured by the Fujita (F) Scale. An updated and revised 
version of the Fujita scale is the Enhanced Fujita (EF) Scale. Both scales are sets of wind estimates (not 
measurements) based on damage. The new scale provides more damage indicators (28) and associated 
degrees of damage, allowing for more detailed analysis and better correlation between damage and wind 
speed. It is also more precise because it takes into account the materials affected and the construction of 
structures damaged by a tornado.  

Table 4-16:  Tornado Intensity Scales 
Intensity 
Category 
(F-Scale) 

Wind 
Estimate (3 

Second 
Gust) 

Intensity 
Category 

(Operational 
EF-Scale) 

Wind Estimate 
(3 Second 

Gust) 

Typical Damage Impacts 

F0 45-78 mph EF0 65-85 mph Light damage: Some damage to chimneys; 
branches broken off trees; shallow-rooted trees 
pushed over; sign boards damaged. 

F1 
 

79-117 mph EF1 86-110 mph Moderate damage: Peels surface off roofs; mobile 
homes pushed off foundations or overturned; 
moving autos blown off roads. 

F2 118-161 mph EF2 111-135 mph Considerable damage: Roofs torn off frame 
houses; mobile homes demolished; boxcars 
overturned; large trees snapped or uprooted; light-
object missiles generated; cars lifted off ground. 

F3 162-209 mph EF3 136-165 mph Severe damage: Roofs and some walls torn off 
well-constructed houses; trains overturned; most 
trees in forest uprooted; heavy cars lifted off the 
ground and thrown. 

F4 210-261 mph EF4 166-200 mph Devastating damage: Well-constructed houses 
leveled; structures with weak foundations blown 
away some distance; cars thrown and large 
missiles generated. 

F5 262-317 mph EF5 Over 200 mph Incredible damage: Strong frame houses leveled 
off foundations and swept away; automobile-sized 
missiles fly through the air in excess of 100 meters 
(109 yds); trees debarked; incredible phenomena 
will occur. 

Source: NOAA Storm Prediction Center at http://www.spc.noaa.gov/faq/tornado/ef-scale.html and http://www.spc.noaa.gov/faq/tornado/f-scale.html, accessed 
April 29, 2012. 
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Geographic Location 
Hail, lightning, windstorms, and thunderstorms can occur anywhere in La Plata County and pose similar 
risks to all participating jurisdictions. FEMA’s Wind Zones in the United States Map shows La Plata 
County located in Wind Zone I with winds of up to 130 mph.  

Weather prediction and real-time observation in La Plata County are challenged by the county’s location 
in a “black hole” between fixed weather stations (WSR-88D radars) in Grand Junction, Colorado and 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. In August 2010, the NOAA National Severe Storms Laboratory (NSSL) 
deployed a mobile radar on Bridge Timber Mountain, southwest of Durango, to collect thunderstorm data. 
The project demonstrated the potential benefits of a “gap-filling” radar for the Four Corners region. The 
enhanced reporting of near-surface rainfall rates has numerous local applications: aviation safety, 
improved flash flood predictions, debris flow predictions, search and rescue support, and environmental 
remediation of decommissioned mines. Anticipated winter applications include transportation safety, 
avalanche warnings and water supply forecasting.37 

A side-by-side comparison of images collected during the 2010 study (Figure 4-3) shows the enhanced 
capabilities of the locally-based radar (right image) over the existing WSR-88D radars (left image). A 
second pair of images (Figure 4-4), collected during an August 5, 2010 flash flooding event near Ridges 
Basin Reservoir/Animas-La Plata Project (estimated 300 CFS), shows the fine-grained reporting 
capabilities of the mobile radar and local recording rain gauges (right image) versus regional radar (left 
image).38 

Figure 4-3:  2010 Radar Comparison - Existing WSR-88D radar vs. Mobile Radar 

 
Source: Steve Vasiloff, NSSL, “2010 Southwest Colorado Radar Project Final Report,” December 2010. 

37 “2010 Southwest Colorado Radar Project,” NSSL Briefings Online, 2 August 2010, https://secure.nssl.noaa.gov/briefings/2010/08/2010-southwest-colorado-
radar-project-begins/ 

38 Steve Vasiloff, Ami Arthur, NSSL and Erich Fowler, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, “Flash flooding on 5 August 2010 during the SW Colorado radar project” and 
Steve Vasiloff, NSSL, “2010 Southwest Colorado Radar Project Final Report,” December 2010. 
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Figure 4-4:  Radar Comparison - August 5, 2010 Flash Flooding  

       
Source: Steve Vasiloff, Ami Arthur, NSSL and Erich Fowler, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, “Flash flooding on 5 August 2010 during the SW Colorado radar project.” 

 

Previous Occurrences 
Hail 

NCDC and SHELDUS listed seven major hail events as occurring in La Plata County between 1960 and 
2010, not counting multiple events that may have occurred on the same day. Sample events are described 
below. 

Sample Event 1: La Plata County, July 23, 2007:  Strong to severe thunderstorms moved across La 
Plata County and produced nickel-sized hail.39  

Table 4-17 lists seven recent hail events for La Plata County. Most events do not have a recorded 
magnitude, however, the hail that fell on July 23, 2007 had a recorded diameter of 0.88 inches, which is 
below the 1-inch minimum threshold for hail that the National Weather Service use to issue a severe 
thunderstorm warning. 

Table 4-17:  Hail Events in La Plata County 
Dates Magnitude / 

Description 
Injuries* Fatalities* Property Damage* Crop 

Damage* 
Source 

07/01/1961 Hail - Lightning - 
Wind 

  $ 1,563 $ 15,625  

07/24/1965 Hail   $ 5,000  SHELDUS 
06/05/1967 Hail   $ 500  SHELDUS 
08/13/1967 Hail - Severe 

Storm/Thunder 
Storm 

  $ 5,000  SHELDUS 

07/21/1987 Hail - Wind   $ 25,000 $ 2,500 SHELDUS 
09/28/2005 Hail   $ 10,500 $ 500 SHELDUS 

39 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=46509, accessed May 2, 2012. 
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Dates Magnitude / 
Description 

Injuries* Fatalities* Property Damage* Crop 
Damage* 

Source 

07/23/2007 0.88 in.     NCDC 
TOTALS    $ 47,563 $ 18,625  

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012. 

 

Lightning 

NCDC and SHELDUS list nine major lightning events as occurring in La Plata County between 1960 and 
2010.  Sample events are described below. 

Sample Event 1: La Plata County August 5, 2010:  Early morning thunderstorms over the San Juan 
Mountains and adjacent valleys contained frequent lightning and very heavy rainfall. Lightning struck the 
roof of a house in the Durango Hills subdivision. Only moderate damage was reported by the resulting 
fire.40  

Sample Event 2: La Plata County June 30, 2008:  Thunderstorms produced lightning strikes that 
caused several power outages in La Plata and Archuleta counties. One outage from a lightning strike to a 
power line affected 3,650 customers in the Durango Mountain Resort area. The outages lasted from ten 
minutes to about 2 hours.41  

Table 4-18:  Lightning Events in La Plata County 
Date Injuries* Fatalities* Property Damages* Source 

08/01/1960   $161 SHELDUS 
08/05/1964 0.1   SHELDUS 
07/18/1984   $ 500 SHELDUS 
08/10/1997   $ 10,000 SHELDUS 
08/31/1997  1  SHELDUS 
07/08/1998   $ 1,000 SHELDUS 
08/27/1999   $ 2,000 SHELDUS 
08/05/2010   $ 7,000 NCDC 
06/30/2008   $ 1,000 NCDC 
TOTALS 0.1 1 $ 21,661  

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012. 
 

  

40 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=354662, accessed May 2, 2012. 

41 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=125869, accessed May 2, 2012.  
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Windstorms 

Thirty-four major wind events were reported in La Plata County between 1960 and 2008. Sample events 
are described below.  

Sample Event 1: La Plata County Airport, July 3, 2008:  A severe thunderstorm wind gust caused a lot 
of blowing dust and prevented aircraft from departing the Durango-La Plata County Airport.42 

These wind events were reported as wind only or thunderstorm wind events. The summary does not 
include winds that were part of winter storms (see the Winter Storm section). Table 4-19 lists events with 
notable damage descriptions or injuries. 

Table 4-19:  List of Windstorms in La Plata County 
Dates Storm Characteristics Injuries* Fatalities* Property 

Damage* 
Crop 

Damage* 
Source 

04/16/1960 Wind 0.08  $ 794  SHELDUS 
04/07/1961 Wind   $ 294  SHELDUS 
04/07/1962 Wind 0.02  $ 781  SHELDUS 
04/21/1963 Wind   $ 294  SHELDUS 

06-07-
06/18/1964 

Wind   $ 79  SHELDUS 

09/27/1965 Wind   $ 2,500.00  SHELDUS 
04/06-

04/07/1969 
Wind 0.02  $ 79.37  SHELDUS 

04/14/1970 Damaging Wind   $ 79  SHELDUS 
11/30/1970 Wind   $ 794  SHELDUS 
03/17/1971 Wind   $ 79  SHELDUS 
05/19/1974 Wind   $ 294  SHELDUS 

11/30-
12/02/1975 

Wind   $ 2,174  SHELDUS 

02/17-
02/18/1976 

High Winds   $ 1,786  SHELDUS 

04/18/1978 High Winds   $ 18 $ 179 SHELDUS 
05/25/1980 High Winds   $ 500  SHELDUS 
09/24/1986 Wind 0.02  $ 7,937  SHELDUS 
05/06/1988 Wind   $ 7,937 $ 7,937 SHELDUS 

02/01-
02/06/1989 

High Winds   $ 794  SHELDUS 

05/02/1991 High Winds   $ 1,923  SHELDUS 
02/14/1995 High Winds   $ 6,667  SHELDUS 
06/17/1998 High Winds 0.25  $ 50,000  SHELDUS 
04/29/1999 Wind, Thunderstorm   $ 1,000,000  SHELDUS 
04/29/1999 High Winds   $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
08/10/1999 Wind, Thunderstorm   $ 500  SHELDUS 
04/18/2000 High Winds   $ 78,947  SHELDUS 
09/23/2000 High Winds   $ 2,000  SHELDUS 
04/20/2001 Wind   $ 2,056  SHELDUS 

42 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=121613, accessed May 2, 2012. 
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Dates Storm Characteristics Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damage* 

Crop 
Damage* 

Source 

05/30/2003 Wind   $ 40,000  SHELDUS 
07/11/2003 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm - 

Wind 
  $ 10,000  SHELDUS 

04/08/2005 Strong Wind   $ 4,000  SHELDUS 
04/09/2005 Strong Wind   $ 100  SHELDUS 
02/15/2006 Strong Wind   $ 2,000  SHELDUS 
06/06/2007 Strong Wind   $ 2,000  SHELDUS 
07/03/2008 Thunderstorm, Wind (67.00 kts)     NCDC 
TOTALS  0.39  $ 1,237,405 $ 8,115  

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012. 
 

Thunderstorms 

Ten thunderstorm events were reported in La Plata County between 1960 and 2008. A sample event is 
described below.  

Sample Event 1: La Plata County Airport, July 3, 2008:  As is described in the windstorm section 
above, a severe thunderstorm wind gust caused a lot of blowing dust and prevented aircraft from 
departing the Durango-La Plata County Airport.43 

Table 4-20 lists thunderstorm events with notable damages or injuries. 

Table 4-20:  List of Thunderstorms in La Plata County 
Dates Storm Characteristics Injuries* Fatalities* Property 

Damage* 
Crop 

Damage* 
Source 

08/31/1963 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 161  SHELDUS 
09/20-
09/21/1963 

Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 794  SHELDUS 

08/11/1964 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 2,083  SHELDUS 
08/12/1964 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 20,833  SHELDUS 
09/05-
09/06/1970 

Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 27,778  SHELDUS 

08/17/1983 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 79  SHELDUS 
08/20/1984 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 1,786  SHELDUS 
09/01/1984 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm   $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
09/21/1997 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm    $ 10,000  SHELDUS 
07/08/1998 Severe Storm/Thunder Storm    $ 6,000  SHELDUS 
TOTALS    $ 79,514   

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012. 

43 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=121613, accessed May 2, 2012. 
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Tornado 

Most tornados in Colorado occur between May and July and during the late afternoon or evening hours. 
The 13 recorded tornados in La Plata County have ranged from F0 to F2 on the Fujita Scale, a scale used 
to measure tornado intensity. A F2 tornado is classified as a significant tornado with winds between 113 
and 157 miles per hour that causes considerable damage, such as roofs torn off frame houses; mobile 
homes demolished; large trees snapped or uprooted; and light object missiles generated.  

Sample Event 1: La Plata County, October 5, 2004:  An F1 Tornado touched down nine miles from 
Durango, causing $25,000 in property damage.44  

Sample Event 2: La Plata County, May 10, 1957:  An F2 Tornado touched down 12 miles from 
Durango. One person was killed.45  

Table 4-21:  Tornados in La Plata County 
Date Storm Details Injuries* Fatalities* Property 

Damage* 
Source 

05/10/1957 Tornado – F2, 12 miles from Durango  1  Homefacts 
05/28/1963 Tornado – F0, 47 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
08/30/1966 Tornado – F1, 45 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
04/25/1985 Tornado – F2, 42 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
09/28/1990 Tornado – F0, 4 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
05/30/1992 Tornado – F0, 39 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
06/07/1997 Tornado – F1, 39 miles from Durango   $ 10,000 SHELDUS/Homefacts 
04/25/1999 Tornado – F0, 36 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
08/05/1999 Tornado – F1, 30 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
10/23/2000 Tornado – F0, 30 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
10/23/2000 Tornado – F0, 20 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
08/29/2002 Tornado – F0, 17 miles from Durango    Homefacts 
10/05/2004 Tornado – F1, 9 miles from Durango   $ 25,000 SHELDUS/Homefacts 
04/22/2010 Funnel Cloud    NCDC 
TOTALS    $ 35,000  

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012; Homefacts, 
http://www.homefacts.com/tornadoes/Colorado/La-Plata-County/Durango.html, accessed May 3, 2012. 
  

44 Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012; 
Homefacts, http://www.homefacts.com/tornadoes/Colorado/La-Plata-County/Durango.html, accessed May 3, 2012. 

45 Homefacts, http://www.homefacts.com/tornadoes/Colorado/La-Plata-County/Durango.html, accessed May 3, 2012. 
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Probability of Future Occurrence  (All Jurisdictions) 
LIKELY: Ten to 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less. 

Hail 

Data from the NCDC and SHELDUS identify seven severe weather events with hail in a 50 year period. 
This averages to one severe hail event about every seven years or a 14 percent chance in any given year.  

Lightning 

There were nine recorded significant lightning events in the past 50 years, which equals one event every 
five to six years on average, or an 18 percent chance of a significant lightning event occurring in any 
given year. 

Windstorm 

There were 34 recorded wind events in the past 50 years, which equals one wind event every one to two 
years on average, or a 68 percent chance of a windstorm occurrence in any given year.  

Thunderstorm 

There were 10 recorded thunderstorm events in the past 50 years, which equals one thunderstorm event 
every five years on average, or a 20 percent chance of a thunderstorm occurrence in any given year.  

Tornado 

There were 13 reported tornados between 1957 and 2010. On average, there is a damaging event 
approximately every four years, or about a 25 percent chance in any given year.  

Magnitude/Severity  (All Jurisdictions) 
LIMITED: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

Hail 

Hailstorms cause damage to property, crops, and the environment and kill and injure livestock. Vehicles, 
roofs of buildings, and landscaping are commonly damaged by hail. Hail also can cause injury to humans, 
occasionally fatal. In addition to hail diameter, number and density of hailstones, hail fall speed, and 
surface wind speeds affect severity.  

In La Plata County, according to the historic record, hail has not caused any injuries or deaths in the past 
50 years; however, it has caused over $47,000 in property damage and over $18,000 in crop damage. 
Based on the historical record, each hail event was responsible for an average of about $6,800 in property 
damage and over $2,600 in crop damage. 
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Lightning 

According to the National Weather Service, the State of Colorado ranks second nationally, behind 
Wyoming, with a death rate of 0.55 per one million people.46 Although the frequency of lightning events 
is relatively high, the magnitude is limited. Generally damages are limited to single buildings and in most 
cases, personal hazard insurance covers any losses. Lightning can cause deaths, injuries, and property 
damage, including damage to buildings, communications systems, power lines, and electrical systems. It 
also causes forest and brush fires. In 2012, lightning strikes ignited 51 fires in La Plata County (excluding 
federal and Indian lands) and burned 96 acres.47 

In La Plata County, lightning caused one death in the past 50 years. Since 1960, national databases have 
recorded nearly $22,000 in property damage due to lightning in La Plata County. However, local fire 
investigation reports suggest that lightning-caused damages are at least $750,000 annually.  

Windstorms 

Windstorms in La Plata County are rarely life threatening, but do disrupt daily activities and cause 
damage to buildings. Impacts of strong, straight line winds can be erosion, dryland farming seed loss, 
windblown weeds, and building damage, primarily to roofs. 

In La Plata County, according to the historic record, wind was responsible for a few injuries in the past 50 
years but did not caused any deaths. Property damage attributable to wind totaled over $1.2 million, an 
average of over $36,000 in property damage per event. Crop damages totaled $8,115, an average of about 
$240 per event. Downdrafts and windshears cause flight cancelations at Durango-La Plata County 
Airport. 

Thunderstorms 

Thunderstorms alone are rarely life threatening, but they do disrupt daily activities and are precursors to 
more severe weather events such as flash floods and tornados.  

In La Plata County, thunderstorms were not responsible for any injuries or fatalities in the past 50 years. 
According to national databases, property damage attributable to thunderstorms totaled nearly $80,000, an 
average of about $8,000 per event in La Plata County. Communications systems are particularly 
vulnerable to severe weather. Storm-related power surges cause equipment loss annually at Durango-La 
Plata County Airport. 

Tornado 

Tornados can injure and kill people and livestock and destroy structures, infrastructure, and crops. The 
severity of a tornado is based on wind speed and the amount of property damage incurred. Due to the 
short time they take to develop and their unpredictable movement, tornados are difficult to respond to and 
protect lives.  

Most tornados in Colorado are weak with wind speeds of less than 110 miles per hour. Of the previous 
recorded events in La Plata County, three were classified F2 and the remaining were F1 or F0. In the past 
50 years, there was one tornado-related fatality and two events that caused $35,000 in total property 
damage. Averaged over the 13 events, the damage is approximately $2,700 per event.   

46 National Weather Service, “Lightning Deaths by State and Deaths Population Weighted: 1959-2010,” http://www.lightningsafety.noaa.gov/stats/59-
10_fatalities_rates.pdf, accessed July 6, 2011. 
47 Durango Interagency Dispatch Center, “Dispatch Office Detailed Situation Report 12/12/2012 by Protection,” 
http://gacc.nifc.gov/rmcc/dispatch_centers/r2drc/INCIDENT-INFO/drcsit.pdf, accessed February 12, 2013. 
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Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  In La Plata County, hail primarily causes crop damage. In populated 
areas, it can cause significant damage to roofs, automobiles, and windows. Hail also can block culverts 
and drainage structures causing flooding. Lightning is the leading summer weather-related killer in 
Colorado, and hikers and climbers at higher elevations are in particular danger. While lightning frequently 
accompanies thunderstorms, it may also strike as far away as ten miles from any precipitation. Many of 
the tourists who travel to the region are unaware of the speed with which a thunderstorm can build in the 
mountains, and they can easily be caught in a storm while traveling in the high country. Windstorms and 
tornados primarily damage structures, trees, utilities, and crops. In towns, streets lined with older unstable 
trees present a specific hazard to people, structures, and automobiles. High winds in the winter sometimes 
cause complete whiteouts and create significant snowdrifts and transportation disruptions. 
Communications systems and the electricity grid are vulnerable to damage from both lightning and 
windstorms. Storm conditions can exacerbate existing reliability problems with the 800 MHz radio 
network and commercial cell phone coverage. Many public buildings, such as the three staffed Upper 
Pine River FPD stations (Nos. 1, 2, and 5), lack back-up generators. Likewise, the water and sanitary 
sewer pumping systems in Bayfield are without back-up power.  

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  Hail, lightning, windstorms, thunderstorms, 
and tornados affect the entire planning area, including all above-ground structures and utilities. Structure 
damage due to severe weather is usually covered under private insurance. Personal injury can occur as a 
result of very large hail or lightning if individuals are outdoors during an event. Lightning also has the 
potential to ignite wildfires. Wildfires can be accelerated and made unpredictable by high winds, which 
can cause grave danger to firefighters, emergency response personnel, and residences or other structures 
which happen to be in their path. In general, the height, rigidity, and surface area/weight ratio of objects 
are the primary indicators of their susceptibility to damage from windstorms. Trees, barns, mobile homes, 
high-profile vehicles, and power lines are at specific risk from either direct or indirect wind impacts. 
Roofs, windows, and wall assemblies of residential homes can be severely damaged as wind speeds 
increase. 

Future Development:  Building standards can offer only limited protection from lightning and hail 
damage. Lightning rod/grounding systems can improve the performance of a building during such an 
event. Building codes seek to limit wind and tornado damage to structures. The design wind speed is 90 
miles per hour for La Plata County. However, building standards can offer only limited protection. As 
development continues, the overall vulnerability to severe weather hazards will increase.   

Data Limitations:  Some events may have been missed due to limitations in the reporting of events that 
occurred over multiple forecast zones. Dollar figures reported for severe weather events in both 
SHELDUS and the NCDC Storm Events databases are averages derived from total damages for all 
counties associated with an event; specific La Plata County losses are not available. The weather data are 
also limited by the observations reported; many events are not recorded with the National Weather 
Service. 
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4.6. Winter Storm – Prioritized Hazard 
Hazard Description 
As expected, winter storms can and do occur frequently within the planning area, and they vary 
significantly in size, strength, intensity, duration, and impact in La Plata County. Strong winds create 
snowdrifts that block roads, create dangerous wind chill factors and sometimes lead to life-threatening 
power outages. The National Weather Service issues a wind chill advisory when wind and temperature 
combine to produce wind chill values of 20 to 35 degrees below zero, significantly raising the potential 
for hypothermia and frostbite affecting health and safety. Hypothermia is the most common winter 
weather killer in Colorado. Ice accumulation becomes a hazard by creating dangerous travel conditions, 
and impacting safety for vulnerable elements of the population such as the elderly and physically 
impaired.  

The La Plata County weather, particularly in the northern portion of the county, is typical of Colorado’s 
mountain areas. Sunny days and clear blue skies often give way to severe conditions and significant 
snowfall accumulations. From 1915-2012, as recorded at the Fort Lewis weather station, the coldest 
month on average is January, with an average minimum temperature of 9°F and maximum of 36.7°F. The 
coldest temperature on record was -42°F in December 1919. The highest annual snowfall was 165.50 
inches during the winter of 1992-1993, whereas the average annual snowfall is 80.35 inches.48  

High winds and ice accumulation often accompany the area’s winter storms. These winds can produce 
sizable snowdrifts that can cause residents and travelers to be stranded for hours, potentially causing life 
threatening conditions. The problem is sometimes made worse because of spotty cell phone coverage in 
some areas of the county, and hypothermia and carbon monoxide poisoning becomes a clear threat to 
many, especially those stranded travelers unfamiliar with the area and unprepared for the conditions. 

Additional hazards are posed by rain-on-snow events, sublimation, and dust on snow. These conditions 
accelerate snowmelt and can cause flooding. 

Geographic Location 
Severe winter storms, characterized by heavy snow, ice, and blizzards, are common in the high 
mountainous terrain of the northern half of the county. Heavy snows can bring a community to a standstill 
by inhibiting transportation, knocking down utility lines and/or by causing structural collapse. Repair and 
snow removal costs can be significant. 

Ice accumulation poses a real hazard in La Plata County and adjacent counties during many winter 
storms, particularly when it impacts the U.S. 160 and 550 corridors, the main regional thoroughfares. A 
disruption or blockage due to accidents on these roads can cause a major disruption to the county and 
beyond.   

Previous Occurrences  
In recent history, there have been 52 winter storms recorded in La Plata County. Several of these storms 
have been damaging.   

Sample Event 1: Durango, January 2010: In late January 2010, more than 30 inches of snow fell over a 
one-week period. On January 29, the roof collapsed over the ballroom/conference center at the Iron Horse 

48 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?co3016, accessed April 30, 2012. 

 

     4-64       

                                                      



 

Inn. The following day a large portion of the roof gave way over an empty lumber store in Durango. The 
heavy snow accumulation also led to an avalanche that partially collapsed a home. No one was injured in 
these events.49 

Sample Event 2: Durango, February 4, 2008:  In early 2008 nearly six feet of snow fell during a one-
month period, leading to the collapse of two structures: a large vacant metal structure that housed a 
skating rink in the 1960s and a structure built over a mobile home.  No injuries were reported, but 
concerns about snow loads on the roofs of buildings at Fort Lewis College caused officials to close the 
campus for two days.50 

Sample Events 3 & 4: La Plata County, 1993 and 1996:  In 1993 the roof of the old Fine Arts Building 
at Fort Lewis College collapsed under four feet of accumulated snow.51 A similar huge snowfall in 1996 
collapsed buildings in numerous areas of the county. As a result, the La Plata County Building 
Department now does routine snow sampling during the winter and closely tracks weather conditions in 
order to issue alarms and alerts. 

The following table shows the results from the SHELDUS database for storms from 1960 to 2010. It is 
important to note that SHELDUS data provides information on a county average basis.  The number of 
injuries, fatalities, and property damages associated with a particular event are equally distributed 
amongst the affected counties for that hazard event. For example, if 5 deaths were attributed to a blizzard 
that affected 20 counties, then each county would show 0.25 deaths for that event. 

Table 4-22:  Significant Winter Storms in La Plata County 

Dates Storm Characteristics Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damage* 

Crop 
Damage* 

01/14-01/17/1960 Snow   $  12   
04/30/1960 Freeze                                          $ 794 
09/02-09/05/1961 Snow   $ 1,316 $ 1,316  
01/8/1962 Cold, Snow, Wind      $ 7,937   
01/08-01/24/1962 Wind — Winter Weather  0.16 $ 7,937   
01/10-01/16/1963 Cold   $ 79   
09/15—09/18/1965 Heavy Snow   $ 294  
10/15-10/18/1965 Heavy Snow   $ 333  
04/18-04/21/1966 Snow, Cold, Wind   $ 79 $ 7,937  
04/20-04/30/1967 Freezing Temperatures                                          $ 794 
12/13-12/21/1967 Snow 0.12  $ 294  
01/25-01/29/1969 Snow 0.06  $ 28  
10/11-10/12/1969 Snow, Cold, Wind 0.03  $ 794 $ 794 
10/13-10/14/1969 Cold                                          $ 794 
03/01-03/03/1970 Heavy Snow   $ 313   

49 Associated Press, “Second snow-covered roof collapses in Durango,” The Denver Post, January 30, 2010, 
http://www.denverpost.com/weathernews/ci_14303316, accessed September 15, 2012.  

50 Associated Press, “Durango concerned about roof collapses,” Vail Daily, February 5, 2008, http://www.vaildaily.com/article/20080205/NEWS/101395390, 
accessed September 15, 2012. 

51 Associated Press, “Durango concerned about roof collapses,” Vail Daily, February 5, 2008, http://www.vaildaily.com/article/20080205/NEWS/101395390, 
accessed September 15, 2012. 
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Dates Storm Characteristics Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damage* 

Crop 
Damage* 

09/19-09/20/1971 Snow, Cold   $ 794  
06/08/1974 Snow, Wind, Rain   $ 79  
11/24-11/25/1975 Heavy Snow, Wind   $ 22  
02/19-02/21/1976 Winter Weather  0.02   
04/18/1978 Freeze    $ 3,125  
12/05-12/06/1978 Heavy Snow, Cold  0.02   
12/17-12/19/1978 Ice, Heavy Snow  0.14   
06/07-06/09/1979 Rain, Snow, Flood   $ 794  
11/19-11/21/1979 Blizzard 0.02  $ 794  
03/04/1981 Heavy Snow   $ 14  
02/01-02/05/1982 Snow, Cold   $ 79   
03/12/1982 Heavy Snow, High Winds   $ 14 $ 143 
05/12-05/13/1982 Rain, Snow, Hail    $ 139 $ 139 
12/23/1982 Blizzard  0.1 $ 793,651 $ 7,937  
03/14-03/16/1983 Heavy Snow   $ 794  
11/26-11/27/1983 Snow, Wind   $ 7,937  
12/20-12/28/1983 Severe Storm, Snow   $ 1,852  
04/19-04/21/1984 Wind, Snow   $ 794  
04/25/1984 Wind, Snow   $ 14  
01/03-02/05/1985 Extreme Cold  0.08 $ 794  
01/31/1985 Extreme Cold   $ 794  
10/10-10/12/1986 Snow   $ 847 $ 85 
02/01-02/06/1989 Cold 0.32  $ 79,365  $ 79,365  
02/01-02/06/1989 Snow 0.05  $ 794  
03/02-03/05/1992 Heavy Snow 0.02 1 $ 1,064  
01/10-01/11/1993 Heavy Snow   $ 2,778  
02/08-02/14/1995 Heavy Snow   $ 40,698   
02/20/1996 Winter Weather 0.1 0.05                                         
12/08-12/09/1998 Winter Weather    $ 15,000  
02/27-02/28/2004 Winter Weather   $ 20,000   
10/18-10/19/2005 Winter Weather   $ 385  
04/19/2007 Frost/Freeze                   $ 2,500  
11/30/2007 Blizzard   $ 1,429  
12/01-12/02/2007 Blizzard   $ 1,429  
12/07-12/08/2007 Winter Weather   $ 15,000  
02/04/2008 Heavy Snow     
01/29-01/30/2010 Heavy Snow     
TOTALS  0.72 1.57 $ 1,007,558 $105,720 

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Source: Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 
2012. 

 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (All Jurisdictions) 
LIKELY: Ten to 100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less.  
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The data suggest that there have been 52 severe winter storm events since 1960, or nearly one per year.  It 
is expected that a severe winter storm will occur every year in La Plata County. 

Magnitude/Severity  (All Jurisdictions) 
CRITICAL: Isolated deaths and/or multiple injuries and illnesses; major or long-term property damage 
that threatens structural stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for 24-72 hours. 

Heavy snow can immobilize a region by stranding commuters, stopping the flow of supplies, and 
disrupting emergency and medical services. Accumulations of snow can collapse roofs and tear down 
trees and power lines. La Plata and Archuleta Counties are served primarily by a single power line, and 
emergency management staff estimates that up to 20,000 residents rely solely on electricity for heating. 
Loss of power affects homes, businesses, and water, sewer, and other services operated by electric pumps. 
The cost of snow removal, damage repair, and business losses can be significant.  

Heavy accumulations of ice and or strong winds can bring down trees, power lines, telephone poles and 
lines, and communication towers, causing communication disruptions that can last for days or weeks. 
Blowing snow can severely reduce visibility. Serious vehicle accidents can result with injuries and deaths. 
Prolonged exposure to the cold can cause frostbite or hypothermia and can become life-threatening; 
infants and the elderly are most at risk.  
Vulnerability Assessment  
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Winter storms in La Plata County cause widespread impacts. Winter 
weather conditions are a threat to public safety on major roads and highways. Additionally, power 
outages caused by snow, ice, and wind accompanied by cold temperatures can create great additional 
need for shelter. Other issues caused by winter storm can be related to school closures, business closures, 
road closures, snow removal, and maintaining critical services like emergency services, food providers, 
and banks. Bayfield Public Works, in particular, lacks a front loader for heavy snow removal. Many 
public buildings, such as the three staffed Upper Pine River FPD stations (Nos. 1, 2, and 5), lack back-up 
generators. Likewise, the water and sanitary sewer pumping systems in Bayfield are without back-up 
power. 

The La Plata County Building Department does routine snow sampling throughout the winter and closely 
tracks winter storms in order to issue alarms and alerts. The County or municipalities will contact 
vulnerable populations, such as residents of mobile home parks, when snow loads are extreme and could 
trigger structural collapse. 

Estimating Potential Losses:  Winter storms affect the entire planning area, including all above-ground 
structures and infrastructure. Although losses to structures are typically minimal and covered by 
insurance, there can be other costs associated with lost time, maintenance costs, and contents within 
structures.  

Future Development:  New structures built in La Plata County should be able to withstand significant 
snow loads when constructed to current building codes. There have been several local amendments to the 
international codes, including a formula to establish the roof snow load based on the elevation of a 
building site. Development in more remote areas of the county may be more susceptible to access issues 
for emergency services and road crews.   

Data Limitations:  Weather data is limited by the observations reported; many events are never reported 
or recorded with the National Weather Service or other archiving agencies. Additionally, as is described 
in the severe weather profile, weather prediction and real-time observation in La Plata County are 
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challenged by the county’s location in a “black hole” between fixed weather stations (WSR-88D radars) 
in Grand Junction, Colorado and Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

 

4.7. Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall – Other Hazard 
Hazard Description 
Landslides, including rockfall and other debris flows, are a serious geologic hazard. They sometimes 
present a threat to human life, but most often result in a disruption of everyday services, including 
emergency response capabilities. Landslides can and do block transportation routes, dam creeks and 
drainages, and contaminate water supplies.  When these hazards affect transportation routes they are 
frequently expensive to clean-up and can have significant economic impacts to the county. 

FEMA describes debris flows, sometimes referred to as mudslides, mudflows, lahars, or debris 
avalanches, as common types of fast-moving landslides.  These flows most frequently occur during or 
after periods of intense rainfall or rapid snow melt. They typically start on steep hillsides as shallow flows 
that liquefy, traveling at speeds of about 10 miles per hour and accelerating to speeds of 35 miles per hour 
or greater. Debris flows have a consistency ranging from watery mud to thick, rocky mud that can carry 
large items such as boulders, trees, and cars and can damage road surfaces. Flows from many different 
sources can combine in channels, and can increase in destructive power. These flows continue and grow 
in volume with the addition of water, sand, mud, boulders, trees, and other materials. When the flows 
reach flatter ground, the debris spreads over a broad area, sometimes accumulating in thick deposits that 
can wreak havoc and cause significant destruction in developed areas. Wildfires often lead to destructive 
debris-flow activity.  

Geographic Location 
La Plata County faces its share of landslide-related problems, some of which have occurred in areas that 
were deforested/devegetated by the Missionary Ridge fire in 2002. Since the fire, the County staff closely 
monitors unstable areas, including a canyon wall that developed an 800-foot scar south of Lemon Dam. 
Other landslides/rockslides/rockfall events have the potential to impact roads countywide. 

Previous Occurrences  
Sample Event 1: Haflin Creek Flooding, August 28, 2011:  A thunderstorm with heavy rainfall 
produced flash flooding in Haflin Creek. A one-foot wall of water rushed down Haflin Creek and across 
County Road 250, followed shortly by a four-foot wall of water and debris. After the flood waters abated, 
debris consisting mostly of rocks, vegetation, and mud up to three feet deep covered a 150 foot stretch of 
County Road 250. Road crews worked well into the evening to clean the debris off the road. A canal and 
irrigation ditches on the west side of County Road 250 were filled up with sediment and other debris.52 

Sample Event 2: Vallecito/North Vallecito Flooding, October 6, 2006:  A total of 1.99 to 3.51 inches 
of rain fell over two consecutive days, October 6 and 7, 2006, and resulted in flood damage in residential 
areas near Vallecito Reservoir, along Vallecito Creek and Bolteus Creek. Roads were flooded at various 
locations in La Plata County with fast moving water generally 6 to 18 inches deep. Several landslides 

52 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=327873, accessed May 2, 2012. 
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were also reported, some of which closed down the Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad due to 
debris on the tracks.53 

Sample Event 3: Landslides Along the Florida River Downstream from Lemon Reservoir, spring 
2005:  Nearly two-dozen shallow landslides were active during spring 2005 on a hillside located along the 
east side of the Florida River about one kilometer downstream from Lemon Reservoir. The hillside on 
which the landslides occurred was burned during the 2002 Missionary Ridge wildfire and landslide 
activity during April 2005 coincided with rapid melting of a heavy, wet snow pack.54 

Figure 4-5:  Florida River Landslide Complex, South of Lemon Reservoir 

 
Source: U.S. Geological Survey, http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1343/, accessed February 12, 2012. 

53 National Climatic Data Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=3104, accessed May 2, 2012. 

54 Schulz, W.H., Coe, J.A., Ellis, W.L., and Kibler, J.D., 2006, Preliminary assessment of landslides along the Florida River downstream from Lemon Reservoir, 
La Plata County, Colorado: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2006-1343, 29 p., 1 plate, map scale 1:2,770. 
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Exhibit 4-23:  La Plata County Landslide Inventory 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using data from Colorado Geological Survey Landslide Inventory Program, CDOT, and USGS. 
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Table 4-23:  Landslides/Rockslides/Rockfall in La Plata County 

Date Type Location Injuries* Fatalities* Property 
Damages* Sources 

1998 Landslide North of Durango on the East Animas    La Plata 
County EM 

2002 Landslide La Plata County (2 locations in the 
Missionary Ridge burn area) 

   La Plata 
County EM 

05/15/2005 Landslide / 
Mudflows 

La Plata County (6 properties impacted, 
a road closed for several weeks) 

  $ 1,000 SHELDUS, 
La Plata 

County EM  
10/06/2006 Landslide 

(with flash 
flooding) 

La Plata County: Durango & Silverton 
Narrow Gauge Railroad 

  $1,000,000  
(with flood 

damage) 

NCDC 

10/09/2006 Landslide La Plata County   $ 714 SHELDUS 
08/28/2011 Debris flow Haflin Creek/County Road 250    NCDC 

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/, accessed April 27, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database 
for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012. 
 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (La Plata County, Fort Lewis Mesa FPD, City of 
Durango, Durango Fire and Rescue Authority, Upper Pine River FPD) 
LIKELY: Ten to100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less.  

Landslide/rockslide/rockfall events are more common in the northern, more mountainous portions of La 
Plata County. Although local landslide events are rarely captured in national databases, six serious events 
were documented in national and local sources since 1998. This equates to an annual probability of about 
50%, or an approximate recurrence interval over every other year. 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (Town of Bayfield, Town of Ignacio, Los Pinos FDP) 
OCCASIONAL: One to ten percent chance of occurrence in the next year or it has a recurrence interval 
of 11 to 100 years. 

The southern areas of La Plata County are less prone to landslide/rockslide/rockfall events, and this is 
reflected in the following map generated from U.S. Geological Survey data for landslide incidence and 
susceptibility (Figure 4-6). The entire southern half of the county is shown to have “low” or “moderate” 
landslide incidence. 
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Figure 4-6:  Landslide Incidence and Susceptibility, La Plata County 

 
Source: U.S. Geological Survey, http://www.nationalatlas.gov/mapmaker, accessed July 26, 2012. 

 

Magnitude/Severity  (All Jurisdictions) 
LIMITED: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

Most homes and structures in La Plata County are not vulnerable to landslides; the primary impacts are to 
roads and any underlying utilities (gas, electric, water, etc.). There have been no recently recorded injuries 
or deaths due to landslide. Landslide/rockslide/rockfall events or subsidence, such as abrupt road failure, 
can cause personal harm and/or death should these events occur quickly without warning.   

Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Because much of the land susceptible to landslides in La Plata County 
is publicly owned, there is a relatively low risk for injury, loss of life, or damage to private property. The 
general assessment for where landslides may occur within La Plata County is somewhat predictable based 
on slope, aspect, vegetation, moisture content, and angle of bedrock amongst other variables.  At the 
individual parcel level however, the threat of landslides typically requires further study. Individual soil 
properties, the type of human activity on the lot, and understanding previous failures in the specific area 
all influence the probability of a future event occurring.   

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  The ability to identify structures and estimate 
potential losses is limited by the availability of geologic hazard data in the county. County staff 
photograph, survey, and map some of the known active landslide areas. However, parcel-level data or 
hazard ratings are unavailable. 

Future Development:  La Plata County and its incorporated municipalities regulate development and 
monitor known locations with unstable slopes. Deforested areas, such as portions of the 2002 Missionary 
Ridge burn area, are of special concern. 
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Data Limitations:  The prediction of slope failures is difficult to achieve. Often slopes that were 
considered stable may fail under ideal conditions including, but not limited, to prolonged periods of rain, 
extensive cut and fill, and/or devegetation due to forest fire. Geotechnical studies must be prepared in 
order to determine a particular lot’s vulnerability to slope failure.   

 

4.8. Avalanche – Other Hazard 
Hazard Description 
Avalanches are a type of slope failure that sometimes occurs on slopes steeper than about 20 to 30 
degrees. Avalanches can reach speeds of 200 miles per hour and can exert enough force to destroy 
buildings and uproot large and healthy trees. Avalanche-prone areas can be determined with some 
accuracy, since under normal circumstances avalanches tend to run down the same paths year after year. 
However, exceptional weather conditions sometimes produce avalanches that overrun normal path 
boundaries or create new paths. Unlike other forms of slope failure, snow avalanches can build up and be 
triggered on more than one occasion during a single winter season.  

Geographic Location 
In La Plata County, the northern end of La Plata Canyon is most susceptible avalanches. The canyon is an 
area with 13,000-foot peaks and prevailing winds from the west and southwest. Avalanches in this area 
primarily impact Forest Service roads. Outside La Plata Canyon, there are no other well-defined 
avalanche paths or tracks. 
Previous Occurrences  
Colorado typically experiences more than double the number of avalanche-related fatalities as the next 
most dangerous state. La Plata County, however, has only had two avalanche-related fatalities since 1950.   

Figure 4-7:  Colorado Avalanche Fatalities by County, 1950/51-2010/11 

 
Source: http://avalanche.state.co.us/acc/acc_images/Slide12.JPG, accessed on May 2, 2012. 
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Sample Event 1: Animas Mountain Area, January 24, 2010:  An avalanche below Animas Mountain 
crashed into an unoccupied three-level house, filling a room with snow and causing property damage. 
Two other avalanches in the Durango area around the same time blocked two county roads. No injuries 
were reported in any of the slides.55 

Sample Event 2: Overend Mountain Park, January 28, 2001:  Two hikers in Overend Mountain Park 
(also known as the “Test Tracks” area) witnessed a skier and a snowboarder making a descent. The skier 
made good tracks along a sharp ridgeline while the snowboarder moved below a line of trees and was 
sucked into a gully where he triggered a small slide, only 20 to 25 feet wide, but in a nasty terrain trap. 
The slide ran to the ground for 175 to 200 feet and partially buried the rider. The snowboarder was not 
injured and was able to dig himself out.56 

Table 4-24:  La Plata County Avalanche Occurrences, 1997-2011 
Date Location Description* Source 

01/28/2001 Overend 
Mountain Park 

1 snowboarder caught and partially buried CAIC 

01/12/2005 La Plata County No injuries; no fatalities; $ 222,222.22 property 
damage 

SHELDUS 

03/13/2007 La Plata County No injuries; no fatalities; $ 200 property damage SHELDUS 
01/24/2010 Animas 

Mountain Area 
No injuries; no fatalities; $ 200,000 property 
damage 

SHELDUS 

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 
2012;  Colorado Avalanche Information Center, http://avalanche.state.co.us/acc/accidents_co.php, accessed on May 3, 2012. 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (La Plata County, Fort Lewis Mesa  FPD, City of 
Durango, Durango Fire and Rescue Authority, Upper Pine River FPD ) 
OCCASIONAL: One to ten percent chance of occurrence in the next year or it has a recurrence interval 
of 11 to 100 years. 

Threats from avalanche in the northern, more mountainous portions of La Plata County have the potential 
to occasionally impact safety for residents and visitors, as well as critical infrastructure and vital services. 
There have been only two avalanche fatalities in La Plata County since 1950. There have been three 
damaging avalanche events recorded in national databases since 2005; however, the workshop 
participants and local experts indicated that the frequency of damage due to avalanche recurrence is best 
characterized as “occasional.” 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (Town of Bayfield, Town of Ignacio, Los Pinos FPD) 
RARE: Less than one percent chance of occurrence in the next 100 years or it has a recurrence interval 
of greater than every 100 years. 

Avalanches are extremely rare in the southern portion of La Plata County. 

55 Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed May 2, 2012;  
KKTV, “Avalanche Slammed Into Durango Home,” http://www.kktv.com/home/headlines/82688057.html, accessed May 3, 2012. 

56 Colorado Avalanche Information Center Newsletter, Spring 2001, avalanche.state.co.us/pub/images/Publications/Vol5_3Spg01.pdf, accessed May 3, 2012. 
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Magnitude/Severity  (La Plata County, Fort Lewis Mesa  FPD, City of Durango, Durango 
Fire and Rescue Authority, Upper Pine River FPD ) 
LIMITED: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

Avalanches in the northern portions of La Plata County have the potential to cause injury and/or property 
damage; however, these potential losses or service interruptions are likely to be minimal. Avalanches 
primarily impact Forest Service roads. 

Magnitude/Severity  (Town of Bayfield, Town of Ignacio, Los Pinos FPD) 
NELIGIBLE: No or few injuries or illnesses; minor quality of life loss; little or no property damage; 
and/or brief interruption of essential facilities and services. 

There is little risk of injuries our property damage due to an avalanche in the southern portion of La Plata 
County. 

Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Avalanches can represent a significant threat as development and 
recreation increase in mountainous areas. National data show the recorded incidence of avalanches has 
increased, as has the number of people affected by avalanche events. Avalanches can cause economic loss 
to residents, businesses, transportation systems, and government agencies. A significant risk is that 
visitors may head into the backcountry ill-equipped and without an adequate appreciation for the dangers 
that avalanches pose. The rescue and recovery of these people can be a labor-intensive and dangerous task 
for the emergency personnel involved.   

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  La Plata County does not have any 
comprehensive digital mapping of avalanche hazard areas, so there is not data available to identify 
specific structures at risk or estimate potential losses to structures. Anecdotally, the county is most 
susceptible to avalanches in northern end of La Plata Canyon. However, avalanches in this area primarily 
impact Forest Service roads. Outside La Plata Canyon, there are no other well-defined avalanche paths or 
tracks. 

Future Development:  La Plata County and the incorporated municipalities regulate development on 
steep slopes. There have been several local amendments to the international codes, including a minimum 
foundation design and a formula to establish the roof snow load based on the elevation of a building site. 

Data Limitations:  The Colorado Avalanche Information Center (CAIC), a program of the Colorado 
Geological Survey, produces avalanche observation reports submitted by individuals on the CAIC web 
site. Avalanche data is limited to best available data submitted and smaller avalanche activity, or 
avalanches that do not result in injuries or fatalities, may go unreported. 
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4.9. Drought – Other Hazard 
Hazard Description  
Drought is a shortage of water associated with a deficiency of precipitation, and occurs when a normal 
amount of moisture is unavailable to satisfy an area’s usual water consumption. Drought can be defined 
regionally based on its effects in the following categories: 

• Meteorological drought is usually defined by a period of below average water supply.  
• Agricultural drought occurs when there is an inadequate water supply to meet the needs of the 

state’s crops and other agricultural operations such as livestock.  
• Hydrological drought is defined as deficiencies in surface and subsurface water supplies. It is 

generally measured as streamflow, snowpack, and as lake, reservoir, and groundwater levels.  
• Socioeconomic drought occurs when a drought impacts health, well-being, and quality of life or 

when a drought starts to have an adverse economic impact on a region. 

Drought is a gradual phenomenon. Although droughts are sometimes characterized as emergencies, they 
differ from typical emergency events. Most natural disasters, such as floods or wildfires, occur relatively 
rapidly and afford little time for preparing for disaster response. Droughts occur slowly, over a multi-year 
period, and it is often not obvious or easy to quantify when a drought begins and ends.  

Drought is a familiar and natural part of Colorado’s history. It is one of the most destructive, but least 
understood of all natural hazards. Its onset is slow and silent and its effects can last for years. 
Geographically, drought can occur locally, regionally or statewide. The impacts from drought are non-
structural and generally affect the economy and environment of the host area. A drought event can be 
short-term or it can be a multi-year event. From a historical perspective, scientific studies have shown that 
Colorado has experienced drought periods lasting ten years and longer. Research suggests that multi-year 
droughts typically have one peak year that is more dramatic and more devastating than all of the others. A 
look at recorded information suggested that 2002 was the most recent peak year.   

Geographic Location 
Drought is a regional phenomenon and affects all areas of La Plata County with similar frequency and 
severity. Annual precipitation is fairly consistent across the region with variations occurring as the 
topography changes from mountain to valley floors. Overall, the county receives an average of about 18 
inches of moisture a year.57 With such a relatively small amount of annual precipitation, any decrease in 
moisture over a single year or for a multi-year period can greatly affect the region. The tourism and 
recreation economy, as well as individuals, can be disrupted by a drought at a parcel level. A large portion 
of La Plata County relies on individual ground wells and constructed water retention structures for their 
water resources. Ground wells service a large portion of the population while local ranchers rely upon 
ponds and ditches for livestock and crops. La Plata County also faces an additional drought risk due to the 
possible spontaneous combustion of its coal seams. 

  

57 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?co3016, accessed May 3, 2012. 
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Previous Occurrences 
The U.S. Drought Monitor provides online maps of the current drought status nationwide, updated 
weekly. Following are examples of Colorado drought conditions; one from August 2002 (Figure 4-8) and 
the other from August 2009 (Figure 4-9). In 2002, Colorado saw one of the driest years on record and La 
Plata County faced “exceptional” drought conditions, whereas 2009 was somewhat of a wet year for the 
state, but La Plata County was still “abnormally dry.” Most recently, 2012 also proved to be a drought 
year. According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), in early May 2012, the 
snowpack in Southwestern Colorado was only 26 percent of normal. NRCS noted that overall, water year 
2012 has been better than water year 2002 for total precipitation (72% vs. 42% of average). However, 
2012 was drier in the spring months (March and April) than 2002 and melt rates and timing were very 
similar to 2002, beginning seven to eight weeks earlier.58 In fact, dust on snow and sublimation have 
contributed greatly to abnormal loss of snowpack in recent years. At the end of 2012, precipitation 
records for the Durango-La Plata County Airport measured eight inches below normal. 

 

Figure 4-8:  Colorado Drought Conditions August 27, 2002 – Extreme Drought 

 
Source: National Drought Mitigation Center’s Drought Monitor, http://www.drought.unl.edu/dm/index.html, accessed November 19, 2009. 

58 Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), “Columbine 2012 Water Outlook Current conditions and comparisons to 2002,” May 3, 2012. 
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Figure 4-9:  Colorado Drought Conditions August 25, 2009 – Abnormally Dry in SW  

 
Source: National Drought Mitigation Center’s Drought Monitor, http://www.drought.unl.edu/dm/index.html, accessed November 19, 2009. 

 

In 2002, 2003, and 2006 the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), declared La Plata County 
a primary county disaster area due to drought.59 

There have been several documented periods of drought throughout Colorado history. The sample events 
and following table outline known periods of drought in La Plata County. 

Sample Event 1: The Drought of 2002:  A significant multi-year statewide drought peaked in 2002, 
with many areas experiencing the most severe conditions in Colorado in instrumented history. Also for 
the first time in state history, the Colorado governor asked the federal government to declare all of 
Colorado a drought disaster area. Losses to Colorado’s agricultural, tourism, and recreational industries 
were estimated to exceed $1.1 billion. For example, ranchers in southern Colorado sold 80% of their 
herds due to lack of water. Outfitters estimated recreational visitation was down 40%, and fishing license 
sales were down by 93,000 with a $1.8 million impact to the Division of Wildlife.60 A full fire ban was in 
effect and many campgrounds and forest lands were closed to the public, deterring many would-be 
tourists and visitors. 

  

59 State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011; Public Entity Risk Institute Presidential Disaster Declaration Site, 
www.peripresdecusa.org/mainframe.htm, accessed April 23, 2012; USDA Farm Service Agency, 
www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/2005_2007eligible_county.xls and http://www.fsa.usda.gov/FSA/webapp?area=home&subject=diap&topic=sure, accessed 
April 25, 2012. 

60 National Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC) Drought Impact Reporter, http://droughtreporter.unl.edu/, accessed on May 3, 2012. 
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Drought conditions in La Plata County were severe in 2002. By early June the mountains snowpack was 
only 20 percent of normal and Durango had received only 1.3 inches of precipitation in the first half of 
the year. 61 The Missionary Ridge and Valley Fires broke out north of Durango early on June 9th and 
burned through mid-July, with unprecedented damages: 70,662 acres burned, 56 homes lost, $40.8 
million dollars in property damages, 52 injuries, and one death.62 Due to related wildfires, the Durango & 
Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad lost 23 days of service, the business of 50,000 riders, and 25 percent of 
annual revenue.63 

Wildfire damage to critical watersheds that supply drinking water was a significant problem. The 
Colorado Water Quality Control Division (WQCD) provided $220,000 in non-point source grant funding 
to La Plata County’s Florida Water Conservancy District. Additionally, The Town of Bayfield received 
$753,000 in grants and loan funding from Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE) and the Department of Local Affairs (DoLA).64 

Sample Event 2: The Drought of 1902:  Beginning in 1898 a severe drought affected southwestern 
Colorado. By 1902, “the Durango City Council implemented water restrictions on July 1 as drought 
reduced the Animas River to the point where a person could walk across the river without getting wet. 
Outdoor watering was only permitted after the fire marshal rang the bell at the fire station. Drought and 
worsening pollution of the Animas River convinced Durango residents to pass a $150,000 bond to 
construct a reservoir and purchase water rights on the Florida River.” (Durango Herald, October 15, 
2011)65 

Table 4-25:  Known Drought Periods in La Plata County 
Dates Description Source 

1898-1904 Very severe drought over southwestern Colorado CWCB 
1930-1940 Widespread, severe, and long lasting drought in Colorado CWCB 
1977 Federal Emergency declaration for drought  PERI 
1989 Drought caused $ 943,396.23 in crop damage SHELDUS 
2000-2003 Significant multi-year statewide drought, with 2002 being the driest year on record for 

much of the state. The entire state received a federal drought disaster declaration. 
Estimated $1.1 billion in losses to Colorado’s agricultural, tourism, and recreational 
industries. 

 2002 USDA Disaster declaration 
 2002 Missionary Ridge Wildfire 
 2003 USDA Disaster (S1843); primary county 

 

CWCB/ 
Colorado 
NHMP/ USDA 

61 Burned Area Emergency Response Team, “Missionary Ridge Fire: the Aftermath,” http://www.southwestcoloradofires.org/baerpaper.pdf, accessed April 27, 
2012. 

62La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), 2006; State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011. 

63 The Colorado Water Availability Task Force; Impact Task Force. "2003 Drought Impact and Mitigation Report". April 14, 2003, p 44, cited in the National 
Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC) Drought Impact Reporter, http://droughtreporter.unl.edu/, accessed on May 3, 2012. 

64 Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), Drought and Water Supply Assessment, 2004, http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-resources/colorado-drought-
water-supply-assessment/Pages/main.aspx, accessed May 3, 2012 

65 Durango Herald (Colo.) Oct. 15, 2011, cited in the National Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC) Drought Impact Reporter, http://droughtreporter.unl.edu/, 
accessed on May 3, 2012; Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), Drought and Water Supply Assessment, 2004, http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-
resources/colorado-drought-water-supply-assessment/Pages/main.aspx, accessed May 3, 2012. 
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Dates Description Source 
2006 Drought-triggered USDA Disaster (S2329); primary county USDA 
2012 Drought-triggered USDA Disaster; primary county USDA 

*Damages, Injuries, and Fatalities are divided between the affected counties for any one documented disaster within the SHELDUS database; losses are not 
adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2011; Public Entity Risk Institute Presidential Disaster Declaration Site, 
www.peripresdecusa.org/mainframe.htm, accessed April 23, 2012; USDA Farm Service Agency, 
www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/2005_2007eligible_county.xls and http://www.fsa.usda.gov/FSA/webapp?area=home&subject=diap&topic=sure, accessed 
April 25, 2012; Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the United States (SHELDUS), http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sheldus.aspx, accessed 
May 2, 2012; Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), Drought and Water Supply Assessment, 2004, http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-resources/colorado-
drought-water-supply-assessment/Pages/main.aspx, accessed May 3, 2012; National Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC) Drought Impact Reporter, 
http://droughtreporter.unl.edu/, accessed on May 3, 2012. 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (All Jurisdictions) 
LIKELY: Ten to100 percent chance of occurrence next year or it has a recurrence interval of 10 years 
or less.  

When known previous occurrences are examined, there were seven periods of drought affecting La Plata 
County since 1898, a 114-year period.  Based on this we can estimate a probability of about six percent 
that a drought will occur in a given year, or that a drought will occur once every 16 years. Using historical 
dry periods, Colorado experiences a dry period every 15 to 20 years. 

Magnitude/Severity  (All Jurisdictions) 
CRITICAL: Isolated deaths and/or multiple injuries and illnesses; major or long-term property damage 
that threatens structural stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for 24-72 hours. 

Although no injuries or property damages are typically associated with drought directly, the loss of 
farmland, diminishing domestic water supply, and recreation and tourism impacts can significantly stress 
La Plata County’s local economy. Secondary drought impacts, such as wildfire, can also have critical 
long-term effects due to devegetation and erosion in key watersheds.  

Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  The most significant impacts from drought are related to water-
intensive activities, such as municipal usage, recreation and tourism, agriculture (both crops and 
livestock), wildfire protection, and wildlife preservation (through maintained wetlands), as well as water 
quality deterioration. Secondary impacts of drought are wildfires, erosion, and soil compaction that can 
make an area more susceptible to flooding.  

The National Drought Mitigation Center (NDMC) identifies impacts of drought by county through their 
Drought Impact Reporter. This is a collection of disaster declarations, online newspaper articles and 
scientific publications, and other information pertaining to drought that identifies a particular impact to 
drought including environmental, social, agricultural, water use/energy, fire, and others.  This database 
includes 127 drought impacts specific to La Plata County since 1960. The most prominent impact listed is 
agricultural, followed by fire and social/public health. Social/public health impacts include health-related 
problems related to reduced water quantity and/or quality, such as increased concentration of 
contaminants. 

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  Drought normally does not directly impact 
structures. Although water and sewer infrastructure may be affected by drought, other critical facilities are 
generally not. Data are not available to identify particular hazard areas and/or estimate potential losses to 
structures. The greatest risk to people from drought is the loss of drinking water supply from water 
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systems, underground aquifers, and domestic water wells. There are several thousand domestic water 
wells within La Plata County. Secondary impacts from drought, such as wildfire and erosion, can have a 
significant impact on structures and municipal infrastructure. As is described in Sample Event 1, wildfire 
damage during the 2002 drought had significant impacts on the drinking water supply in the Town of 
Bayfield.66 

Future Development:  One of the most significant impacts of drought is the decreased supply of water 
for the county’s inhabitants. As growth continues, so does the vulnerability for residents and business 
owners to drought impacts. Careful monitoring of the area’s water supply will help drive conservation 
efforts aimed at minimizing drought impacts. Durango has a Long-Range Water Efficiency Management 
Plan for the City of Durango and the properties served by the City’s water utility system. This plan 
encourages efficient use of water, calls for an evaluation of existing land use planning and zoning laws 
affecting water use, and promotes the regional awareness and planning that is essential to all water 
resource management in the San Juan Basin.67 The Town of Bayfield has adopted a policy to maintain 
1,000 gallons of water storage per household per day in order to ensure adequate water availability for 
fire-fighting, drought reserve, and minor river contamination due to forest fires or soil run-offs. The Town 
is also constructing another 250,000 gallon storage tank that will be located at a higher elevation in order 
to service the subdivisions that are located in the higher areas of Town.68 

Data Limitations:  Total event-specific drought losses are difficult to assess due to the inability to 
determine the exact beginning and ending of a drought period.  

 

4.10. Earthquake – Other Hazard 
Hazard Description 
An earthquake is caused by a sudden slip on a fault. Stresses in the earth’s outer layer push the sides of 
the fault together. Stress builds up and the rocks slip suddenly, releasing energy in waves that travel 
through the earth’s crust and cause the shaking that is felt during an earthquake. The amount of energy 
released during an earthquake is usually expressed measured directly from the earthquake as recorded on 
seismographs using the Richter scale. Another measure of earthquake severity is intensity. Intensity is 
used to describe the effects of the earthquake at a particular place. Intensity differs throughout an affected 
area and is an expression of the amount of shaking, typically the greatest cause of losses to structures 
during earthquakes, at any given location on the surface as felt by humans and defined in the Modified 
Mercalli Intensity Scale.  

According to the Colorado Geological Survey, Colorado is comprised of areas with low to moderate 
potential for damaging earthquakes. There are about 100 potentially active faults that have been identified 
in Colorado, with documented movement within the last 1.6 million years. However, there are several 

66 Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), Drought and Water Supply Assessment, 2004, http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-resources/colorado-drought-
water-supply-assessment/Pages/main.aspx, accessed May 3, 2012. 

67 City of Durango Long-Range Water Efficiency Management Plan, 2001, http://www.durangogov.org/forms/LongRangeWaterEfficiencyManagementPlan.pdf, 
accessed August 6, 2012. 

68 Town of Bayfield Public Works Department, http://www.bayfieldgov.org/services/water.asp, accessed August 6, 2012. 
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thousand other faults that have been mapped in Colorado that are believed to have little or no potential for 
producing future earthquakes.  

Table 4-26:  Magnitude and Intensity Scales for Earthquakes 
Magnitude and Intensity Comparison 

Richter Scale Maximum Modified Mercalli Intensity 
1.0 to 3.0 I 
3.0 to 3.9 II to III 
4.0 to 4.9 IV to V 
5.0 to 5.9 VI to VII 
6.0 to 6.9 VII to IX 

7.0 and Higher VIII or Higher 
Defined Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale Rating 

I Not felt except by a very few under especially favorable conditions. 
II Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors of buildings. 

III Felt quite noticeably by persons indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings. Many people do not recognize it as an 
earthquake. Standing motor cars may rock slightly. Vibrations similar to the passing of a truck. Duration estimated. 

IV Felt indoors by many, outdoors by few during the day. At night, some awakened. Dishes, windows, doors disturbed; 
walls make cracking sound. Sensation like heavy truck striking building. Standing motor cars rocked noticeably. 

V Felt by nearly everyone; many awakened. Some dishes, windows broken. Unstable objects overturned. Pendulum 
clocks may stop. 

VI Felt by all, many frightened. Some heavy furniture moved; a few instances of fallen plaster. Damage slight. 

VII Damage negligible in buildings of good design and construction; slight to moderate in well-built ordinary structures; 
considerable damage in poorly built or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken. 

VIII 
Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable damage in ordinary substantial buildings with partial 
collapse. Damage great in poorly built structures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns, monuments, walls. Heavy 
furniture overturned. 

IX Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well-designed frame structures thrown out of plumb. Damage 
great in substantial buildings, with partial collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations. 

X Some well-built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame structures destroyed with foundations. Rails 
bent. 

XI Few, if any (masonry) structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Rails bent greatly. 
XII Damage total. Lines of sight and level are distorted. Objects thrown into the air. 

Source:  USGS, http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/faq/?categoryID=2, accessed on May 3, 2012. 

Geographic Location  
Southwestern Colorado is one of the least seismically active regions of the state. According to the 
Colorado State Earthquake Evaluation Report, there are no known faults in La Plata County. The closest 
known faults that could potentially impact the county include Busted Boiler (in northern Ouray County), 
Cimarron (in Montrose and Gunnison Counties), and Cannibal (in Hinsdale and Mineral Counties).69 
These faults are illustrated in Figure 4-10.  

  

69 Colorado State Earthquake Evaluation Report, Annex to the State Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, January 2011. 
 

     4-82       

                                                      



 

Figure 4-10:  La Plata County Excerpt from Colorado’s Earthquake and Fault Map 

 

 
Source: Colorado’s Earthquake and Fault Map, Colorado Geological Survey, 2006–2007, 
http://geosurvey.state.co.us/hazards/Earthquakes/Documents/Earthquake_Map_2008.pdf, accessed May 3, 2012.  
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Previous Occurrences  
The Colorado State Earthquake Evaluation Report listed only one earthquake in La Plata County, 
described below.   

Sample Event 1: Durango-Bayfield, August 29, 1941:  At 11:24 A.M. an earthquake was recorded 
between Durango and Bayfield (see Figure 4-10). The Modified Mercalli Intensity was V, meaning that 
the quake was felt by nearly everyone and unstable objects were likely overturned.70 

Probability of Future Occurrence  (All Jurisdictions) 
RARE: Less than 1 percent chance of occurrence in the next 100 years or it has a recurrence interval of 
greater than every 100 years. 

Only one recorded earthquake has occurred in La Plata County in the last 140 years. However, the 
earthquake hazard in Colorado is thought to be not well understood and the potential for unknown active 
faults exists. The USGS offers an online mapping system for earthquake probability as part of the USGS 
National Seismic Hazard Mapping Project. The following figure illustrates the probability of a 5.0 or 
greater magnitude earthquake occurring in the La Plata County area in the next 150 years. This map 
shows that the central portion of the county (Durango area) has a 15-20 percent probability of moderate 
earthquake. The northern and western portions of the county have higher probabilities of 30 to 35 percent; 
whereas the southeastern corner of the county has a five to ten percent probability. 

70 Colorado Geological Survey Earthquake and Late Cenozoic Fault and Fold Map Server, Event Description, Earthquake ID 72, 
http://geosurvey.state.co.us/hazards/Earthquakes/Pages/Maps.aspx, accessed May 3, 2012. Also consulted USGS, “Colorado Earthquake History,” 
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/states/colorado/history.php, accessed May 3, 2012 (no events reported). 

 

     4-84       

                                                      



 

Figure 4-11:  Probability of 5.0 or Greater Earthquake in the Next 150 Years 
 

 
Source:  http://eqint.cr.usgs.gov/eqprob/2002/index.php, accessed on May 3, 2012. 

Magnitude/Severity  (City of Durango and Durango Fire and Rescue Authority) 
LIMITED: Minor injuries and illnesses; minimal property damage that does not threaten structural 
stability; and/or interruption of essential facilities and services for less than 24 hours. 

Structures most vulnerable to seismic ground shaking are historic buildings constructed of unreinforced 
masonry, such as those found in downtown Durango. The city’s historic buildings and population center 
could result in more severe impacts should an earthquake occur near the city. 
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Figure 4-12:  Colorado Seismic Hazard Map—10% Probability of Exceedance in 50 Years 

 
Source: U.S. Geological Survey, www.nationalatlas.gov 

Magnitude/Severity  (La Plata County and all other jurisdictions except Durango and 
Durango Fire and Rescue Authority) 
NELIGIBLE: No or few injuries or illnesses; minor quality of life loss; little or no property damage; 
and/or brief interruption of essential facilities and services. 

As shown in the next figure, in La Plata County the shaking level with a 10 percent chance of being 
exceeded over a period of 50 years is seven percent peak acceleration or less. The northeastern corner of 
the county lies in the range of seven percent peak acceleration and the southwestern corner lies in the 
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range of four percent peak acceleration. Thus, northeastern La Plata County has a slightly greater (yet still 
low) earthquake risk. Significant earthquake damage typically does not occur until peak accelerations are 
greater than 30 percent. Secondary impacts of earthquakes may include landslides, seiches, liquefaction, 
fires, and dam failure. 

Vulnerability Assessment 
Overall Summary and Impacts:  Overall vulnerability to earthquake hazards is low for all participating 
jurisdictions due to the low predicted peak horizontal acceleration values. However, the State of Colorado 
Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan notes that, “because the occurrence of earthquakes is relatively 
infrequent in Colorado and the historical earthquake record is short (only about 140 years), it is 
challenging if not impossible to accurately estimate the timing or location of future dangerous 
earthquakes in Colorado. Based on limited, available seismic hazard information and geologic studies an 
event of magnitude 6.5 to 7.5 could occur somewhere in the state.”71 

Identifying Structures and Estimating Potential Losses:  All structures in La Plata County are 
potentially vulnerable to seismic ground shaking. The most vulnerable are historic buildings constructed 
of unreinforced masonry. La Plata County has many listings in the National Register of Historic Places 
and the City of Durango has numerous historic landmark sites and structures, many of which are located 
in the downtown core, which is itself listed in the National Register. (The Durango Main Avenue Historic 
District is bounded roughly by 5th Street, the Durango and Silverton railroad right-of-way, 12th Street, 
and the alley between Main and 2nd Avenues.) These historic buildings and Durango’s concentrated 
population make the city particularly vulnerable to earthquake. Other critical facilities or infrastructure at 
risk are unknown; their construction determines their ability to withstand seismic shaking.    

The Colorado Geological Survey (CGS) ran a series of deterministic scenarios for selected Colorado 
faults using HAZUS-MH to assess potential economic and social losses due to earthquake activity in 
Colorado. The earthquake magnitudes used for each fault were the “maximum credible earthquake” as 
determined by the U.S. Geological Survey. There were two faults analyzed for La Plata County:  Busted 
Boiler and Cimarron. Table 4-27 summarizes the results for estimated potential losses for La Plata 
County. The loss ratio is the percentage of the total building stock value damaged. The higher this ratio, 
the more difficult it is to restore a community to viability (loss ratios of 10 percent or greater are 
considered critical by FEMA). 

The greatest losses to La Plata County would likely result from a magnitude 6.50 earthquake or greater on 
the Busted Boiler Fault, which is predicted to cause $3.9 million in economic losses.    

Table 4-27:  Potential Earthquake Losses in La Plata County 
Fault Magnitude Fatalities Total Economic Loss Loss Ratio  

Busted Boiler M6.50 0 $ 3.9 million -0.08 % 
Cimarron M6.75 0 $ 2.4 million -0.05 % 

Source: Earthquake Evaluation Report, www.dola.colorado.gov/dem/mitigation/earthquakerpt.pdf 

Future Development:   Jurisdictions in La Plata County have adopted building codes; therefore, the 
potential cost of damages to future structures from earthquakes is significantly reduced.  The magnitude 
and intensity of any earthquake will be the key determinant as to total damages.  

71 State of Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, “Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment,” 2011. 
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Data Limitations:  It is not possible to accurately estimate the timing or location of future dangerous 
earthquakes in Colorado. The lack of an adequate network of seismometers in Colorado makes it difficult 
to detect and locate earthquakes. The historical record also is quite short – about 140 years.72 

 

4.11. Hazard Profile Summary  
Table 4-28, below, is a summary of the risk assessment probabilities and magnitudes, and the overall 
hazard risk rankings for the La Plata County jurisdictions based on research for this HMP and discussions 
with workshop participants.  The risk rankings reflect slight geographic differences in the jurisdictions’ 
vulnerabilities to specific hazards, particularly flooding. These rankings will be reviewed regularly by the 
local representatives to the South West All-Hazards Advisory Council to ensure that hazards are 
prioritized in a way that focuses resources where they are most needed. 

Table 4-28:  Overall Risk Ranking of Hazards by Jurisdiction 
La Plata County  

Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

City of Durango and Durango Fire and Rescue Authority 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Limited Not ranked 
    
    

72 Colorado Geological Survey, Colorado’s Earthquake and Fault Map, 2008. 
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Town of Bayfield and Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Town of Ignacio and Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood – Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Critical 3 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 2 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 
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Los Pinos Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Rare Negligible Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

Upper Pine River Fire Protection District (portions of unincorporated La Plata County) 
Hazard Probability Magnitude Risk Ranking* 
Non-WUI Wildfire Certain Limited Not ranked 
WUI Wildfire Likely Catastrophic 1 
Flood –  Moderate Likely Limited Not ranked 
Flood – Severe (100-year or greater) Occasional Catastrophic 2 
Severe Weather Likely Limited 4 
Winter Storm Likely Critical 3 
Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall Likely Limited Not ranked 
Avalanche Occasional Limited Not ranked 
Drought Likely Critical Not ranked 
Earthquake Rare Negligible Not ranked 

* Based on input at planning workshops, perceived threat of natural hazards – number 1 being the largest perceived threat. 
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 5.0   Capability Assessment 
 

 

The following sections provide details on community assets, social vulnerability, and land use and 
development trends.  The Capability Summary that follows includes a general description and analysis of 
the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities. 

5.1. Community Asset Inventory 
This section identifies the assets within La Plata County that could potentially be impacted by natural 
hazards. By identifying these assets, La Plata County gains a better understanding of how a particular 
natural hazard event may impact the community.   

La Plata County is the 15th most populous county in the state; the 2010 census estimated the population at 
51,334, with most of those people living within unincorporated areas. 2010 population estimates were 
31,496 people in unincorporated areas, 16,903 people in the City of Durango, 2,333 people in the Town 
of Bayfield and 699 people in the Town of Ignacio. The rate of increase in population from 2000 to 2010 
was 1.4% for La Plata County.  The State Demographers Office projects a La Plata County population of 
94,191 in the year 2040. 

Table 5-1 below, illustrates the downward trend, beginning in 2005, in residential building permits issued 
in La Plata County. This can be largely attributed to the latest national economic recession. 

Table 5-1:  Residential Building Permits Issued for La Plata County, 2000-2010 

Year 
Residential Construction 

No. of Buildings No. of Units Construction Cost 
2000 406 433 $54,454,171 
2001 418 552 $64,455,653 
2002 478 516 $65,395,027 
2003 653 756 $95,635,288 
2004 704 751 $100,709,834 
2005 812 907 $124,918,863 
2006 638 727 $98,205,472 
2007 561 729 $87,640,632 
2008 304 350 $45,218,312 
2009 207 233 $32,637,664 
2010 180 222 $27,417,353 
2011 153 154 $32,111,495 

*Source: http://censtats.census.gov/cgi-bin/bldgprmt/bldgdisp.pl accessed June 21, 2012. 
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5.1.1. Critical Facilities and Infrastructure 
Critical (or essential) facilities can be described as services, places, or key infrastructure and resources 
that are integral for day-to-day operations for the function of the county. These facilities are especially 
important to the county during and after a hazard event. Critical facilities include hospitals, schools, fire 
stations, communications infrastructure, transportation facilities, and more. Critical facilities typically fall 
within the Critical Infrastructure and Key Resources (CIKR) categories defined by the Department of 
Homeland Security. These categories are listed in Table 5-2, with some additions to reflect local 
conditions and priorities. Particularly, energy extraction and production facilities are key components of 
the local economy and are therefore classified as critical facilities for La Plata County. The following 
tables and map include natural gas facilities such as central delivery points, compressors, and a refinery. 
Additionally, the Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad and Museum together generate $43 
million annually for the local economy. The railroad, which has experienced past closures due to natural 
hazards, is likewise considered a critical facility. 

Table 5-2:  Critical Facilities by Category 
Category / Sector Examples 
Water  Reservoirs, stormwater system, wastewater facilities 
Emergency Services Fire stations, police stations, etc. 
Communications Telephone lines, radio towers, cellular service 
Gas/Electric Utilities Natural gas lines, power lines 
Healthcare and Public Health Hospitals, urgent care facilities, doctor’s offices 
Food/Grocery Restaurants, grocery stores, markets 
Transportation Major roads, bridges, bus stations, airports 
Banking Banks and other financial institutions 
Government Facilities City hall, jails, military installations 
Nearby Dams Dams (private and public) 
Computer Driven Technology Fiber-optic and cable 
Nuclear Materials/Waste Nuclear power plant, waste storage facility, tailings 
Chemical Facilities Propane storage, other chemical storage 
Defense Industry Contractors Staff support services to military installation 
Postal or Shipping USPS offices, FedEx, UPS, others 
Critical Manufacturing Manufacturing critical to local economy 
Monuments, Icons, and Tourist Attractions Historical buildings, natural features, local icons, tourist attractions 
Places of Assembly Churches, public squares 
Natural Gas Production/Transmission Compressor facilities, refineries, central delivery points 

 

In addition to these critical facilities, there are hundreds of miles of roads, overhead transmission lines, 
and water and sewer lines, bridges, and other facilities that are critical to the functionality of La Plata 
County and its municipalities. Communications installations include: Missionary Ridge, HD, Smelter, 
Grassy, La Monte, and Mesa Mountain. Additionally, fiber optic lines, backbone hubs, and single point 
connections are vulnerable, as well as electrical supply lines and substations, sewer system treatment 
plants, radioactive tailings, bridges, dams and interstate pipelines.  

Table 5-3 summarizes the number and type of critical facilities for La Plata County according to national 
guidelines, local GIS data, and local priorities. Exhibit 5-1 is a map showing the locations of the critical 
facilities. 
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Table 5-3:  Critical Facilities in La Plata County  
Type of Facility Total Number of Facilities 

Fort Lewis Mesa 
FPD 

Durango Fire & 
Rescue Authority 

Upper Pine River 
FPD Los Pinos FPD 

Fire Stations  5 17 10 5 
Police Stations  0 2 1 0 
Medical Facilities 0 5 0 0 
Schools 1 14 3 4 
Public Airports 0 1 0 0 
Tourist Attraction  0 2 0 0 
Government/Civic Buildings 2 4 4 2 
Forest Service Facilities 0 4 2 0 
Natural Gas Compressor 
Stations/Facilities 0 3 1 2 

Refineries 0 0 0 1 
Natural Gas Central Delivery 
Points 0 2 0 2 

Source:  La Plata County, GIS data 
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Exhibit 5-1:  La Plata County Critical Facilities Map 

  
Source: Mapping by URS, using La Plata County GIS data  
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5.1.2. Natural, Historic, and Cultural Assets 
Assessing the vulnerability of La Plata County to disaster also involves inventorying the natural, historic, 
and cultural assets of the area. This step is important for the following reasons:  

• The community may decide that these types of resources warrant a greater degree of protection 
due to their unique and irreplaceable nature and contribution to the overall economy.  

• If these resources are impacted by a disaster, knowing this ahead of time allows for more prudent 
care in the immediate aftermath, when the potential for additional impacts are higher. 

• The rules for reconstruction, restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement are often different for 
these types of designated resources.  

• Natural resources can have beneficial functions that reduce the impacts of natural hazards, such 
as wetlands and riparian habitat, which help absorb and attenuate floodwaters. 

Natural Resources: Wetlands and Endangered Species 
Natural resources are important to include in a benefit-cost analyses for future projects. They may be used 
to leverage additional funding for projects that contribute to other community goals as well. A number of 
natural resources exist in La Plata County.  The discussion below comes from data regarding wetlands 
and endangered species in La Plata County.  

Wetlands are a valuable natural resource for communities, due to their ability to improve water quality, 
wildlife protection, recreation, and education, and play an important role in hazard mitigation. Wetlands 
reduce flood peaks and slowly release floodwaters to downstream areas. When surface runoff is 
dampened, the erosive powers of the water are greatly diminished. Furthermore, the reduction in the 
velocity of inflowing water as it passes through a wetland helps remove sediment being transported by the 
water. Wetlands also provide drought relief in water-scarce areas where the relationship between water 
storage and streamflow regulation are vital.  

To further understand natural resources that may be particularly vulnerable to a hazard event, as well as 
those that need consideration when implementing mitigation activities, it is important to identify at-risk 
species in the planning area. An endangered species is any species of fish, plant life, or wildlife that is in 
danger of extinction throughout all or most of its range. A threatened species is a species that is likely to 
become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. Both endangered and threatened species are protected by law and any future hazard mitigation 
projects are subject to these laws. Candidate species are plants and animals that have been proposed as 
endangered or threatened but are not currently listed. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as of June 2012, there were fourteen federal endangered, 
threatened, or candidate species in La Plata County. These species are listed in the following table. 
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Table 5-4:  List of Rare Species in La Plata County 
Common Name  Scientific Name  Type of Species 
Birds   
Mexican Spotted owl  Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened 
Southwestern Willow flycatcher  Empidonax traillii extimus Endangered 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo  Coccyzus americanus Candidate 
Fishes   
Bonytail chub  Gila elegans Endangered 
Colorado pikeminnow Ptychocheilus lucius Endangered 
Humpback chub Gila cypha Endangered 
Razorback sucker Xyrauchen texanus Endangered 
Flowering Plants    
Knowlton's cactus  Pediocactus knowltonii  Endangered 
Schmoll milk-vetch  Astragalus chmolliae  Candidate  
Insects   
Uncompahgre Fritillary butterfly  Boloria acrocnema  Endangered 
Mammals   
Black-Footed ferret  Mustela nigripes Endangered 
Canada Lynx  Lynx Canadensis Threatened 
New Mexico meadow jumping mouse  Zapus hudsonius luteus Candidate 
North American wolverine  Gulo gulo luscus Candidate 

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mountain-Prairie Region, http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wizard/trustResourceList!prepare.action, accessed on June 21, 2012. 

Historical and Cultural Resources 
National and state historic inventories were reviewed to identify historic and cultural assets in La Plata 
County. The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s official list of cultural resources worthy 
of preservation. The Colorado State Register of Historic Properties is a listing of the state’s significant 
cultural resources worthy of preservation for the future education and enjoyment of Colorado’s residents 
and visitors. Table 5-5 lists the properties in La Plata County that are on the Colorado State Register of 
Historic Properties and the National Register of Historic Places.  

Table 5-5:  La Plata County Historic Properties/Districts in Local, State and/or National Registers 
Property Name Jurisdiction Location Date Listed 
Bayfield Town Hall Bayfield 11 Mill St. Bayfield CO 1/22/2007 (La Plata County) 
Fred Sower Barn Bayfield Next to 2178 Hwy 160 9/19/2006 (La Plata County) 
Colorado Ute Power Plant  Durango 14th St. & Animas River 9/29/1983 (National) 
Denver & Rio Grande Western 
Railroad (D&RGW) Locomotive No. 
315  

Durango 479 Main Ave. 10/24/2008 (National) 

Durango High School  Durango 201 E. 12th St. 8/8/2001 (State) 
10/20/2001 (National) 
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Property Name Jurisdiction Location Date Listed 
Durango Main Avenue Historic District  Durango Bounded roughly by 5th 

St., the Durango and 
Silverton RR right-of-
way, 12th St. & the alley 
between Main & 2nd 
Aves. 

8/7/1980 (National) 

East 3rd Avenue Historic Residential 
District  

Durango E. 3rd Ave. between 5th 
& 15th Sts. 

10/11/1984 (National) 

Florida River Bridge 437A (railroad) Durango Rancho Florida Rd. 12/13/1995 (State) 
Newman Block / Kiva Building  Durango Main & 8th Sts. 10/15/1979 (National) 
Old Ft. Lewis Campus Durango 18683 Hwy 140 9/19/2006 (La Plata County) 
Ochsner Hospital  Durango 805 5th Ave. 5/4/1995 (National) 
Rader House  Durango 6566 County Rd. 250 6/9/1999 (State) 
Rochester Hotel  Durango 726 E. 2nd Ave. 2/29/1996 (National) 
Smiley Junior High School  Durango 1309 E. 3rd Ave. 11/27/2002 (National) 
Darkmold Site  La Plata 

County 
Durango vicinity 3/8/2000 (State) 

  
Durango Rock Shelters Archaeology 
Site  

La Plata 
County 

Durango vicinity 2/11/1985 (National) 

Durango & Silverton Narrow Gauge 
Railroad  

La Plata 
County 

Durango to Silverton 7/4/1961 (National) 

Farmington Extension Railroad Water 
Tank 7 

La Plata 
County 

East of the Animas 
River near Bondad 

07/20/2010 (La Plata County) 

Florida Baptist Church and Cemetery La Plata 
County 

2061 CR 225 3/11/2008 (La Plata County) 

Harris Ranch La Plata 
County 

East fork of Hermosa 
Creek drainage, San 
Juan National Forest 

3/30/10 (La Plata County) 

Kerr House  La Plata 
County 

8147 County Rd. 203, 
Durango vicinity 

3/11/1998 (State) 

La Boca Ranch La Plata 
County 

23808 St. Hwy 172 9/21/2006 (La Plata County) 

McDonald Ranch Barn Site La Plata 
County 

43195 US Hwy 160 E 6/27/2006 (La Plata County) 

Talus Village  La Plata 
County 

Durango vicinity 12/11/1996 (State) 

Ute Mountain Ute Mancos Canyon 
Archaeological District  

La Plata 
County  

Red Mesa  5/2/1972 (National) 

Zabel Canyon Indian Ruins / Spring 
Creek Archaeological District 

La Plata 
County 

San Juan National 
Forest near Bayfield 

5/21/1983 (National) 

Sources: Directory of Colorado State Register Properties, http://www.historycolorado.org/oahp/la-plata-county, accessed on June 21, 2012; La Plata County 
Historic Register, http://www.co.laplata.co.us/departments_elected_officials/planning/historic_preservation/lpc_historic_register, accessed September 18, 2012; 
and A Historic Resource Survey Of 100 Sites In La Plata County, Colorado, 2010, 
http://www.co.laplata.co.us/sites/default/files/departments/planning/historicpreservation/documents/HistoricResourceSurvey_FinalReport_Jan2010.pdf. 

5.1.3. Economic Assets 
Economic assets at risk may include major employers or primary economic sectors, such as retail trade or 
health care, whose losses or inoperability would have severe impacts on the community and its ability to 
recover from disaster. After a disaster, economic vitality is the engine that drives recovery. Every 
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community has a specific set of economic drivers, which are important to understand when planning 
ahead to reduce disaster impacts to the economy. When major employers are unable to return to normal 
operations, impacts ripple throughout the community. Table 5-6 lists major employers in La Plata County 
and their estimated number of employees.  This data, obtained from the La Plata County Economic 
Development Alliance, is current as of 2010 and therefore may not reflect current employee counts.   

Table 5-6:  Principal Employers in La Plata County (as of 2010) 

Employers Number of Employees 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe 1,500 
Mercy Medical Center 625 
Durango School District 9-R 544 
Fort Lewis College 535 
City of Durango 500 
Mercury Payment Systems 442 
La Plata County 412 
Wal-Mart 353 
Durango Mountain Resort 346 
San Juan Basin Health 91 

Source: La Plata County Economic Development Alliance, http://www.yeslpc.com/la-plata-economic-development-alliance-economic-facts-figures, accessed on 
June 21, 2012; email from San Juan Basin Health Dept.  Human Resources, September 28, 2012. 
 

Table 5-7 below, describes the labor force, employment and unemployment information for La Plata 
County from May 2012 data.  

Table 5-7:  Labor Force Statistics for La Plata County 
Area Civilian Labor Force Number Employed Number 

Unemployed 
Unemployment 

Rate 
La Plata County 232,432 211,015 21,417 9.2% 
Colorado 2,729,750 2,506,314 223,436 8.2% 

Source:  State of Colorado Department of Labor and Employment, 
http://www.colmigateway.com/analyzer/searchAnalyzer.asp?cat=HST_EMP_WAGE_LAB_FORCE&session=LABFORCE&subsession=99&time=&geo=&currsub
sessavail=&incsource=&blnStart=True,  accessed on June 21, 2012. 

5.2. Social Vulnerability 
Certain demographic and housing characteristics affect overall vulnerability to hazards. These 
characteristics, such as age, race/ethnicity, income levels, gender, building quality, and public 
infrastructure, all contribute to social vulnerability.  

A Social Vulnerability Index compiled by the Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute in the 
Department of Geography at the University of South Carolina measures the social vulnerability of U.S. 
counties to environmental hazards for the purpose of examining the differences in social vulnerability 
among counties. Based on national data sources, primarily the 2010 Census and 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey, it synthesizes 32 socioeconomic and built environment variables that research 
literature suggests contribute to reduction in a community’s ability to prepare for, respond to, and recover 
from hazards. Nine composite factors were identified that differentiate counties according to their relative 
level of social vulnerability: socioeconomic status, elderly and children, rural agriculture, housing density, 
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black female-headed households, gender, service industry employment, unemployed Native Americans, 
and infrastructure employment.  Figure 5-1 below, illustrates Colorado counties compared to the national 
average.  

Figure 5-1:  Social Vulnerability to Environmental Hazards by County Compared with the Nation 

 
Source: The Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute, http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/products/sovi.aspx, accessed on June 25, 2012. 

Compared to other counties in the nation and in Colorado, La Plata County’s social vulnerability is low, 
meaning that compared to other counties, La Plata County is considered to be less socially vulnerable 
than most, or within the 20 percent least vulnerable. One characteristic of social vulnerability is 
differential access to resources and greater susceptibility to hazards. All factors considered here are 
related to this characteristic. Figure 5-1 displays these variables and compares them to the same variables 
for Colorado and the United States. These factors of social vulnerability hold many implications for 
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disaster response and recovery and are important considerations when identifying and prioritizing 
mitigation actions and overall goals of the HMP. 

5.3. Land Use and Development Trends 
This section provides a general description of land uses and development trends within La Plata County 
and includes data on growth in population and housing units.  The County is currently in the process of 
updating its Comprehensive Plan. The following summary of existing development patterns was included 
in the 2011 Draft La Plata County Comprehensive Plan. 

One way to profile rural settlement patterns in La Plata County is to view development patterns in La 
Plata County through a four‐part typology:  

• Development on agricultural lands: Beginning in the early 1980's, expenses outstripped 
gross income in La Plata County agriculture, resulting in a general trend towards negative 
net‐ income for the agricultural sector. Adding to the equation is the pressure put on 
agricultural lands by the rapid expansion of rural residential development and property 
values that are escalating far beyond the agricultural worth of the land.  

• Mountain Development: Mountain development is primarily associated with condominium 
developments in and near the Durango Mountain Resort and Ski Area and assorted small 
destination resorts and retreats scattered throughout the San Juan Range and associated with 
Hesperus and Vallecito Reservoir. The major constraints to development are slope, water 
availability and infrastructure costs.  

• Development in the Municipal Peripheries: Growth proposals in any direction of the 
municipalities are controversial particularly in terms of traffic, and the “rural character” 
that has prompted so many to settle out of Town in the past few decades. Major issues for 
development in the Municipal Peripheries include connections to roadways and traffic 
patterns and the relationship between annexation and infrastructure costs. 

• Arid Land: Development in areas with critical water issues including agricultural land on the 
plateaus in the southern third of the County, the small agricultural towns along State 
highway 140 and in‐holdings on Tribal lands. 

Figure 5-2, illustrates development trends in the County from the early 1900s through 2008.  
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Figure 5-2:  La Plata County Development Trends 

 
Source: 2011 Draft La Plata County Comprehensive Plan 

 

Table 5-8, Table 5-9, and Table 5-10 provide information on growth in population and housing units for 
La Plata County and its municipalities. Table 5-11 provides population projections for La Plata County in 
five-year increments to the year 2040. 
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Table 5-8:  Population Growth in La Plata County, 2000-2010 

Jurisdiction 2000 2010 Percent Change (%) 
City of Durango 13,922 16,887 21.3% 
Town of Bayfield 1,549 2,333 50.6% 
Town of Ignacio 669 697 4.2% 
La Plata County 43,941 51,334  16.8% 

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demography Section, http://dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/2010censusdata.html 

Table 5-9:  Growth in Housing Units in La Plata County, 2000-2010 
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 Percent Change (%) 
City of Durango 5,819 7,851 34.9% 
Town of Bayfield 597 966 61.8% 
Town of Ignacio 303 307 1.3% 
La Plata County 20,765  25,860 24.5% 

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demography Section, http://dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/2010censusdata.html 

Table 5-10:  Population and Housing Unit Density in La Plata County, 2000-2010 

Jurisdiction 
Area in Square 

Miles 

2000 
Population 

Density* 
(per sq. mile) 

2010 
Population 

Density* 
(per sq. mile) 

2000 
Housing Unit 

Density* 
(per sq. mile) 

2010 
Housing Unit 

Density* 
(per sq. mile) 

City of Durango 9.85 1,413 1,714 591 797 
Town of Bayfield 1.4 1,106 1,666 426 690 
Town of Ignacio 0.4 1,672 1,742 758 768 
La Plata County 1,699.5 25.8 30.2 12 15 

*Densities rounded to the nearest integer. Sources: Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demography Section, 
http://dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/2010censusdata.html 

Table 5-11:  Population Projections for La Plata County, 2010-2040 
  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
Population 51,531 57,901 65,698 72,961 79,762 86,110 91,887 
Percent Change (%) - 2.4% 2.6% 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 1.3% 

Source: Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demography Section, www.dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/, June 2011. 

As indicated in the tables above, population growth rates from 2000 to 2010 in the Town of Bayfield and 
City of Durango were significantly greater than within unincorporated La Plata County. However, the 
population densities within the municipal jurisdictions are considerably greater than the density in La 
Plata County, which is estimated to be 15 persons per square mile. It can be generally stated that should 
major natural hazards hit the area, the impacted population would typically be greater in Durango, 
Bayfield and Ignacio than unincorporated La Plata County.  The State Demographers Office projects that 
the La Plata County population will rise to nearly 92,000 by the year 2040. 
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5.4. Capability Summary  
A community’s regulatory, administrative and technical, and financial capabilities are directly related to 
the ability of that community to mitigate natural hazards prior to a major event taking place. For instance, 
a county with a full professional staff of geologic engineers will be well-equipped to provide protection 
and advice for landslide-prone properties. Conversely, for example, a municipality or fire protection 
district without enforceable WUI building and wildfire protection codes may not have the leverage 
necessary to protect lives and properties during a major wildfire event.  

All La Plata County jurisdictions face fiscal limitations that make the expansion of administrative or 
financial capabilities for hazard mitigation unlikely. However, incorporation of expanded hazard 
mitigation measures into existing or new regulatory tools may occur in conjunction with periodic reviews 
and/or regularly-scheduled updates of existing plans, codes, ordinances, and programs. Additionally, there 
are ample opportunities for the jurisdictions to expand their mitigation outreach and partnerships. The 
CWPP process has been particularly successful in engaging individual HOAs and subdivisions in hazard 
mitigation planning; these planning efforts can be expanded in additional residential area throughout the 
county.  

Following is a list of La Plata County’s capabilities that foster hazard mitigation in one way or another.  

5.4.1. Regulatory Mitigation Capabilities  

Table 5-12:  Regulatory Mitigation Capabilities 

Capability La Plata 
County 

City of 
Durango 

Town of 
Bayfield 

Town of 
Ignacio 

Master or Comprehensive Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Emergency Operations Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Economic Development Plan Yes Yes No No 
Capital Improvements Plan No Yes No No 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan Yes No No No 
2003 International Fire Code Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Building Code  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Building Code Year 2008 2007 2003 2011 
Floodplain Ordinance/Regulation Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Zoning Ordinance/Regulation Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Subdivision Ordinance/Regulation Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Stormwater Ordinance/Regulation Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Growth Management Ordinance/Regulation No No No No 
Site Plan Review Requirements Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Erosion/Sediment Control Program Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Minimum Maintenance Ordinance/Regulation N/A N/A N/A Yes 
Stormwater Management Program Yes Yes Yes Yes 
National Flood Insurance Program Participant  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Community Rating System Participant No Yes N/A Yes 
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Several policies and procedures from La Plata County’s existing regulations, plans, and studies are related 
to natural hazard mitigation. One of the most critical natural hazard mitigation tools available to the 
County and its incorporated cities and towns is their current (and future) land use plans.  

Complementing the future land use plan is the County’s proposed Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) 
program, which has proven to be another effective mitigation planning tool in other communities. The 
proposed TDR program would allow the transfer of development credits from areas such as those 
designated Resource Conservation/Development (RC/D), which are areas of high sensitivity to 
development such as critical wildlife habitat, riparian areas, major drainageways, floodplains/wetlands, 
and slopes 30 percent or greater. The proposed TDR program to allow density credits within the RC/D 
area to be transferred at one dwelling unit per ten acres to other areas outside of a RC/D area that are 
more suitable for development. The proposed TDR program could help to steer development away from 
rural areas that are more susceptible to risks from natural hazards, such as land within the wildland-urban 
interface. 

The County’s district plans and land use code also mitigate hazards related to geology and floods. For 
instance, regulations restrict new development in geologic hazard areas and require site‐specific geologic 
studies and slope surveys to avoid these areas. Many of the County’s district plans also discourage 
development in floodplains and the land use code requires specific construction techniques for 
construction in the floodplain.  

Table 5-13:  La Plata County Land Use Regulations related to Natural Hazard Mitigation  

La Plata County Code of Ordinances 
Sec. 34-36. - Chapter 1 of the International Fire Code, 2003 edition 
This section establishes fire code standards within the County. The County’s Code also includes additions and amendments to the 
International Fire Code. 
Sec. 78-71. Flood Hazard Reduction 
In all areas of special flood hazards, the following provisions are required. In determining compliance with this section, available base flood 
elevation data shall be utilized.  
 
• Anchoring.  Ex.: All new construction and substantial improvements shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse or lateral 

movement of the structure and to withstand hydrodynamic loads.  
• Construction materials and methods. Ex.: All new construction and/or substantial improvements shall be constructed with materials 

and utility equipment resistant to flood damage.  
• Utilities. Ex.: All new and replacement water supply systems shall be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of floodwaters into 

the system.  
• Subdivision and other development proposals. Ex.: All subdivision proposals shall be consistent with the need to minimize flood 

damage. All subdivision proposals shall have public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical and water systems located and 
constructed to minimize flood damage.  All subdivision proposals shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to flood 
damage. Base flood elevation data shall be provided for all subdivision or other development proposals which contain at least 50 lots 
or five acres, whichever is less. No building sites shall be approved in any determined floodway area. Any contemplated floodplain 
encroachment or channeling shall be thoroughly analyzed and its effect on stream flow determined before it is undertaken. No 
encroachment of a floodway area shall be allowed which would result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of a base 
flood.  

Sec. 82-142: Geologic Hazard 
The standards in this section apply to development in areas of geologic hazards. Development within hazardous areas of properties is 
allowed only where a registered, professional engineer has investigated the hazard and has certified that the design of the development will 
minimize the risk of structural failure and/or potential risk to roads, lots and other development. Further, avoidance of hazardous areas is  
encouraged and all new developments are encouraged to avoid areas prone to hazards, and to seek alternative safe areas within the 
property.  
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Sec. 82-143. - Flood 
The standards in this section apply to development in channels and floodplains. Development is prohibited in channels and construction of 
buildings within the floodway of a river or stream is prohibited…Flood standards also require that all development within the floodplain meet 
the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program. 
Sec. 82-196. - Analysis required 
An analysis of a proposed development may be required if the proposed development may pose a threat to the health, safety and welfare of 
citizens of the county because of potential natural or manmade hazards including, but not limited to: flood, avalanche, landslide, earthquake, 
slope movement, severe soil limitations and mine subsidence.  
Sec. 102-105. - Lot design specifications. 
In reference to lot size, each lot not served by both common water and sewer shall have included within its boundaries at least one 
contiguous area a minimum of 15,000 square feet in size. Buildable area is defined as area free of the following: severe soil limitations, 
slope over 30 percent, avalanche hazard, mine subsidence hazard, slope movement, stream or river channels, and road easements. 
(Additionally, lot design specifications include a 50-foot setback for streams.) 
Sec. 106-131. – River Corridor District  
The purpose of this river corridor district is to provide a safety net for flood damage, protect river water quality with a filtering vegetative strip, 
protect the riparian habitat, provide a corridor for wildlife, and promote a scenic corridor in the valley….The river corridor district is defined 
on the east side by the 100-year floodplain boundary, and on the west side by a 500-foot width from the river bank or the 100-year 
floodplain limit, whichever is closer to the river. Uses permitted within the river corridor district range from very low density residential and 
agricultural to offices and tourist-oriented recreational businesses…The reasons for creating this linear district include reducing the private 
and public cost, property damage and safety threat of flooding by limiting the intensity and proximity of development near the river as well as 
protecting the unique riparian areas along the Animas River to better assure river bank stabilization. 

Table 5-14:  La Plata County Land Use Policy Guidelines related to Natural Hazard Mitigation 

La Plata County Strategic Plan: Compass 
Core Strategy: Healthy Natural Environment 
A core strategy of this plan is for the County to support the protection and enhancement of healthy natural environments on a local, regional 
and global scale. A related objective is “Informed, educated citizens who understand local issues such as living with wildlife and natural 
hazards such as wildfire and floods.” 

La Plata County Comprehensive Plan (2001) 
Land Use Goals and Action Items 
Goal 3.5: To encourage growth hubs in the County that would provide opportunities for higher-density commercial and residential 
development, and employment centers. 
 
Goal 3.8: To encourage the preservation of contiguous open lands in La Plata County. 
 
AI3.5: Create a menu of flexible design options, buffering criteria, and setbacks that can be applied under varying circumstances to help 
protect rural character. This could be undertaken as part of a comprehensive cluster design guide. 
 
AI3.11: Reevaluate each district land use plan on a regular basis to ensure that each plan is effective at appropriately directing growth in the 
County. 
 
AI3.12: Undertake a comprehensive revision of the Land Use Code. 
 
AI3.13: Evaluate growth management programs used in other areas. In particular, undertake an analysis of transferable development rights 
for use in La Plata County. 
 
Environmental Resources Goals and Action Items 
Goal 6.1: To Maintain or Improve the Quality of La Plata County’s Environmental Resources including Water, Air, Visual Resources, open 
lands, forests, Wildlife Habitat, Riparian Areas, and Wetlands. 

AI6.8: Provide technical assistance to organizations and/or entities attempting to establish a County open space acquisition program. 
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AI6.9: Develop a County voluntary open space plan as an element of the County comprehensive plan. 

AI6.10: Fully evaluate merits of a purchase and transfer of development rights programs. 

Public Safety Goals and Action Items 
Goal 8.1: To ensure that, as the County grows, emergency preparedness planning and the provision of emergency services continues to 
meet the growing demands of residents and visitors. 

AI8.3: Continue to coordinate with public safety and emergency service providers to ensure adequacy of development standards and review 
process. 

AI8.4: Determine whether wildfire hazard mitigation standards should become further integrated into the development review process. 

AI8.5: Request completion of FEMA flood plain mapping throughout County. 

La Plata County  District Land Use Plans 
Several of the County’s Land Use District Plans designate critical lands as described here: 
 
Critical Lands: This classification is an overlay category which identifies areas that possess significant constraints to development. This 
category encompasses lands with slopes over 30%, lands possessing landslides and unstable slope hazards, lands within 100 year flood 
plains, and wetlands. The base density for lands in this category is 1 unit per 35 acres. If Critical Lands within a proposed development are 
protected and permanent development exclusions or dedicated open space, such as conservation easements, are established, a density 
bonus may be granted to transfer development to more suitable portions of a project. Such density bonuses should not exceed 1 unit per 
17.5 acres of critical lands; e.g., if Critical Lands are protected, allowable densities are 1 unit per 17.5 acres versus 1 unit per 35 acres if 
Critical Lands are developed. 

 

Table 5-15:  City of Durango Policy Guidelines & Regulations related to Natural Hazard Mitigation 

City of Durango Comprehensive Plan 2007 
Natural Environment Element 
Objective 3.2: Protect people, property and water quality by limiting inappropriate development in floodplains and wetlands. 

Policy 3.2.1: Maintain up-to-date GIS records of available floodplain, wetland and critical riparian habitat data to implement the 
City's floodplain and riparian regulations. 

Policy 3.2.2: Minimize grading and construction activities within the Animas River floodplain. Permit development within tributary 
floodplains when consistent with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) guidelines, City floodplain requirements and 
City stormwater management standards. Durango is surrounded by significant public land holdings controlled by federal, state 
and local governments. This objective assumes that these public lands will be combined with private land holdings. 

Policy 3.2.3: Limit development in the floodway to bridge crossings, utilities, trails and river access improvements. Low intensity 
recreational uses may be authorized by the City for development in the floodplains. 

Policy 3.2.4: Minimize erosion and sedimentation of the river from land use and development along the river. 

Objective 3.3: Minimize loss of life or property to natural hazards such as wildfires and geologic hazards. 

Policy 3.3.1: Limit development in or near identified natural hazard areas, unless mitigating measures are undertaken to 
minimize the risk of injury to persons and loss of property. 

Policy 3.3.2: Enforce building safety codes to ensure that development can reasonably withstand impacts from natural 
occurrences such as heavy snowfall. 

Policy 3.3.3: Work with La Plata County to develop methane seep setback and avoidance strategies to protect people and 
development from methane seep dangers. 

Policy 3.3.4: Ensure that safe and adequate access is provided to wildfire-prone properties prior to development approvals. 
Require defensible site designs that minimize the risks to life and property development in these areas. 
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City of Durango Code 
Sec. 10-8. - Floodplain Standards and Procedures  
The flood hazard areas of the city are subject to periodic inundation, which results in loss of life and property, health and safety hazards, 
disruption of commerce and governmental services, extraordinary public expenditures for flood protection and relief, and impairment of the 
tax base, all of which adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare. These flood losses are caused by the cumulative effect 
of obstructions in areas of special flood hazards, which increase flood heights and velocities, and when inadequately anchored, damage 
uses in other areas. Uses that are inadequately flood-proofed, elevated or otherwise protected from flood damage also contribute to flood 
loss.  

10-8-3 Statement of purpose. It is the purpose of this section to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to minimize 
public and private losses due to flood conditions to specific areas by provisions designed:  

(a) To protect human life and health; 
(b) To minimize expenditure of public money for costly flood control projects; 
(c) To minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding and generally undertaken at the expense of the 

general public;  
(d) To minimize prolonged business interruptions; 
(e) To minimize damage to public facilities and utilities such as water and gas mains, electric, telephone, and sewer lines, streets 

and bridges located in areas of special flood hazard;  
(f) To help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the sound use and development of areas of special flood hazard so as to 

minimize future blight areas;  
(g) To ensure that potential buyers are notified that property is in an area of special flood hazard; and 
(h) To ensure that those who occupy the areas of special flood hazard assume responsibility for their actions. 

 
10-8-6 General provisions and standards for flood hazard reduction. In all areas of special flood hazard, the following standards shall be 
required:  

• Anchoring: Ex.: All new construction and substantial improvements shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse or lateral 
movement of the structure and to withstand hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads.  

• Construction materials and methods: Ex.: All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed with materials 
and utility equipment recognized as resistant to flood damage.  

• Utilities: Ex.: All new and replacement water supply systems shall be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood-waters 
into the system. New and replacement sanitary sewage systems shall be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood 
waters into the systems and discharge from the systems into flood waters. On-site waste disposal systems shall be located to 
avoid impairment to them or contamination from them during flooding. 

• Development and subdivision proposals: Ex.: All proposals shall be consistent with the need to minimize flood damage. All 
proposals shall have public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical and water systems located and constructed to 
minimize flood damage. All proposals shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to flood damage. Base flood 
elevation data shall be provided for subdivision proposals and other proposed development which contain at least fifty (50) lots or 
five (5) acres, whichever is less.  

10-8-7 Specific standards for flood hazard reduction. Ex.: Residential construction. New construction and substantial improvement of any 
residential structure shall have the lowest floor, including basement, elevated a minimum of one (1) foot above base flood elevation.  

10-8-8 Floodways. Floodways are areas located within areas of special flood hazard as established under section [10-8-4(b)]. Since the 
floodway is an extremely hazardous area due to the velocity of flood waters which carry debris, potential projectiles, and erosion potential, 
the following provisions apply:  

(a) Encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements and other development shall be prohibited unless 
certification by a state-registered professional engineer or architect is provided demonstrating that encroachments shall not result 
in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood discharge.  

(b) If subsection (a) above is satisfied, all new construction and substantial improvements shall comply with all applicable flood 
hazard reduction provisions of this article.  

Sec. 10-9. - Geologic and wildlife hazard standards and procedures. 
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10-9-1 Purpose and scope. This section shall apply to all lands within any area identified as a geologic and/or wildfire hazard area or which 
may be considered a hazard area on the basis of on-site evidence or other information. The intent of this regulation is to:  

(a) Guide development and land use within these areas. 
(b) Protect the public from avoidable financial expenditures for hazard control projects, hazard relief measures and damages to 

public utilities, streets and bridges.  
(c) Protect people and property to minimize damage from possible hazards. 
(d) Provide notification to people purchasing lands unsuitable for development. 
 

10-9-5 Development guidelines.  

(a) This section is not intended to categorically preempt all future development. 
(b) The mitigation shall be proportionate to the severity and frequency of the hazard. 
(c) Mitigation techniques shall be consistent with the purposes of this Code. Examples of mitigation techniques which may be 

acceptable are:  
(1) Retaining walls, fill, rock bolting, pilings. 
(2) Diversion, channeling, damming, barriers. 
(3) Excavation of unstable areas, bridging of weak zones, proper distribution of loading. 
(4) Improvement of surface and subsurface drainage. 
(5) Fuel breaks, fire lanes, thinning or grouping of combustible materials. 
(6) Planting of slow-burning vegetation areas/buffers. 

10-10-3 Post-construction stormwater management. The intent of this section is to enhance the quality of water in the city's drainage ways 
and subsequent receiving waters by establishing requirements for stormwater quantity and quality, control new development and 
redevelopment, to prevent impacts on the city's storm sewer system and receiving waters from runoff leaving new development and 
redevelopment within the city in order to promote the safety, public health, convenience and general welfare of the city. Any person who 
undertakes or causes to be undertaken any activity which involves disturbance of the land's surface shall ensure that soil erosion, 
sedimentation, increased pollutant loads and changed water flow characteristics resulting from the activity are controlled so as to minimize 
pollution of receiving waters. The requirements of this section are minimum standards and a person's compliance with the same shall not 
relieve such person from the duty of enacting all measures necessary to minimize pollution of receiving waters. Examples of requirements 
include the following:  

• New development and redevelopment stormwater quality requirements. New development and redevelopment projects that 
disturb at least one (1) acre of land, including projects less than one (1) acre that are part of a larger common plan of 
development or sale, or are within the riverfront corridor overlay zone must address stormwater runoff quantity and quality 
through the use of nonstructural and structural BMPs.  

10-10-11 Flood hazard report. This report shall consist of a site plan showing the use and development of the site, identifying the flood 
areas, and a narrative discussing the effects of the flood areas on the site and describing measures to be taken to mitigate these effects. 
This report must be prepared, signed, and sealed by a professional engineer or hydrologist of Colorado.  

10-10-15 Wildlife report. This report shall consist of narrative and maps necessary to identify wildlife habitat areas and migration corridors; 
describe proposed mitigation measures for the protection of wildlife, their habitats and migration corridors. This report shall be prepared with 
the consultation of the Colorado Division of Wildlife personnel, its resources, and include any division recommendations.  

 

Table 5-16:  Town of Bayfield Regulations related to Natural Hazard Mitigation 

Town of Bayfield Land Use Code 
8-28. No Build-No Service Development Limit @ 7260 ft. elevation 
No development will be permitted above the elevation of 7260 ft. in the Town of Bayfield unless a waiver is granted by the Bayfield Town 
Board. This requirement is necessary in order to assure adequate water pressure for domestic and fire fighting purposes. In the event a 
request is made to develop above this elevation, an application for a waiver to this requirement shall be requested by the applicant. A 
completed letter of request for waiver shall be submitted with the following information to the Town of Bayfield: 
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1. A topographic map showing the proposed site. 

2. The % of grade of the proposed site. 

3. A plan for a cistern for emergency water supply. 

4. A plan which designs a sprinkler system for any inhabited structure. 

5. An access road design, indicating road width, road base, road surface, and percent of grade needed to access the proposed site. 
Generally, asphalt paving will be a requirement for any road access. 

6. A road cut plan, which addresses mitigation techniques. 

7. Plans for water and sewer service to the proposed site, including expected water pressure at the site after construction 

8. Building materials proposed to be used in construction 

9. A Fire Mitigation Plan for the site which includes appropriate defensible space around any proposed structures 

10. A site plan for the proposed use 

11. Design Plans for any structures proposed which demonstrate height and which indicate no ridge line penetration of any part of the 
proposed structure. 

12. A Plan which provides for minimal disturbance of existing vegetation and incorporates native vegetation into the site design, maintains 
the natural environment, and preserves wildlife habitat and migration corridors. 

13.   Any other submission item deemed necessary by the Land Use Administrator.  

6-10 Flood Damage Prevention 
(3) Statement of purpose. 

It is the purpose of this article to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to minimize public and private losses due to 
flood conditions in specific areas by provisions designed: 

(a) To protect human life and health; 

(b) To minimize expenditures of public money for costly flood control projects; 

(c) To minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding and generally undertaken at the expense of the general 
public; 

(d) To minimize prolonged business interruptions; 

(e) To minimize damage to public facilities and utilities such as water and gas mains, electric, telephone and sewer lines, streets and 
bridges located in areas of special flood hazard; 

(f) To help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the second use and development of areas of special flood hazard so as to minimize 
future flood blight areas; 

(g) To ensure that potential buyers are notified that property is in an area of special flood hazard; and 

(h) To ensure that those who occupy the areas of special flood hazard assume responsibility for their actions. 

[…] 

(6) Lands to which this article applies. 

This article shall apply to all areas of special flood hazards within the jurisdiction of the Town of Bayfield, Colorado. 

[…] 

(17) General standards. 

In all areas of special flood hazards the following standards are required: 

(a) Anchoring: 

(1) All new construction and substantial improvements shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse or lateral movement of the structure 
and to withstand hydrodynamic loads. 
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(2) All manufactured homes shall be anchored to resist flotation, collapse, or lateral movement by providing over-the-top and frame ties to 
ground anchors. 

[…] 

(e) Standards for areas of shallow flooding (AO/AH Zones): 

[…] 

1. All new construction and substantial improvements of residential structures have the lowest floor (including basement) elevated above the 
highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number specified in feet on the community's FIRM (at least two feet if no depth number 
is specified). 

2. All new construction and substantial improvements of non-residential structures; 

a) have the lowest floor (including basement) elevated above the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number specified in 
feet on the community's FIRM (at least two feet if no depth number is specified), or; 

b) together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities be designed so that below the base flood level the structure is watertight with walls 
substantially impermeable to the passage of water and with structural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and 
hydrodynamic loads of effects of buoyancy. 

[…] 

(18) Specific standards. 

In all areas of special flood hazards where base flood elevation data has been provided as set forth in section 7 the following provisions are 
required: 

(a) Residential construction: New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure shall have the lowest floor, including 
basement, elevated to or above base flood elevation. 

(b) Nonresidential construction: Provide that where a nonresidential structure is intended to be made watertight below the base flood level: 

(1) A registered professional engineer or architect shall develop and/or review structural design, specifications, and plans for the 
construction, and shall certify that the design and methods of construction are in accordance with accepted standards of practice for 
meeting the applicable provisions of this section; and 

(2) A record of such certificates which includes the specific elevation (in relation to mean sea level) to which such structures are 
floodproofed shall be maintained with the official designated by the community under section 8. 

[…] 

(19) Floodways. 

Located within areas of special flood hazard established in section 10-53 are areas designated as floodways. Since the floodway is an 
extremely hazardous area due to velocity of floodwaters which carry debris, potential projectiles, and erosion potential, the following 
provisions apply: 

(1) Prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements, and other development unless certification by a 
registered professional engineer or architect is provided demonstrating that encroachments shall not result in any increase in flood levels 
during the occurrence of the base flood discharge. 

 

Table 5-17:  Town of Ignacio Regulations related to Natural Hazard Mitigation 

Town of Igancio Municipal Code 
2-7 Subdivision Procedures 
Plat [shall] include designation of any area subject to flooding and adequate easements for flood control. 
2-10 General Design Considerations 
2-10-2 No land shall be subdivided in areas where soil, subsoil, or flooding conditions are potential dangers to health or safety. 
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5.4.2. Administrative and Technical Capabilities  

Table 5-18:  Administrative and Technical Capabilities 
Administrative/ Technical Resources La Plata County City of Durango Town of Bayfield Town of Ignacio 
Planner/ Engineer with knowledge of land 
development practices 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Engineer/ Professional trained in construction 
practices related to buildings/ infrastructure 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Planner/ Engineer/ Scientists with understanding 
of natural hazards 

Yes Yes No No 

GIS capabilities Yes Yes No Yes 
Full-time building official Yes Yes No Yes (contract) 
Floodplain administrator Yes No No Yes 
Emergency manager Yes Yes No Yes 
Grant writer Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Warning Systems/ Services Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 

5.4.3. Fiscal Mitigation Capabilities 

Table 5-19:  Fiscal Mitigation Capabilities 

Financial Resources 
La Plata 
County 

City of 
Durango 

Town of 
Bayfield 

Town of 
Ignacio 

Community Development Block Grants Yes Yes Yes No 
Capital improvements project funding Yes Yes Yes No 
Authority to levy taxes for specific purposes Yes N/A N/A Yes 
Fees for water, sewer, gas, or electric services No Yes Yes Yes (except 

electric) 
Impact fees for new development Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Incur debt through general obligation bonds N/A N/A N/A Yes 
Incur debt through special tax bonds N/A N/A N/A Yes 

5.4.4. Mitigation Outreach and Partnerships 
La Plata County and local jurisdictions are currently providing several public programs and plans aimed 
at natural hazard mitigation and risk reduction. Plan/programs include the following: 

La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2006:  The Community Wildfire Protection Plan 
lays out an ambitious program for: reducing structural ignitability; increasing community safety; 
continuing successful education and community mobilization endeavors; reducing risk in the WUI; 
accomplishing important federal lands fuels treatments; and continually enhancing partnerships between 
federal and state agencies and among community organizations and local governments.  

Deer Valley Estates Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2009: The plan for this hazardous fuels 
reduction project describes fuel mitigation management and fire management objectives and 
implementation steps for the Deer Valley Estates community, located approximately six miles northeast 
of Bayfield. The 360-acre community has 53 residences and 84 total lots. To date, with the assistance of 
various grants, Property Owners’ Association and individual owner cooperative efforts, nearly half of the 

 

     5-21       



 

proposed mitigation has been accomplished and grant funding has been identified to complete the 
remainder. The Development has leveraged the benefits of having developed the first CWPP in La Plata 
County. 

Durango West Metropolitan District #1 Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2009: Durango West One 
is home to approximately 650 residents and is located approximately eight miles west of the city limits of 
Durango on the south side of US Highway 160. The 55-acre subdivision is essentially built-out with 256 
homes on small lots; some older mobile and modular homes now being replaced with “stick-built” homes. 
The plan calls for several fuel mitigation strategies: 1) proceed with fuels mitigation on the common 
property (20% of the land base of the subdivision) by removing ladder fuels, reducing built-up litter and 
thinning overstocked clumps of trees; 2) demonstrate the types of fuels mitigation needed to the residents 
and surrounding landowners; and 3) provide cost-sharing and grant opportunities to the residents and 
other landowners. 

Durango West Metropolitan District #2 Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011: The Durango West 
Two subdivision is home to approximately 1,500 residents and dates to 1977. It is approximately eight 
miles west of the Durango city limits on the north side of US Highway 160. The 260-acre subdivision has 
357 homes, the majority being single-family residences with 25 condominium units in the southeast 
portion of the subdivision. The subdivision is essentially built-out, with only three lots not built on.  
Durango West Two has 30 percent of the land base of the subdivision in common space owned by the 
Metro District. High priority Metro District wildfire mitigation measures and treatments include forest 
thinning, removing ladder fuels, and reducing continuity of surface fuels; pruning and mowing along 
rights-of-way and common space areas; assisting homeowners in establishing a community forestry or 
Firewise  Committee; and developing a subdivision emergency notification and evacuation plan. 

Falls Creek Ranch Homeowners Association Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011:  Falls Creek 
Ranch is located approximately ten miles northwest of Durango at the end of County Road 205. The 
community covers 940 acres with 100 one-acre lots zoned for single, stand-alone houses; the remaining 
840 acres is common property. As of 2011, 89 of the 100 building sites had been developed. 
Approximately 65 percent of the homes are occupied year-round, by approximately 150 residents. 
Proposed mitigation projects include: vegetation management along Falls Creek Main, the primary exit 
for Falls Creek Ranch and other nearby residents; hazardous fuels reduction on adjacent San Juan 
National Forest land; upgrades to 6.8 miles of designated subdivision roads; a fire hydrant needs 
assessment; a prescribed burn for 150 acres near the community lake; vegetation management; fuel break 
maintenance; expansion of prior mitigation treatment areas and beginning new areas; and phased forest 
thinning. 

Edgemont Highlands Community Wildfire Protection Plan, draft 2012: Edgemont Highlands, located 
approximately five miles northeast of Durango on the north side of County Road 240, is a 240-acre 
subdivision with 248 single-family home lots plus four areas containing 41 patio homes and a community 
lodge. There are 84 acres of open space in communal ownership. As of July 2012, 150 residences are 
occupied or under construction. Specific activity recommendations and priorities include: assisting 
homeowners with individual defensible space creation and fuel mitigation; managing common space as 
shaded fuelbreaks and removing ladder fuels; developing a subdivision emergency notification and 
evacuation plan; and cooperating with School District 9R to develop management plan for the 17-acre 
block within the subdivision.  

Forest Lakes Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2011: The plan describes a range of mitigation 
projects for Forest Lakes, the largest subdivision in southwestern Colorado. The community is home to 
approximately 1,800 residents and is located approximately eight miles north of Bayfield, covering 1,865 
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acres with 1,600 parcels and 764 structures. The community has been identified as a high-level risk for 
wildfire due to its steep southern facing hillside, dense and overgrown forest, common lightning strikes, 
numerous homes with wood exteriors and shake shingle roofs, and the single ingress/egress access for the 
subdivision. The highest priority mitigation projects include evacuation measures such as: reducing fuels; 
creating evacuation scenarios for residents; identifying, securing, and developing additional ingress and 
egress options for the subdivision; creating a Safe Zone around Lake Simpatico; and organizing and 
implementing an “Evacuation Route Fuels Mitigation Project” to selectively thin vegetation 100 feet from 
each side of all evacuation route roads. 

Heartwood Estates Community Wildfire Protection Plan, draft 2011: The plan describes fuel mitigation 
and fire management objectives and implementation steps for the Heartwood Estates community, a 28-
structure community located on 65 acres approximately three miles northwest of Bayfield. Examples of 
fuel mitigation management objectives includes providing defensible space around all vital infrastructure 
(i.e. power, water, and communications) and mitigating adequate width of all roads up to 100 ft. for safe 
ingress and egress.  

Los Ranchitos Estates Community Wildfire Protection, 2012: The plan describes fire management 
objectives and implementation steps for the Los Ranchitos Estates community, located approximately 11 
miles northwest of Bayfield. The 250-acre subdivision has 55 lots and 44 residences. The collaboratively-
developed Desired Future Condition for Los Ranchitos Estates includes homes less vulnerable to wildfire 
by the use of fire-resistant construction methods and FireWise landscaping. The plan calls for fuels within 
100 feet of residences to be maintained at levels which would support only low intensity surface fires, 
while fuels in the remainder of the landscape in the subdivision would support low to moderate intensity 
wildfire. 

Pine River Ranches Community Wildfire Protection, 2012: The plan describes fuel mitigation projects 
and implementation steps for the Pine River Ranches community, located approximately five miles north 
of Bayfield. The 290-acre subdivision, located five miles north of Bayfield, has 95 lots and 71 residences. 
The plan recommends: assisting homeowners with individual defensible space creation and fuel 
mitigation, developing a Firewise team, clearing/burning grassy areas around the common space, 
removing fuels along all rights-of-way, developing a subdivision emergency notification and evacuation 
plan, and thinning and developing new shaded fuelbreaks along the subdivision boundaries and on 
neighboring public lands.  

Timberdale Ranch Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 2012: The plan describes fuel mitigation and 
fire management objectives and implementation steps for the Timberdale Ranch community, located 
approximately six miles northwest of Bayfield. Timberdale Ranch is a 585-acre subdivision with 80 lots 
owned by individuals and eight lots owned by Skystone Owners Association and Subdivision residents; 
there are 68 residences plus a caretaker structure. Plan objectives include using fire when possible and 
manageable to reduce fuel loading caused by previous and current management activities, diminishing 
downed and standing dead fuel cover by 75 percent, reducing undesirable shrubs (Gambel oak, piñon, and 
juniper) by 75 percent and mitigating fuel ladders through mechanical removal of shrubs and other 
competing vegetation layers.  

 ‘Tween Lakes Estates Community Wildfire Protection, 2012: The plan recommends a range of 
hazardous fuels reduction projects and implementation steps for the ‘Tween Lakes Estates community, 
located approximately nine miles north/northwest of Bayfield. The 353-acre subdivision has 59 
residences and 97 total lots. The plan recommends: assisting homeowners with individual defensible 
space creation and fuel mitigation, removing fuels along all rights-of-way, familiarizing residents with 
evacuation routes and protocols, working with owners of vacant lots to initiate fuels treatments and 
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maintenance, developing relationships with adjoining landowners to help create and maintain a network 
of fuelbreaks, widening cul-d-sacs to maximum diameter allowed, developing a subdivision emergency 
notification and evacuation plan, obtaining at least one cistern for water support for engines in the 
northern part of the subdivision, and thinning shaded fuelbreaks along the subdivision boundaries. 

Animas River Watershed Based Plan, 2011: This plan is a product of a three year planning process 
during which stakeholders joined forces to develop a watershed-based plan to addresses water quality 
problems in a holistic manner. Protecting and restoring naturally functioning floodplains within the 
watershed is one of the plan’s key goals and a number of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are 
contained in the plan. 

Draft Durango Animas River Corridor Management Plan, 2012: This plan is a management framework 
to help ensure protection of the river as a valuable natural and community resource and provide 
management objectives for its recreational use. The project planning area includes an approximate 0.25-
mile wide corridor along the 16.27-mile stretch of the Animas River within the Durango vicinity from the 
Glider Park in the north to Basin Creek in the south. Specifically, the plan recommends that all project 
planning and development projects that occur in or adjacent to riparian areas consider impacts to the 
floodplain. All proposed projects should consider how the project would impact natural floodplain 
functions, i.e., no rise in floodplain elevation, protect and plant native vegetation, protect and enhance 
wildlife habitat. 
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 6.0   Mitigation Strategy 
 

This chapter describes the mitigation strategy developed by the planning workshop participants based on 
the risk assessment described in Chapter 4 and the capability assessment described in Chapter 5.  

The La Plata County mitigation strategy consists of goals, objectives, and mitigation actions.   

• Goals are general guidelines that explain what the plan means to achieve. Goals are defined 
before considering how to accomplish them so that they are not dependent on the means of 
achievement. They are meant to be achieved over the long term and typically consist of broad, 
policy statements.   

• Objectives are standards that can be reasonably achieved within a certain timeframe.   
• Mitigation Actions are specific actions designed for implementation that help achieve the goal 

and objectives.    

6.1. Plan Strategy Statements, 
Goals, and Objectives 
At the first Hazard Mitigation Plan workshop 
(Workshop #1) on May 9, 2012, the 
participants worked in small break-out groups 
to review example goals and objectives from 
the Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan 
and other nearby county plans. The break-out 
groups developed their own draft goals and 
objectives for La Plata County and shared their 
ideas with the larger group. The result of this 
exercise was a synthesis of the goals and 
objectives that would provide direction for 
reducing the impacts of the priority hazards 
that are profiled in the risk assessment.  

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(c)(3)(i)(ii): 
 
The plan shall include a mitigation strategy that provides the 
jurisdiction’s blueprint for reducing the potential losses 
identified in the risk assessment, based on existing 
authorities, policies, programs and resources, and its ability to 
expand on and improve these existing tools. 
 
[The mitigation strategy shall include a] description of 
mitigation goals to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities to 
the identified hazards. 
 
 

[The mitigation strategy shall include] a section that identifies 
and analyzes a comprehensive range of specific mitigation 
actions and projects being considered to reduce the effects of 
each hazard, with particular emphasis on new and existing 
buildings and infrastructure. [The mitigation strategy] must 
also address the jurisdictions’ participation in the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), and continued compliance 
with NFIP requirements, as appropriate. 
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6.2. Identification of Mitigation Action Alternatives  
To begin identifying a comprehensive range of mitigation actions at the second workshop on June 27, 
2012 (Workshop #2), the participants discussed the six categories of mitigation actions described below.  

  

GOAL 1:  Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events. 
Objectives: 
 1.1:  Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness. 
 1.2:  Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of government. 
 1.3:  Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations and zones of vulnerability. 
 1.4:  Ensure accurate site addressing. 
 1.5:  Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved situational awareness. 
 1.6:  Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions. 
 
GOAL 2:  Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, federal, and private assets within La 
Plata County). 
Objectives: 
 2.1:  Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard). 
 2.2:  Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning. 
 2.3:  Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private). 
 2.4:  Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities. 
 2.5:  Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities. 
 2.6:  Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) so each community can manage 

local assets. 
 2.7:  Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities. 
 
GOAL 3:  Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the impacts of natural hazards. 

Objectives: 
 3.1:  Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire). 
 3.2:  Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs. 
 3.3:  Monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs. 
 3.4:  Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through land use planning, subdivision 

review, permitting and building codes. 
 3.5:  Pursue engineering and physical projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards. 
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Table 6-1:  Categories of Mitigation Actions 

Category Definition 
Prevention Administrative or regulatory actions or processes that influence the way land and buildings are 

developed and built. 
Property Protection  Actions that involve the modification of existing buildings or structures to protect them from a hazard 

or remove them from the hazard area. 
Structural Actions that involve the construction of structures to reduce the impact of hazard. 
Natural Resource 
Protection 

Actions that, in addition to minimizing hazard losses, also preserve or restore the functions of 
natural systems. 

Emergency Services Actions that ensure the continuity of emergency services. 
Public Education and 
Awareness 

Actions to inform and educate citizens, elected officials, and property owners about the hazards and 
potential ways to mitigate them. 

Source: National Flood Insurance Program Community Rating System. 

Workshop participants then reviewed lists of potential mitigation actions gathered from various federal, 
state, and local sources. The list of mitigation actions developed by the workshop participants is shown in 
Table 6-2. In addition, for each action, participants helped to complete a mitigation action implementation 
matrix identifying the following characteristics for each action or project:  

• Priority 
• Responsible Agency 
• Timeline 
• Cost Estimate73 

During Workshop #2, participants referred to the STAPLEE method, which assesses the social, technical, 
administrative, political, legal, economic, and environmental implications of each action, in order to 
identify and prioritize actions.     

Figure 6-1:  STAPLEE Criteria Used for Prioritization of Mitigation Actions 
STAPLEE 
Evaluation 
Category 

Discussion 
“It is important to consider…” Considerations 

Social …the public support for the overall mitigation 
strategy and specific mitigation actions. 

 Community acceptance 
 Adverse impacts population 

Technical …if the mitigation action is technically feasible and 
if it is the whole or partial solution. 

 Technical feasibility 
 Long-term solutions 
 Secondary impacts 

Administrative …if the community has the personnel and 
administrative capabilities necessary to implement 
the action or whether outside help will be 
necessary. 

 Staffing 
 Funding allocation 
 Maintenance/operations 

Political …what the community and its members feel about 
issues related to the environment, economic 
development, safety, and emergency management. 

 Political support 
 Local champion 
 Public support 

73 It is important to note that the cost estimates do not represent budgeted amounts. The County will seek grants as appropriate, but at this time there is no 
expectation that La Plata County will be appropriating funds for these projects from its General Fund. 
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STAPLEE 
Evaluation 
Category 

Discussion 
“It is important to consider…” Considerations 

Legal …whether the community has the legal authority to 
implement the action, or whether the community 
must pass new regulations. 

 Local, state, and federal authority 
 Potential legal challenge 

Economic …if the action can be funded with current or future 
internal and external sources, if the costs seem 
reasonable for the size of the project, and if enough 
information is available to complete a FEMA 
Benefit-Cost Analysis. 

 Benefit/cost of action 
 Contributes to other economic goals 
 Outside funding required 
 FEMA Benefit-Cost Analysis 

Environmental …the impact on the environment because of public 
desire for a sustainable and environmentally 
healthy community. 

 Effect on local flora and fauna 
 Consistent with community environmental goals 
 Consistent with local, state, and federal laws 

Source:  FEMA, Local Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, 1 July 2008.   

6.3. Implementation of Mitigation Actions 
Table 6-2 summarizes the prioritized mitigation actions for La Plata County and the participating 
jurisdictions.  

Participants in the HMP planning process recognized the importance of partnerships and cooperation 
amongst agencies. Recognizing that some action items are likely to prove costly and beyond the normal 
funding capabilities of any one agency, participating jurisdictions will creatively pursue grant funding 
from a variety of sources, including: 

• FEMA grant programs 
o Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
o Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) 
o Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) 
o Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) 
o Repetitive Flood Claim (RFC) 

• WUI grants 
• US Bureau of Land Management (BLM) funding 
• US Forest Service funding 
• Colorado State Forest Service funding 
• Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) funding 
• Colorado Water Quality Control Division (WQCD) funding 
• Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) funding 
• Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DoLA) funding 

 

 

     6-4       



 

Table 6-2:  Mitigation Action Matrix 

Action # Mitigation Action Description 
Goals & 

Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  

Responsible Entities Timeframe/ Cost Estimate/ Funding 
Source(s) Agency Dept/Division Position Title 

1 Utilize LPC representatives to SW All-Hazards 
Advisory Council (SWAHAC: 5 counties + 2 
tribes, police, fire, public health…) + 
representative from the LPC Energy Council to 
coordinate interagency planning for natural 
hazard mitigation. 

1.1, 1.2, 
1.3, 1.6, 
2.2, 2.3 

All HIGH La Plata County Office of Emergency Management Director/Coordinator 2-3 years/ staff time 

2 Develop sheltering/public services strategies by 
jurisdiction for populations impacted by natural 
hazard events.  

1.1, 1.2, 
1.3, 1.5, 

1.6 

All HIGH La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

 

Office of Emergency Management 
Office of Emergency Management 
Ignacio 
Upper Pine River FPD 

In consultation with School Districts & Red Cross 

Director/Coordinator 
Emergency Manager 
Town Manager 
Chief 

2-3 years/ staff time 

3 Complete hazardous fuels reduction projects 
within Deer Valley Estates, Heartwood Co-
Housing Community, Forest Lake, Los 
Ranchitos Estates, Timberdale Ranch, Pine 
River Ranches, and ‘Tween Lakes Estates 
subdivisions per recommendations in the 
subdivision CWPPs. 

1.1, 3.1, 
3.2, 3.5 

Wildfire HIGH Upper Pine River FPD  
 

Upper Pine River FPD  
In consultation with HOAs/Property owners 

Chief 5 years/ staff time & $750,000 - $1M  
($554,000 grant funding already 
received for next 2 yrs.+ some 
property owner contributions required) 

4 Inventory locations/access points and create fire 
clear zones around substations, repeaters, cell 
phone towers, and other communications sites 
on federal/state lands. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Wildfire HIGH USFS/BLM USFS/BLM-San Juan National Forest Fire Mitigation Specialist 3-5 years/ $500,000-$1M 

5 Relocate Durango Fire Station #2 (1235 Camino 
Del Rio) out of the floodplain into strategic 
location in downtown Durango response area. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.7 

Flood HIGH Durango Fire & Rescue Authority Durango Fire & Rescue Authority Fire Chief 5-10 years/ staff time / $TBD 

6 Initiate fire mitigation projects on federal lands 
identified in the CWPP planning process after 
appropriate review processes are completed, 
and assist other fire managers with fire 
management activities in their jurisdictions.  

1.6, 3.5 Wildfire HIGH USFS/BLM working with partners USFS/BLM-San Juan National Forest Fire Mitigation Specialist 2-5 years/ staff time & $2M-3M 

7 Investigate feasibility and funding for a levee 
protecting Meadowbrook Mobile Home Park 
from flooding on the Pine River.  

3.5 Flood HIGH  La Plata County 
Ignacio 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

Public Works 
Ignacio 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

County Engineer 
Town Manager 
Risk Manager  

2-3 years/ staff time & grants for study 
(levee may cost $2,000-4,000/linear 
foot + land costs) 

8 Improve reliability and coverage of 
communications systems (800 MHz radio and 
cell phone coverage). 

1.2, 1.5, 
1.6, 2.3, 

2.5 

All HIGH La Plata County 
Durango 

Office of Emergency Management 
Office of Emergency Management 

In coordination with owner of equipment 

Director/Coordinator 
Emergency Manager 

3-5 years/ $2.6M 

9 Evaluate and update reverse 911 system.  1.4, 1.5 All HIGH-
MEDIU

M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

La Plata County Communication Center 
La Plata County Communication Center 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

In consultation with Communications Centers 

Executive Board 
Executive Board 
Risk Manager 
 

2-3 years/ staff time  

10 Update the county and municipal 
Comprehensive Plans to address natural 
hazards.  

1.3, 1.6, 
3.4 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

HIGH-
MEDIU

M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Planning Department 
Planning Department 
Ignacio 
UPRFD/Marshall’s Office 

Director 
Director 
Town Manager 
Chief/Town Marshall 

2-3 years/ staff time & $650,000 
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Action # Mitigation Action Description 
Goals & 

Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  

Responsible Entities Timeframe/ Cost Estimate/ Funding 
Source(s) Agency Dept/Division Position Title 

11 Update the county and municipal Land Use 
Codes and Development Regulations to address 
natural hazards. 

1.3, 1.6, 
3.4 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

HIGH-
MEDIU

M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Planning Department 
Planning Department 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Director 
Director 
Town Manager 
Town Manager 

3-5 years/ staff time & $300,000 

12 Inventory, evaluate, update, and 
coordinate/standardize physical addressing and 
GIS data. 

1.4, 1.5 All MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

GIS Department  
Planning Department 
GIS  

Analyst  
Director 
Risk Manager  

3-5 years/ staff time & $100,000 

13 Develop a county-wide system by jurisdiction (or 
streamline existing efforts) to monitor the 
success of awareness and mitigation programs. 

1.6, 3.3 All MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
 

Firewise Coordinator 5 years/ staff time 

14 Evaluate current hazard mitigation 
education/outreach efforts and develop an 
outreach strategy by jurisdiction. 

1.1, 1.5, 
1.6 

All MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Elected officials 
Elected officials 
Elected officials 
Elected officials 

County Commissioners 
Mayor 
Mayor 
Board of Trustees 

2-3 years/ staff time 

15 Secure a backup power supply for Bayfield water 
and sanitary sewer pumping systems. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIU
M 

Bayfield Bayfield Town Manager 3-5 years/ $150,000 (grants) 

16 Procure back-up power generators for Upper 
Pine River FPD Stations No. 1, No. 2, and No. 5. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIU
M 

Upper Pine River FPD Upper Pine River FPD Chief 3-5 years/ $25,000  per unit (grants) 

17 Procure back-up power generators for county, 
fire districts, and municipal critical 
facilities/infrastructure. 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 

2.6 

All MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Bayfield 
Ignacio 
Fire Protection Districts * 

Public Works Department 
Office of Emergency Management 
Bayfield 
Ignacio 
Fire Protection Districts * 

County Engineer 
Emergency Manager 
Town Manager 
Town Manager 
Chief 

3-5 years/ $25,000  per unit (grants) 

18 Relocate UPRFPD Station 4 from flood plain. 2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.7 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

MEDIU
M 

Upper Pine River FPD Upper Pine River FPD Chief 7-10 years/ $2.8M  

19 Pursue flood mitigation projects in the Vallecito 
drainage: levees, weirs, and 2 new bridges 

3.1, 3.2, 
3.4, 3.5 

Flood MEDIU
M 

La Plata County Public Works Department County Engineer 3-5 years/ $2M-20M, depending on 
distances and designs 

20 Continue participation in the National Flood 
Insurance program by continuing to enforce 
floodplain management requirements, including 
regulating new construction in Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs), and by continuing to 
encourage property owners to purchase flood 
insurance. 

3.1 Flood MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Office of Emergency Management 
Office of Emergency Management 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Director/Coordinator 
Emergency Manager 
Town Manager 
Town Manager 

1-5 years/ staff time 

21 Continue/begin participation in the Community 
Rating System (CRS).  Work with Flood Plain 
Manager to identify and pursue actions that 
improve the CRS rating. 

3.1 Flood MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Bayfield 

Office of Emergency Management 
Office of Emergency Management 
Bayfield 

Director/Coordinator 
Emergency Manager 
Town Manager 

1-5 years/ staff time 
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Action # Mitigation Action Description 
Goals & 

Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazard(s) 
Addressed  Priority  

Responsible Entities Timeframe/ Cost Estimate/ Funding 
Source(s) Agency Dept/Division Position Title 

22 Continue working collaboratively across 
jurisdictions to institute La 
Plata County Government policies that, if 
implemented, will reduce the 
chances of catastrophic wildfires on private 
lands, and lands in the WUI, 
including adoption of driveway standards and fire 
mitigation policies as drafted in the proposed La 
Plata County Land Use Code Update. 

1.6, 3.4 Wildfire MEDIU
M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Ignacio 
Bayfield 

Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
Fire Protection Districts * 

Office of Emergency Management 
Elected officials 
Elected officials 
Elected officials 
Elected officials  
Fire Protection Districts * 

Director/Coordinator 
Mayor 
Mayor 
Board of Trustees 
Tribal Council  
Chief 

3-5 years/ staff time 

23 Utilize the La Plata County Firewise Council to 
educate local governments, builders, architects 
and other stakeholders about Firewise 
construction techniques, materials, and private 
contractors who are able to complete Firewise 
prevention projects on homeowners’ properties. 

1.1, 1.6, 
3,1, 3.2, 
3.5 

Wildfire MEDIU
M 

Firewise Council of Southwest 
Colorado 
USFS/BLM 
Fire Protection Districts * 

La Plata County Coordinator 
USFS/BLM-San Juan National Forest 
Fire Protection Districts * 

Program Director 
Fire Mitigation Specialist 
Chief 

2-3 years/ staff time 

24 Build the capacity of the Firewise Council of 
Southwest Colorado’s 
Neighborhood Ambassador Program through 
recruitment, training, and utilization, and by 
helping the program via ongoing development 
and capacity building. 

1.1, 1.6, 
3,1, 3.2 

Wildfire MEDIU
M 

Firewise Council of Southwest 
Colorado 
USFS/BLM 
Fire Protection Districts * 

La Plata County Coordinator 
USFS/BLM-San Juan National Forest 
Fire Protection Districts * 

Program Director 
Fire Mitigation Specialist 
Chief 

2-3 years/ staff time 

25 Streamline the process for prescribed burns to 
occur. 

1.6, 3.5 Wildfire MEDIU
M 

USFS/BLM 
Fire Protection Districts * 

USFS/BLM-San Juan National Forest 
Fire Protection Districts * 

Fire Mitigation Specialist 
Chief 

3-5 years/ staff time 

26 Use the Public Safety GIS Users Group as the 
technology arm of county-wide hazards 
planning. 

1.3, 1.5, 
1.6 

All LOW-
MEDIU

M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

GIS Department  
Planning Department 
GIS 
Fire Protection Districts 

Analyst  
Director 
Risk Manager  
Chief or desgnee 

5 years/ staff time 

27 Integrate GIS/technology into SWAHAC. 1.3, 1.5, 
1.6 

All LOW-
MEDIU

M 

La Plata County 
Durango 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  

GIS Department  
Planning Department 
GIS 

Analyst  
Director 
Risk Manager 

5 years/ staff time 

28 Expand the storage capacity of the Bayfield 
water system reservoir. 

2.5, 2.6, 
3.5 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

LOW Bayfield Bayfield Town Manager 5 years/ $600,000 

29 Replace twin bridges in Bayfield (bridges over 
Upper Pine River on Hwy 160B/Bayfield 
Parkway). 

2.1, 2.3, 
2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Flood LOW Bayfield Bayfield Town Manager 5 years/ $4M-6.8M 

30 Take steps to improve resiliency of water 
treatment facilities to handle impacts from 
hazard events (such as wildfire or flooding). 

2.3, 2.4, 
2.5, 2.6 

Wildfire, 
Flood 

LOW La Plata County 
 Durango 
 Bayfield 
 Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
 

Office of Emergency Management 
Office of Emergency Management 
Bayfield 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  
In coordination with Water Districts 

Director/Coordinator 
Emergency Manager 
Town Manager 
Risk Manager  
 

5 years/ $10M+ 

31 Provide infrastructure and stockpile equipment 
for the Animas Watershed Subarea Contingency 
Plan (EPA).  

3.5 All LOW Durango Fire & Rescue Authority Durango Fire & Rescue Authority Wildland Specialist 5 years/ staff time & grants 

 

Fire Protection Districts * - Upper Pine River Fire Protection District; Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District; Los Pinos Fire Protection District; Durango Fire & Rescue Authority (DFRA  
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Continued Compliance with National Flood Insurance Program 
La Plata County, the City of Durango, and the Towns of Bayfield and Ignacio currently participate in the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). La Plata County and the incorporated municipalities will 
continue participation in and compliance with the NFIP. Specific activities that they will undertake to 
continue compliance include the following: 

• Continuing to constrain the building of structures in the flood-hazard areas delineated by FEMA 
FIRM (Flood-Insurance-Rate Map) panels; and 

• Improving education and outreach efforts regarding flooding throughout the county and 
municipalities and encouraging property owners to purchase flood insurance. 

Action items #20 and #21 in Table 6-2, above, are related to continued NFIP participation and the 
jurisdictions continuing or beginning participation in the Community Rating System (CRS).   
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 7.0   Plan Implementation 
and Maintenance 

 

This chapter provides a formal process to ensure that the La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan will 
remain an active and relevant document. The plan maintenance process includes a method and schedule 
for all participating jurisdictions to participate in the process of monitoring, evaluating, and updating the 
plan. This chapter also discusses the incorporation of this plan into existing planning mechanisms and 
continued public involvement. 

7.1. Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan 
Plan Monitoring and Evaluating 
Planning workshop participants discussed and approved the plan maintenance procedures described in 
this chapter. The process provides a clear monitoring process that documents progress prior to the next 
update. The local representatives to the South West All-Hazards Advisory Council (SWAHAC) will 
coordinate all local efforts to monitor, evaluate, and 
update the plan. The participating jurisdictions will 
be responsible for implementing their specific 
mitigation actions and reporting on the status of 
these actions to the local representatives to 
SWAHAC.  

After this plan is approved, the members of the local 
planning committee have agreed to meet annually to 
evaluate the implementation of the La Plata County HMP. The local representatives to SWAHAC are 
responsible for scheduling those meetings, or adding the plan implementation as an agenda item to one of 
the regularly-scheduled SWAHAC meetings.   

The purpose of the annual meetings will be the following: 

• Report on the usefulness of the plan and the progress on mitigation actions; 
• Report on any input received from the public; 
• Discuss hazard events and observations; 
• Report on how the plan has been incorporated into other planning mechanisms; 
• Discuss mitigation issues and ideas; 
• Work to secure funding and identify opportunities for cost-sharing, establishing partnerships, and 

satisfying multiple objectives;  

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(c)(4): 
 
The plan maintenance process shall include a section 
describing the method and schedule of monitoring, 
evaluating, and updating the mitigation plan within a 
five-year cycle. 
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• Discuss how to keep the attention of community leaders and the public on hazard mitigation 
problems and opportunities; 

• Discuss new sources for data to improve future updates; and 
• Make recommendations on specific updates to the plan. 

The local representatives to SWAHAC will email the 
Mitigation Project Progress Report (included in 
Appendix D) to each agency responsible for actions 
in the plan two weeks prior to a scheduled meeting. 
These progress reports serve as criteria by which the 
mitigation strategy may be evaluated. During the 
meeting, the group will review and discuss their 
progress and how they have utilized the plan.  

Once a year, the local representatives to SWAHAC 
will also distribute the Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire and will summarize these reports 
into an annual Mitigation Plan Progress Report, which may be incorporated into an annual Emergency 
Management Annual Report to the Board of County Commissioners. After considering the findings of the 
submitted progress reports, the local representatives to SWAHAC may recommend that the implementing 
department or agency meet to discuss project conditions. Should review of the plan warrant changes to 
the HMP prior to the five-year update cycle, a notice and revised document will be provided to the 
governing bodies of the participating jurisdictions, the State and FEMA, following the review and update.  

Plan Update Process 
The local representatives to SWAHAC will initiate a five-year plan update process within the time 
necessary to ensure that the current plan does not expire before the updated plan is approved.  The 
schedule will be sufficient to allow for the contracting for technical or professional services (if 
necessary); State and FEMA reviews; revisions, if necessary, based on review comments; and the 
adoption procedures of the participating jurisdictions. The local representatives to SWAHAC will 
coordinate the participation of the jurisdictions. The updated plan will meet FEMA’s requirements and do 
the following: 

• Consider changes in vulnerability due to action implementation; 
• Document areas where mitigation actions were or were not effective; 
• Incorporate new data or studies on hazards and risks; 
• Incorporate new capabilities or changes in capabilities; 
• Incorporate growth and development-related changes to inventories; and 
• Incorporate new action recommendations or changes in action prioritization. 

The local representatives to SWAHAC will also meet after a disaster to focus on the following items: 

• Identify potential mitigation projects, particularly those eligible for mitigation grant programs if 
available; 

• Evaluate effectiveness of existing mitigation projects; and  
• Reassess hazard profiles and vulnerability. 

Updates to the plan will be accomplished through written changes and submissions incorporated by the 
local representatives to SWAHAC and as approved by the participating jurisdictions. 

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(c)(4)(ii): 
 
[The plan shall include a] process by which local 
governments incorporate the requirements of the 
mitigation plan into other planning mechanisms such 
as comprehensive or capital improvement plans, 
when appropriate. 
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7.2. Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms 
The local representatives to SWAHAC, with support and guidance provided by the participating 
jurisdictions, will work with the responsible agencies to incorporate this plan into the following existing 
planning mechanisms (and future updates of these mechanisms) where possible: 

• La Plata County Comprehensive Plan and subarea plans, as appropriate; 
• Durango Comprehensive Plan and subarea plans, as appropriate;  
• Bayfield Comprehensive Plan; 
• Ignacio Comprehensive and Land Use Plan; 
• La Plata County Community Wildfire Protection Plan; 
• La Plata County Emergency Operations Plan; 
• Evacuation Plans; 
• Building codes; 
• Site plan review; 
• Zoning, subdivision, and floodplain ordinances;  
• Capital improvement plans and budgets; 
• Economic development plans; 
• Urban renewal plans; 
• Historic preservation plans; and 
• Other plans and policies outlined in the Capability Assessment (Section 5.4.1). 

Incorporation of plan elements into existing planning mechanisms will require coordination between the 
local representatives to SWAHAC and the department staff responsible for drafting each plan document.  
This will ensure that the relevant elements of this plan are taken into consideration.     

7.3. Continued Public Involvement 
The planning workshop participants are committed to raising community awareness about natural 
hazards, the plan, and mitigation efforts in La Plata County. The local representatives to SWAHAC and 
other representatives from participating jurisdictions will seek out opportunities such as the attendance 
and provision of materials at City/Town or County events, school-sponsored events, activities of the fire 
protection districts, events through other organizations such as the Red Cross, or by public mailings.  

Hazard mitigation planning materials and the plan document will be posted online on the La Plata County 
Emergency Management website. The website 
contains an e-mail address and phone number to 
which people can direct their comments or concerns. 

Any public comments received about the plan will be 
collected by La Plata County Emergency 
Management and forwarded to the local 
representatives to SWAHAC for inclusion in the 
annual Mitigation Plan Progress Report. During the plan update process, the local representatives to 
SWAHAC will develop a schedule for the public to submit comments to be considered for incorporation 

FEMA Requirement 44 CFR §201.6(c)(4)(iii): 
 
[The plan maintenance process shall include a] 
discussion on how the community will continue public 
participation in the plan maintenance process. 
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into the plan, as appropriate. All public comments will be attached as an appendix to plans that are 
submitted for approval by the State and FEMA. 
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Appendix A:  FEMA 

Regulation Checklist 
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APPENDIX A: 
LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW TOOL 
 
The Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool demonstrates how the Local Mitigation Plan meets 
the regulation in 44 CFR §201.6 and offers States and FEMA Mitigation Planners an 
opportunity to provide feedback to the community.   
 

• The Regulation Checklist provides a summary of FEMA’s evaluation of whether the 
Plan has addressed all requirements. 

• The Plan Assessment identifies the plan’s strengths as well as documents areas for 
future improvement.   

• The Multi-jurisdiction Summary Sheet is an optional worksheet that can be used to 
document how each jurisdiction met the requirements of the each Element of the 
Plan (Planning Process; Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment; Mitigation 
Strategy; Plan Review, Evaluation, and Implementation; and Plan Adoption). 

 
The FEMA Mitigation Planner must reference this Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide when 
completing the Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool. 
 
Jurisdiction:  
La Plata County 

Title of Plan:  
La Plata County Hazard Mitigation 
Plan 

Date of Plan:  
02/13/2013 
 

Local Point of Contact:  
Bruce Evans 

Address: 
515 Sower Drive  
Bayfield, CO  81122 Title:  

Fire Chief 

Agency:  
Upper Pine River Fire Protection District  

Phone Number:  
970-884-9508 

E-Mail: 
bevans@upperpinefpd.org 

 

State Reviewer: 
 

Title: 
 
 

Date: 

 

FEMA Reviewer: 
 
 
 
 

Title: 
 

Date: 
 

Date Received in FEMA Region (insert #)  

Plan Not Approved  

Plan Approvable Pending Adoption  

Plan Approved  
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SECTION 1: 
REGULATION CHECKLIST 
 

INSTRUCTIONS: The Regulation Checklist must be completed by FEMA.  The purpose of the 
Checklist is to identify the location of relevant or applicable content in the Plan by 
Element/sub-element and to determine if each requirement has been ‘Met’ or ‘Not Met.’  
The ‘Required Revisions’ summary at the bottom of each Element must be completed by 
FEMA to provide a clear explanation of the revisions that are required for plan approval.  
Required revisions must be explained for each plan sub-element that is ‘Not Met.’  Sub-
elements should be referenced in each summary by using the appropriate numbers (A1, B3, 
etc.), where applicable.  Requirements for each Element and sub-element are described in 
detail in this Plan Review Guide in Section 4, Regulation Checklist. 

 

1. REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in Plan 
(section and/or  
page number) Met 

Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

ELEMENT A. PLANNING PROCESS  

A1. Does the Plan document the planning process, including how it was 
prepared and who was involved in the process for each jurisdiction? 
(Requirement  §201.6(c)(1)) 

Chapter 2 
Table 2- 3   
Appendix B 

  

A2. Does the Plan document an opportunity for neighboring communities, 
local and regional agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities, 
agencies that have the authority to regulate development as well as other 
interests to be involved in the planning process? (Requirement 
§201.6(b)(2)) 

Section 2.1 
Section 2.2.1 
Table 2- 3   
Appendix B 

  

A3. Does the Plan document how the public was involved in the planning 
process during the drafting stage? (Requirement §201.6(b)(1)) 

Section 2.2.1, 
Step 2 
 

  

A4. Does the Plan describe the review and incorporation of existing plans, 
studies, reports, and technical information? (Requirement §201.6(b)(3)) 

Section 2.2.1, 
Step 3 

  

A5. Is there discussion of how the community(ies) will continue public 
participation in the plan maintenance process? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(4)(iii)) 

Section 7.3 
  

A6. Is there a description of the method and schedule for keeping the plan 
current (monitoring, evaluating and updating the mitigation plan within a 
5-year cycle)? (Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(i)) 

Section 7.1 
Appendix D   

ELEMENT A: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in Plan 
(section and/or  
page number) Met 

Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

ELEMENT B. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT  

B1. Does the Plan include a description of the type, 
location, and extent of all natural hazards that can affect 
each jurisdiction(s)? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i)) 

Chapter 4 (Geographic Location 
section within each hazard 
profile) 

  

B2. Does the Plan include information on previous 
occurrences of hazard events and on the probability of 
future hazard events for each jurisdiction? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(2)(i)) 

Chapter 4 (Previous Occurrences 
section within each hazard 
profile) 

  

B3. Is there a description of each identified hazard’s 
impact on the community as well as an overall summary 
of the community’s vulnerability for each jurisdiction? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)) 

Chapter 4 (Magnitude/Severity 
and Vulnerability Assessment 
sections within each hazard 
profile); Table 4-28 

  

B4. Does the Plan address NFIP insured structures within 
the jurisdiction that have been repetitively damaged by 
floods? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)) 

Section 4.4, National Flood 
Insurance Program (pp. 4-23, 24) 
Table 4- 9 

  

ELEMENT B: REQUIRED REVISIONS  
 

ELEMENT C. MITIGATION STRATEGY 

C1. Does the plan document each jurisdiction’s existing 
authorities, policies, programs and resources and its 
ability to expand on and improve these existing policies 
and programs? (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)) 

Section 5.4   
 

C2. Does the Plan address each jurisdiction’s 
participation in the NFIP and continued compliance with 
NFIP requirements, as appropriate? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(3)(ii)) 

Table 6-2: Actions 20, 21 
Section 6.3, Continued 
Compliance with National Flood 
Insurance Program (p. 6-9) 

  

C3. Does the Plan include goals to reduce/avoid long-
term vulnerabilities to the identified hazards? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(i)) 

Table 6-2: Actions 9, 10, 20, 21, 
22 
 

  

C4. Does the Plan identify and analyze a comprehensive 
range of specific mitigation actions and projects for each 
jurisdiction being considered to reduce the effects of 
hazards, with emphasis on new and existing buildings 
and infrastructure? (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii)) 

Table 6-2   

C5. Does the Plan contain an action plan that describes 
how the actions identified will be prioritized (including 
cost benefit review), implemented, and administered by 
each jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(iv)); 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(iii)) 

Section 6.2 
Section 6.3 
Table 6-2 

  

C6. Does the Plan describe a process by which local 
governments will integrate the requirements of the 
mitigation plan into other planning mechanisms, such as 
comprehensive or capital improvement plans, when 
appropriate? (Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(ii)) 

Section 7.2   
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in Plan 
(section and/or  
page number) Met 

Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

ELEMENT C: REQUIRED REVISIONS  
 

ELEMENT D. PLAN REVIEW, EVALUATION, AND IMPLEMENTATION (applicable to plan updates 

only) 

D1. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in development? 
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

   

D2. Was the plan revised to reflect progress in local mitigation 
efforts? (Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

   

D3. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in priorities? 
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

   

ELEMENT D: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 

ELEMENT E. PLAN ADOPTION 

E1. Does the Plan include documentation that the plan has been 
formally adopted by the governing body of the jurisdiction requesting 
approval? (Requirement §201.6(c)(5)) 

To be inserted in 
Prerequisites section 
following adoption 

  

E2. For multi-jurisdictional plans, has each jurisdiction requesting 
approval of the plan documented formal plan adoption? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(5)) 

To be inserted in 
Prerequisites section 
following adoption 

  

ELEMENT E: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 

ELEMENT F. ADDITIONAL STATE REQUIREMENTS (OPTIONAL FOR STATE REVIEWERS ONLY; 
NOT TO BE COMPLETED BY FEMA) 

F1.     

F2.     

ELEMENT F: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 



Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool  A-5 

SECTION 2: 
PLAN ASSESSMENT  
 

INSTRUCTIONS:  The purpose of the Plan Assessment is to offer the local community more 
comprehensive feedback to the community on the quality and utility of the plan in a 
narrative format.  The audience for the Plan Assessment is not only the plan developer/local 
community planner, but also elected officials, local departments and agencies, and others 
involved in implementing the Local Mitigation Plan.   The Plan Assessment must be 
completed by FEMA.   The Assessment is an opportunity for FEMA to provide feedback and 
information to the community on: 1) suggested improvements to the Plan; 2) specific 
sections in the Plan where the community has gone above and beyond minimum 
requirements; 3) recommendations for plan implementation; and 4) ongoing partnership(s) 
and information on other FEMA programs, specifically RiskMAP and Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance programs.  The Plan Assessment is divided into two sections: 
 
1. Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement 
2. Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan 
 
Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement is organized according to the plan 
Elements listed in the Regulation Checklist.  Each Element includes a series of italicized 
bulleted items that are suggested topics for consideration while evaluating plans, but it is 
not intended to be a comprehensive list.  FEMA Mitigation Planners are not required to 
answer each bullet item, and should use them as a guide to paraphrase their own written 
assessment (2-3 sentences) of each Element.   
 
The Plan Assessment must not reiterate the required revisions from the Regulation 
Checklist or be regulatory in nature, and should be open-ended and to provide the 
community with suggestions for improvements or recommended revisions.  The 
recommended revisions are suggestions for improvement and are not required to be made 
for the Plan to meet Federal regulatory requirements.  The italicized text should be deleted 
once FEMA has added comments regarding strengths of the plan and potential 
improvements for future plan revisions.  It is recommended that the Plan Assessment be a 
short synopsis of the overall strengths and weaknesses of the Plan (no longer than two 
pages), rather than a complete recap section by section.   
 
Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan provides a place for FEMA to offer 
information, data sources and general suggestions on the overall plan implementation and 
maintenance process.  Information on other possible sources of assistance including, but 
not limited to, existing publications, grant funding or training opportunities, can be 
provided. States may add state and local resources, if available. 
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A. Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement 
This section provides a discussion of the strengths of the plan document and identifies areas 
where these could be improved beyond minimum requirements. 
 
Element A: Planning Process 

How does the Plan go above and beyond minimum requirements to document the planning 
process with respect to: 
 

 Involvement of stakeholders (elected officials/decision makers, plan implementers, 
business owners, academic institutions, utility companies, water/sanitation districts, 
etc.); 

 Involvement of Planning, Emergency Management, Public Works Departments or other 
planning agencies (i.e., regional planning councils);  

 Diverse methods of participation (meetings, surveys, online, etc.); and 

 Reflective of an open and inclusive public involvement process. 

 
 
Element B: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 

In addition to the requirements listed in the Regulation Checklist, 44 CFR 201.6 Local 
Mitigation Plans identifies additional elements that should be included as part of a plan’s 
risk assessment. The plan should describe vulnerability in terms of:   
 
1) A general description of land uses and future development trends within the community 

so that mitigation options can be considered in future land use decisions; 
2) The types and numbers of existing and future buildings, infrastructure, and critical 

facilities located in the identified hazard areas; and 
3) A description of potential dollar losses to vulnerable structures, and a description of the 

methodology used to prepare the estimate. 
 
How does the Plan go above and beyond minimum requirements to document the Hazard 
Identification and Risk Assessment with respect to: 
 

 Use of best available data (flood maps, HAZUS, flood studies) to describe significant 
hazards; 

 Communication of risk on people, property, and infrastructure to the public (through 
tables, charts, maps, photos, etc.); 

 Incorporation of techniques and methodologies to estimate dollar losses to vulnerable 
structures; 

 Incorporation of Risk MAP products (i.e., depth grids, Flood Risk Report, Changes Since 
Last FIRM, Areas of Mitigation Interest, etc.); and 

 Identification of any data gaps that can be filled as new data became available. 
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Element C: Mitigation Strategy 

How does the Plan go above and beyond minimum requirements to document the 
Mitigation Strategy with respect to: 
 

 Key problems identified in, and linkages to, the vulnerability assessment; 

 Serving as a blueprint for reducing potential losses identified in the Hazard Identification 
and Risk Assessment; 

 Plan content flow from the risk assessment (problem identification) to goal setting to 
mitigation action development; 

 An understanding of mitigation principles (diversity of actions that include structural 
projects, preventative measures, outreach activities, property protection measures, post-
disaster actions, etc); 

 Specific mitigation actions for each participating jurisdictions that reflects their unique 
risks and capabilities; 

 Integration of mitigation actions with existing local authorities, policies, programs, and 
resources; and 

 Discussion of existing programs (including the NFIP), plans, and policies that could be 
used to implement mitigation, as well as document past projects. 

 
Element D: Plan Update, Evaluation, and Implementation (Plan Updates Only) 

How does the Plan go above and beyond minimum requirements to document the 5-year 
Evaluation and Implementation measures with respect to: 
 

 Status of previously recommended mitigation actions; 

 Identification of barriers or obstacles to successful implementation or completion of 
mitigation actions, along with possible solutions for overcoming risk; 

 Documentation of annual reviews and committee involvement;  

 Identification of a lead person to take ownership of, and champion the Plan; 

 Reducing risks from natural hazards and serving as a guide for decisions makers as they 
commit resources to reducing the effects of natural hazards; 

 An approach to evaluating future conditions (i.e. socio-economic, environmental, 
demographic, change in built environment etc.); 

 Discussion of how changing conditions and opportunities could impact community 
resilience in the long term; and 

 Discussion of how the mitigation goals and actions support the long-term community 
vision for increased resilience. 
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B. Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan  

Ideas may be offered on moving the mitigation plan forward and continuing the relationship 
with key mitigation stakeholders such as the following:  
 

 What FEMA assistance (funding) programs are available (for example, Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA)) to the jurisdiction(s) to assist with implementing the 
mitigation actions? 

 What other Federal programs (National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Community 
Rating System (CRS), Risk MAP, etc.) may provide assistance for mitigation activities? 

 What publications, technical guidance or other resources are available to the 
jurisdiction(s) relevant to the identified mitigation actions? 

 Are there upcoming trainings/workshops (Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA), HMA, etc.) to 
assist the jurisdictions(s)? 

 What mitigation actions can be funded by other Federal agencies (for example, U.S. 
Forest Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth, Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) Sustainable Communities, etc.) and/or state and local agencies? 
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SECTION 3: 
MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET (OPTIONAL) 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  For multi-jurisdictional plans, a Multi-jurisdiction Summary Spreadsheet may be completed by listing each 
participating jurisdiction, which required Elements for each jurisdiction were ‘Met’ or ‘Not Met,’ and when the adoption resolutions 
were received.  This Summary Sheet does not imply that a mini-plan be developed for each jurisdiction; it should be used as an 
optional worksheet to ensure that each jurisdiction participating in the Plan has been documented and has met the requirements for 
those Elements (A through E). 

 
 MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET 

# 
Jurisdiction 

Name 

Jurisdiction 
Type 

(city/boroug
h/ 

township/ 
village, etc.) 

Plan POC 
Mailing 
Address 

Email Phone 

Requirements Met (Y/N) 
A. 

Planning 
Process 

B. 
Hazard 

Identification 
& Risk 

Assessment 

C. 
Mitigation 
Strategy 

D. 
Plan Review, 
Evaluation & 

Implementation 

E. 
Plan 

Adoption 

F. 
State 

Require-
ments 

1 

La Plata 
County 

county Butch 
Knowlton 

 Knowl
tonBK
@co.l
aplata
.co.us 

970-382-
6270 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

2 

Durango Fire 
& Rescue 
Authority 

fire & rescue 
authority 

Mark 
Quick 

 quick
mc@d
urang
ofirere
scue.o
rg 

970-749-
5100 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

3 

Fort Lewis 
Mesa Fire 
Protection 
District 

fire 
protection 
district 

Dennis 
Portlance 

 denle
eport
@aol.
com 

970-382-
8844 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

4 

Los Pinos Fire 
Protection 
District 

fire 
protection 
district 

Tom 
Aurnham
mer 

 aurnh
amme
rt@los
pinosfi
re.org 

970-759-
8755 

Y Y Y Y 
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 MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET 

# 
Jurisdiction 

Name 

Jurisdiction 
Type 

(city/boroug
h/ 

township/ 
village, etc.) 

Plan POC 
Mailing 
Address 

Email Phone 

Requirements Met (Y/N) 
A. 

Planning 
Process 

B. 
Hazard 

Identification 
& Risk 

Assessment 

C. 
Mitigation 
Strategy 

D. 
Plan Review, 
Evaluation & 

Implementation 

E. 
Plan 

Adoption 

F. 
State 

Require-
ments 

5 

Upper Pine 
River Fire 
Protection 
District 

fire 
protection 
district 

Bruce 
Evans 

 bevan
s@up
perpin
efpd.o
rg 

970-884-
9508 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

6 

Durango city Terry 
Hoecker 

 Hoeck
erTL@
ci.dur
ango.c
o.us 

970-375-
4739 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

7 

Bayfield town Chris 
Lamay 

 clama
y@ba
yfieldg
ov.org 

970-884-
9544 x 

101 
Y Y Y Y 

 

 

8 

Ignacio town Michael 
Lee 

 mlee
@tow
nofign
acio.c
om 

970-563-
9494 

Y Y Y Y 

 

 

9 
      

    
 

 

10 
      

    
 

 

11 
      

    
 

 

12 
      

    
 

 

13 
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Appendix B:  Planning 

Process Documentation 

 

 

CONTENTS: 

1. HMP Outreach Contact List 

2. HMP Local Planning Committee Invitation and Information Packet 

3. Agenda: HMP Workshop 1: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment, 05/09/2012 

4. Sign-In Sheet: HMP Workshop 1, 05/09/2012 

5. Results of Workshop 1: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 

6. Durango Herald, 05/10/2012, Firefighters, government plan for disasters 

7. Agenda: HMP Workshop 2: Mitigation Strategy, 06/27/2012 

8. Sign-In Sheet: HMP Workshop 2, 06/27/2012 

9. Results of Workshop 2: Mitigation Strategy 

 

  



PARTICIPATING JURISDICTIONS
POC TITLE AGENCY EMAIL PHONE

Butch Knowlton Emergency Manager La Plata County KnowltonBK@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-6270
Tom McNamara Asst. EM La Plata County Thomas.McNamara@co.laplata.co.us 970-749-3484
Dan Noonan Chief Durango Fire & Rescue Authority noonandj@durangofirerescue.org
Karola Hanks Fire Marshal Durango Fire & Rescue Authority hankskj@durangofirerescue.org 970-382-6023
Mark Quick Training Chief Durango Fire & Rescue Authority quickmc@durangofirerescue.org 970-749-5100
Dan Ochocki Wildland Specialist (former State Forester) Durango Fire & Rescue Authority dochocki@bresnan.net 970-903-1957
Bruce Evans Interim Chief Upper Pine River FPD bevans@upperpinefpd.org 970-884-9508
Steve Ebner Chief (on leave) Fort Lewis Mesa FPD chief@flmfire.org
Dennis Portlance Captain Fort Lewis Mesa FPD; Hesperus denleeport@aol.com 970-382-8844
Larry Behrens Chief Los Pinos FPD behrensl@lospinosfire.org
Tom Aurnhammer Deputy Chief Los Pinos FPD aurnhammert@lospinosfire.org 970-759-8755

LOCAL PLANNING COMMITTEE
POC TITLE AGENCY EMAIL PHONE

Joanne M. Spina Interim County Manager La Plata County Board of County Commissioners spinajm@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-6210
Gary Suiter Interim Planning Director La Plata County Planning Dept. Gary.Suiter@co.laplata.co.us  970-382-6263
David Kirk GIS Analyst La Plata County GIS David.Kirk@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-6257
Linda Moore GIS Analyst/Town of Ignacio Trustee La Plata County GIS/Ignacio Town Board Linda.Moore@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-6236
Jim Davis County Engineer La Plata County Public Works Davisja@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-6363
Doyle Villers Road & Bridge Superintendent La Plata County Public Works Doyle.Villers@co.laplata.co.us 
Walt Walker Risk Manager La Plata County Walt.Walker@co.laplata.co.us  
Terry Hoecker Emergency Manager City of Durango HoeckerTL@ci.durango.co.us 970-375-4739
Rick Szmajter GIS Analyst City of Durango szmajterrj@ci.durango.co.us 970-375-5076
Donald Baker Captain City of Durango bakerdl@ci.durango.co.us 970-375-4762
Chris Lamay Town Manager Town of Bayfield clamay@bayfieldgov.org 970-884-9544 x 101 
Erin Dunavant Finance Director Town of Bayfield edunavant@bayfieldgov.org 970-884-9544
Joseph McIntyre Marshall Town of Bayfield jmcintyre@bayfieldgov.org 970-884-9636
Michael Lee Town Manager Town of Ignacio mlee@townofignacio.com 970-563-9494
Jane Schrier Risk Manager Mercy Regional Medical Center janeschrier@centura.org 970-764-3895
Dan Bender Emergency Mgt Coord La Plata County Sheriff's Office benderdl@co.laplata.co.us 970-382-7026
Terry Richardson Environmental Health & Safety Officer Fort Lewis College Richardson_T@fortlewis.edu 970-247-7272
Christi Zeller Director La Plata County Energy Council czeller@gobrainstorm.net 970-259-1301
Dennis Ray Fire Chief Durango-La Plata County Airport raydm@ci.durango.co.us 970-382-6089
Diane Bower Chief Pagosa FPD dianebower@pagosafire.com

ADDITIONAL STAKEHOLDERS
POC TITLE AGENCY EMAIL PHONE

Kristina Maxfield EM San Juan County sanjcoem@yahoo.com 970-387-9984
Drew Petersen EM Archuleta County dpetersen@archuletacounty.org 303-579-1199
Todd Perisi EM Dolores County dcoem@yahoo.com 970-739-5654
Doug Parker EM Montezuma County dparker@so.montezuma.co.us 970-565-2568
Paul Hollar Deputy EM Montezuma County PHollar@so.montezuma.co.us 970-565-8452 
Kathi Gurule Risk Manager Southern Ute Indian Tribe kgurule@southern-ute.nsn.us 970-563-0100
Lawrence Martin Major Colorado State Patrol lawrence.martin@cdps.state.co.us 970-385-1675
Kerrie Neet Region 5 Director Colorado Department of Transportation Kerrie.Neet@dot.state.co.us 970-385-1402
Patricia Gavelda SW Field Manager Colorado Division of Emergency Management Patricia.Gavelda@state.co.us 970-759-1187
Iain Hyde Mitigation Specialist Colorado Division of Emergency Management iain.hyde@state.co.us 720-852-6698 
Ken Charles SW Region Manager Colorado DOLA - Division of Local Government ken.charles@state.co.us 970-247-7311
Jamie Prochno Community Assistance Prgm Coord. Colorado Water Conservation Board jamie.prochno@state.co.us 303-866-3441 x3215
Karen Berry Colorado Geological Survey karen.berry@state.co.us
Kent Grant District Forester Colorado State Forest Service CSFS_Durango@mail.colostate.edu 970-247-5250



Rege Leach Division Engineer Colorado Division of Water Resources, District 7 Rege.Leach@state.co.us 970-247-1845
Margaret Doherty Community Planner FEMA Region VIII Margaret.Doherty2@fema.dhs.gov 303-854-4887
Doug Crowley Meteorologist-in-Charge National Weather Service, Grand Junction office doug.crowley@noaa.gov 970-243-7007
Hildreth Cooper Project Manager, S Central CO U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Durango Regulatory Office hildreth.l.cooper@usace.army.mil 970-259-1764 
Connie Clementson Field Manager U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office cclementson@blm.gov 970-882-7296
Ed Warner Western Colorado Area Manager U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), Durango Field Office ewarner@uc.usbr.gov 970-248-0600
Mark Stiles Supervisor U.S. Forest Service - San Juan National Forest mstiles@fs.fed.us 970-247-4874
Craig Goodall Fire Mitigation Specialist U.S. FS/BLM - San Juan National Forest cgoodell@blm.gov 970-385-1207
Cary Newman Fire Planner U.S. Forest Service cnewman@fs.fed.us 970-247-4874
Kim McNulty Director of Communications Durango Mountain Resort kmcnulty@durangomountain.com 970-385-2131

ADDITIONAL PROJECT CONTACTS
POC TITLE AGENCY EMAIL PHONE

Mike Carpenter Health, Safety & Environmental Conoco-Philips (NM) 505-326-9815
Robert Percell XTO Energy bob_percell@xtoenergy.com 970-759-2277
Kyle Littrell Environmental Technician, EH&S XTO Energy kyle_littrell@xtoenergy.com 970-247-7708
Dale Rodebaugh Reporter Durango Herald daler@durangoherald.com 970-375-4564
Paul Schranck Railroad Manager Durango & Silverton RR 970-259-0274
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1.  Purpose 

The purpose of natural hazards mitigation is to reduce or eliminate long‐term risk to people and 

property from natural hazards. The La Plata County Fire Chief’s Association and Office of Emergency 

Management are formulating a hazard mitigation plan to reduce future losses resulting from hazard 

events. The plan is being prepared pursuant to the requirements of the Federal Disaster Mitigation Act 

of 2000 and will allow the participating jurisdictions to achieve eligibility for a range of FEMA grant 

programs, including: Pre‐Disaster Mitigation, Hazard Mitigation, Flood Mitigation Assistance, Repetitive 

Loss Claims, and the Severe Repetitive Loss program.  

2.  Planning Process 

La Plata County was awarded state planning grants to prepare this plan and contracted with URS 

Corporation of Denver to provide professional planning assistance.  

The planning process will follow a methodology prescribed by FEMA, which begins with the 

identification of key stakeholders from the county, incorporated municipalities, local jurisdictions, and 

state and federal agencies.  

Participants: 

Following are the groups and others who will participate in the La Plata County HMP. 

Local Planning Committee – FEMA guidance points to the establishment of a Local Planning Committee 

(LPC) to serve as the sounding board for the creation of the HMP. The local planning committee will 

meet, provide data for the risk assessment and capabilities assessment, analyze and develop a 

mitigation strategy for the next five years, and review plan drafts. 

The La Plata County LPC includes the following: 

• La Plata County Emergency Manager 

• La Plata County Government: 

o Board of County Commissioners 

o Planning 

o Public Works 

o GIS 

• City of Durango 

• Town of Bayfield 

• Town of Ignacio 

• Upper Pine River FPD 

• Los Pinos FPD 
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• Durango Fire and Rescue Authority 

• Fort Lewis Mesa FPD 

• Mercy Regional Medical Center 

• La Plata County Sheriff's Office 

• Fort Lewis College Environmental Health & Safety 

• Durango Mountain Resort 

• La Plata County Energy Council 

• Durango‐La Plata County Airport 

 

Local, State and Federal Stakeholders – Other stakeholders invited to participate in planning meetings 

and contribute their insights on risks and potential projects include the following: 

• San Juan County 

• Archuleta County 

• Dolores County 

• Montezuma County 

• Southern Ute Indian Tribe 

• Fort Lewis College 

• Colorado State Patrol  

• Colorado Department of Transportation 

• Colorado Division of Emergency Management 

• Colorado Division of Local Government 

• Colorado Water Conservation Board 

• Colorado Geological Survey 

• Colorado State Forest Service  

• Colorado Division of Water Resources 

• FEMA Region VIII 

• National Weather Service 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• Bureau of Land Management 

• Bureau of Reclamation 

• U.S. Forest Service 

• Other stakeholders with particular experience in hazard related issues 

 

General Public – La Plata County residents are an important part of the planning process, in particular 

relative to public education and general information. Additionally, FEMA requires that the public be 

given the opportunity to provide comments on the plan during the drafting stage and once the plan 

draft is complete.  



 

 

 

          3 

The draft plan, when completed, will be available for public review and comment on the La Plata County 

Emergency Management website and in hard copy at community locations.  

The completed plan will then be submitted to the Colorado Division of Emergency Management and 

FEMA Region VIII for review and approval. It will be given preliminary approval status until adopted by 

the Board of County Commissioners and participating jurisdictions.  Upon local adoption, the plan 

update will receive final approval from FEMA.  

3.  Project Schedule 

The project schedule and key milestones are presented below. 

Project Tasks Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
Notice to Proceed ●
1.  Organize Resources 
2.  Assess Risks 
3.  Develop a Mitigation Strategy 
4.  Manage Plan Adoption, Monitoring and Evaluation
Meetings/Workshops
Pre-Kickoff Conference Call ●
Kickoff Meeting (conference call or combine with Workshop #1) ●
LPC Workshop #1: Risk Assessment/Draft Goals and Objectives ●
LPC Workshop #2: Develop the Mitigation Actions ●
Mitigation Strategy Refinement and Plan Maintenance (conference call) ●

Public Involvement and Information Process
Key Deliverables
Project Work Plan, Schedule and Public Involvement Plan ●
Draft Risk Assessment ●
Compiled List of Mitigation Actions ●
Draft Hazard Mitigation Plan for Client Review ●
Draft Hazard Mitigation Plan for DEM and FEMA Review ●  

La Plata County Planning Committee Meetings: 

Important half‐day meetings/workshops will be conducted at key milestones and will be an opportunity 

for committee members and the general public to offer input. These meetings will be well‐advertised 

and documented with meeting minutes and sign‐in sheets.  

Date  Meeting Type and Agenda 

May 9, 2012 

LPC Workshop #1 Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment:   
• Introduce the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 and purpose and requirements of hazard 

mitigation planning;  
• Discuss requirements and expectations for participation on the local planning committee;  
• Discuss the planning process and the public outreach requirements and strategies 
• Discuss hazard identification, preliminary risk assessment results, and the data 

collection process; and  
• Share expectations for the planning process and results; and 
• Distribute data request for assistance with capability assessment and identification of 

critical facilities. 
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TBA Summer 2012  

LPC Workshop #2: Goals and Mitigation Actions   
• Review capability assessment and the critical facilities data;   
• Review and refine mitigation goals; 
• Review, refine, and introduce objectives and actions;  
• Prioritize mitigation actions; and 
• Agree upon a method and schedule for plan implementation and for monitoring, 

evaluating, and maintaining the plan over time. 
 

4.  Risk Assessment and Capability Assessment 

URS will compile a hazard risk assessment that profiles the natural hazards that pose risks to La Plata 

County. The hazards addressed in the risk assessment update are likely to include earthquake, flooding, 

wildland fire, and severe winter weather. The local planning committee will provide input to describe 

the jurisdictions’ capabilities to mitigate these hazards.   

5.  Mitigation Strategy 

Based upon the risk and capability assessments, the local planning committee will formulate plan goals, 

objectives, and mitigation actions. The group will work to formulate a mitigation strategy and prioritize 

mitigation projects for the next five years.  These actions will specifically address key issues identified in 

the risk assessment and will be focused on mitigation actions to reduce or eliminate long‐term risks to 

people and property. 

6.  Plan Outline 

The La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) will consist of the following sections: 

• Executive Summary and Prerequisites 

• Chapter 1: Introduction to Mitigation Planning 

• Chapter 2: Planning Process 

• Chapter 3: Community Profile 

• Chapter 4: Risk Assessment 

• Chapter 5: Capability Assessment 

• Chapter 6: Mitigation Strategy 

• Chapter 7: Plan Implementation and Maintenance 

• Appendices 
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7.  Contact Information 

For more information on this project, contact the following: 

 

La Plata County HMP Project Manager  URS Deputy Project Manager 

Bruce Evans 
Upper Pine River FPD 
515 Shower Drive 
Bayfield, CO  81122 
Office: 970.884.9508 
Fax:  970.884.2444 
bevens@upperpinefpd.org 
  

Jennifer Orozco 
URS Corporation 
8181 E Tufts Avenue 
Denver, CO 80237 
Direct:  303.740.3830 
Fax:  303.740.2650 
Jennifer.orozco@urs.com 

 



 

 

         

Project Kickoff/Workshop #1 
Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 

May 9, 2012 
Durango Fire & Rescue, Station #1 Training Room 

11:00 am to 3:00 pm 
 

AGENDA 
 
11:00  Welcome and Introductions 
 
11:10  Review Workshop Agenda and Goals  
 
11:30 Purpose and Benefits of the Hazard Mitigation 

Plan  
 
11:45 Public Involvement Process and Schedule  

 Importance of public involvement  
 Project schedule and workshops 
 Participating jurisdiction/stakeholder 

requirements and draft list of participating 
jurisdictions  

 Discussion 
 
12:15 Natural Hazard Risk Assessment  

 FEMA hazard list 
 Preliminary risk assessment results 
 Group exercise (hazard ranking) 
 Discussion  

 
1:00 BREAK 
 
 
 



 

 

         

1:15 Community Capability 
 Community profile 
 Critical facilities and infrastructure 
 Discussion  

 
1:30 Mitigation Goals and Objectives  

 Sample goals and objectives  
 Small group exercise (goals and objectives) 
 Discussion 

 
2:30 Discussion and Next Steps 

 General feedback and QA 
(bevans@upperpinefpd.org   and  jennifer.orozco@urs.com , “HMP” in subject 
line) 

 Schedule workshop #2 (mid to late June, 
2011) 

 Review homework assignments  
 Review risk assessment 
 Complete community capability 
worksheets 

 Propose preliminary actions by 
jurisdiction 

 Other 
 
2:45  Adjournment 
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       Results of Project Kickoff/Workshop #1 
Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 

May 9, 2012 
 
1. Participating Jurisdictions 
 
This Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) will be the product of cooperation and data-sharing between 
many stakeholders and entities within La Plata County and at other levels of government 
(including state and federal agencies). The planning effort is being funded by grants and 
participation from local jurisdictions. 
 
The following entities are currently designated Participating Jurisdictions:  

• La Plata County 
• Durango Fire & Rescue Authority 
• Fort Lewis Mesa Fire Protection District 
• Los Pinos Fire Protection District 
• Upper Pine River Fire Protection District 

 
At the workshop, representatives from the City Durango and Towns of Bayfield and Ignacio 
expressed interest in their municipalities also becoming participating jurisdictions. Additional 
participation is welcome (see Bruce Evans for details). Ultimately, only those Participating 
Jurisdictions that adopt the final FEMA-approvable plan will be eligible to apply for FEMA 
hazard mitigation grant programs. 
 
In this planning process, the Participating Jurisdictions will be responsible for the following: 

• Attend all meetings 
• Provide data on their own risks and capabilities 
• Develop and prioritize mitigation actions 
• Provide comments on all relevant plan chapters  
• Adopt the plan (after this, jurisdictions are eligible to apply directly for grants) 

 
Workshop participants identified the following point-people for the Participating Jurisdictions: 
 

• La Plata County – Butch Knowlton 
• Durango Fire and Rescue – Mark Quick 
• Upper Pine River – Bruce Evans 
• Fort Lewis Mesa – Dennis Portlance 
• Los Pinos – Tom Aurnhammer 
• (tentative) City of Durango – Rick Szmajter/Terry Hoecker  
• (tentative) Bayfield – Chris LaMay 
• (tentative) Ignacio – Mike Lee 

 
Municipal representatives must coordinate with Bruce Evans (Upper Pine River FPD) to work 
out the details of formally joining the planning effort as full Participating Jurisdictions. 
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2. Risk Assessment  
 
Prioritization of Natural Hazards: Workshop participants reviewed a list of potential natural 
hazard categories from the State of Colorado Hazard Mitigation Plan and prioritized the La Plata 
County hazards through a “voting dot” exercise as follows: 
 

• Drought  (5 votes) 
• Earthquake  
• Flooding  (4 votes) 
• Winter Storm  (16 votes) 
• Wildfire  (18 votes) 
• Landslide/Rockslide/Rockfall 
• Severe Weather (windstorm, tornado, lightning, hail, thunderstorm)  (11 votes) 
• Avalanche 
• Forest Pests (2 votes) 

 
The workshop participants then reached consensus on prioritizing the following hazards: 
 

• Wildfire   
• Winter Storms  
• Severe Weather (windstorm, tornado, lightning, hail, thunderstorm)  
• Flooding 

 
The participants agreed that these hazards will be the focus of the mitigation plan. At the next 
workshop the planning committee and participating jurisdictions will develop mitigation actions 
to address the threats posed by these hazards. 
 
Based on the group discussion, tornados were moved beneath the “severe weather” hazard 
(versus remaining a separate hazard within the risk assessment) and forest pests were 
highlighted as a subtopic to be included in other relevant profiles such as wildfire. 
 
The group discussed two technical hazards of concern for La Plata County: 

• Larger energy production facilities such as refinery/compressor stations for the oil and 
gas industry 

• Prolonged electrical outage 
 
Based on the group discussion and input from representatives from the La Plata County Energy 
Council, workshop participants decided that these technical hazards can be classified as Critical 
Facilities and they should be analyzed in terms of how they could be impacted by natural 
hazards (winter storm, severe weather, wildfire, etc.). 
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Natural Hazards Profiles: Workshop participants reviewed preliminary hazard data and 
provided local expertise and insight to adjust the Probability and Magnitude ratings for each 
hazard. The Probability and Magnitude definitions and final ratings are listed below. 
 
PROBABILITY: 

Nearly Certain 
(Highly Likely) 

Near 100% chance of occurrence next year  
(happens nearly every year) 

Likely 
10-100% chance of occurrence next year  
(happens every 10 years or less) 

Occasional 
1-10% chance of occurrence in the next year  
(11 to 100 years between events) 

Rare (Unlikely) 
Less than 1% chance of occurrence in the next 100 years  
(more than 100 years between events) 

  
MAGNITUDE: 

Catastrophic  
Life: Multiple deaths;  
Property: Destroyed/ severe damage; 
Services: Interruption over 72 hrs 

Critical Life: Isolated deaths or multiple injuries;  
Property: Major damage;  
Services: Interruption 24-72 hrs 

Limited Life: Minor injuries;  
Property: Minimal damage;  
Services: Interruption less than 24 hrs 

Negligible 
Life: No/few injuries;  
Property: Little/no property damage;  
Services: no/brief interruption 
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 Certain Likely Occasional Rare 

Catastrophic   WUI Wildfire   

Critical   Winter Storm 

 Drought 
 

 Severe Flood 
(100-year or 
greater) 

 

Limited  Non-WUI 
Wildfire 

 Moderate Flood 
(less than 100-
year) 

 Severe weather 

 Landslide/ 
Rockslide/ 
Rockfall 

 Avalanche 
 

 Earthquake 

Negligible     

 
Notes: 

• Wildfire was divided into two categories: WUI and Non-WUI, based on the event’s 
potential to threaten homes and people. 

• There are public lands fire data back to the 1960s (Craig Goodell). 
• Wildfire is a growing concern for Durango as the city expands with new parklands/open 

space/greenbelts. 
• Vallecito Creek drainage is the most vulnerable to flooding: drops from a 10,000-ft to 

6,500-ft elevation in two miles and has highly erodible soils. There are hundreds of 
vulnerable homes at the base of the gorge. Two flood fight levees (Army Corps of 
Engineers) were constructed during a flood event.  

• A 100-year flood would be catastrophic for all jurisdictions in La Plata County because 
bridges would be impassable and the county would be separated into five 
geographic areas. 

• Durango has 13 lift stations and a vulnerable bridge. 
• Flooding can be exacerbated by dam releases and overtopping. For example, in August 

2001, Vallecito and Lemon Dams were dangerously close to overtopping. Places at 
risk include Bayfield, Vallecito, and areas along the Florida and Pine Rivers. 

• Nighthorse Reservoir doesn’t have an Emergency Action Plan yet. 
• Landslides have limited magnitude: most homes are protected, primary impacts are to 

roads. 
• There were two landslides following the Missionary Ridge fire. 
• Drought should be rated likely/critical.  
• There are additional drought risks due to spontaneous combustion of coal seams. 
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• Winter storm should be rated likely/critical: La Plata and Archuleta Counties are served 
by a single power line, with up to 20,000 residents reliant solely on electricity for 
heating. 

• Based on fire investigation reports, lightning-caused damages are estimated to be at 
least $750,000 annually. 

• BLM has additional lightning data (fire starts). 95% of all wildfires are started by 
lightning. 

• Design wind speed in the County in 90 mph. 
• Communication systems are vulnerable to severe weather. Storm-related power surges 

at the airport cause equipment loss annually. Downdrafts and wind sheers cause 
flight cancelations. 

• The county isn’t covered well by the existing radar network. A scientist from the National 
Severe Storms Lab (NSSL) in Norman, Oklahoma operated a portable Dual 
Polarized Doppler Radar in La Plata County (steven.vasiloff@noaa.gov) and may 
have data (comparison graphics between local and national radar).  
 

Critical Facilities: Workshop participants received a draft map and list of critical facilities in the 
county. Preliminary feedback included a request to add Animas Surgical Hospital (555 
Rivergate). 
 
3. Goals and Objectives 
 
Workshop participants worked in small break-out groups to review example goals and 
objectives from the Colorado Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan and other nearby county plans. 
The break-out groups developed their own draft goals and objectives for La Plata County and 
shared their ideas with the larger group. The result of this exercise was a synthesis of the 
following draft goals and objectives for the La Plata County HMP: 
 

1. Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events. 
• Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness. 
• Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of 

government. 
• Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations 

and zones of vulnerability. 
• Ensure accurate site addressing. 
• Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved 

situational awareness. 
• Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions.  

 
2. Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, federal, and 

private assets within La Plata County). 
• Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard). 
• Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning. 
• Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private). 
• Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities. 
• Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities. 

mailto:steven.vasiloff@noaa.gov
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• Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) 
so each community can manage local assets. 

• Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities. 
 

3. Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the 
impacts of natural hazards.   
• Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire) 
• Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs. 
• Develop a system to monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs. 
• Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through 

land use planning, subdivision review, permitting and building codes. 
• Pursue engineering projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards. 

 
4.  Next Steps 
 
Workshop #2 will be Wednesday, June 27, 2012; 12:30–4:30 p.m.,  
Durango Fire & Rescue, Station #1 Training Room, 142 Sheppard Drive, Durango 
 
Please direct general feedback and questions to bevans@upperpinefpd.org and 
jennifer.orozco@urs.com.  

 
General Action Items: 

 Review Draft Meeting Results (including Goals and Objectives) and provide 
feedback/comments/corrections.  

 Review Draft Chapter 4: Risk Assessment. (Please provide additional data on historical 
occurrences and/or past impacts and costs.) 

 Review Critical Facilities Map and List for accuracy and completeness. (Are we missing 
any landmarks, historic structures, significant employment centers, etc.?) 

 
Additional Action Items for Participating Jurisdictions: 

 Publicize planning effort on jurisdictions’ websites. 
 Complete Community Capability Assessment worksheets (three total: Regulatory, Fiscal, 

and Administrative). 
 Identify preliminary Mitigation Actions (a wish list of mitigation projects, by jurisdiction) 

 
Additional Action Items for Municipalities: 

 Coordinate with Bruce Evans (Upper Pine River FPD) to work out the details of formally 
joining the planning effort as full Participating Jurisdictions. 

mailto:bevans@upperpinefpd.org
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Firefighters, government plan for disasters 

By Dale Rodebaugh  

When emergency-response officials worry about disasters, wildfires and weather-related 
phenomena, including flooding, top the list. 

That was one of the things to come out of a four-hour work session involving 20 
representatives of local and federal government, emergency services and private 
enterprise. 

Needed to guard against these disasters are public education about natural hazards, 
expansion of early-warning systems and private-sector involvement. 

A natural-hazard mitigation plan approved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
would allow participating entities to apply for FEMA grants. 

FEMA offers grants for predisaster mitigation planning, flood-reduction projects and 
repetitive-loss claims. 

The workshop was organized by the La Plata County Office of Emergency Management 
and Los Pinos, Upper Pine and Fort Lewis Mesa fire protection districts and Durango Fire & 
Rescue Authority. 

Jennifer Orozco and David Cooper of URS Corp. of Denver coordinated the workshop. 

They said mitigation planning builds local partnerships, creates disaster-resilient 
communities and communicates local priorities to state and federal agencies. 

Issues discussed Wednesday will be refined as a draft mitigation plan for another workshop 
June 27. 

A draft plan is expected by August, with final approval by November. 

daler@durangoherald.com 
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Workshop #2 
Mitigation Strategy 

June 27, 2012 
Durango Fire & Rescue, Station #1 Training Room 

12:30 am to 4:30 pm 
 

AGENDA 
 
12:30  Welcome, Introductions, and Meeting “To Do List”  
 
12:40 Review and Confirm List and Responsibilities of 

Participating Jurisdictions  
 
12:45 Review Results of Workshop #1 

 Prioritized Hazards and Natural Hazards Risk 
Assessment 

 Critical Facilities 
 Plan Goals and Objectives 

 
1:00 Review Capabilities of Participating Jurisdictions 

 Regulatory 
 Fiscal 
 Administrative  

 
1:30 Break 
 
1:45 Develop Mitigation Actions   

 Review FEMA requirements 
 Develop Mitigation Actions  

o Small group brainstorming (3 breakout 
groups: one for each goal) 

o Small groups report back and entire group 
refines actions list 



 

 

         

o Verify that list meets FEMA requirements 
2:45 Break 
 
3:00 Prioritize Mitigation Actions (large group) 

 Introduce STAPLEE criteria 
 Discuss Barriers and Benefits for Mitigation 

Actions 
 Prioritization of Actions 
 Complete details: responsible entity, timeframe, 

estimated cost 
 
4:00 Plan Implementation & Maintenance 

 Designate or create a group/body to oversee 
implementation and maintain plan 

 
4:15 Discussion and Next Steps 

 Opportunities for feedback: 
jennifer.orozco@urs.com 

 Report compilation and draft 
 Public outreach 

 
4:30  Adjournment 
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          Results of Workshop #2 
Mitigation Actions and Plan Implementation & Maintenance 

June 27, 2012 
 
1. Participating Jurisdictions 
 
At the workshop, representatives from the City of Durango and Towns of Bayfield and Ignacio 
confirmed their interest in becoming full participating jurisdictions for the La Plata County 
Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP). They will be joining the County and the fire districts in producing 
the plan. All participating jurisdictions have agreed to provide data, formulate action items, be 
active in reviewing the draft plan, and oversee local adoption of the final FEMA-approvable plan. 
 
The Participating Jurisdictions are represented by the following contacts:  

• La Plata County – Butch Knowlton 
• Durango Fire and Rescue – Mark Quick 
• Upper Pine River – Bruce Evans 
• Fort Lewis Mesa – Dennis Portlance 
• Los Pinos – Tom Aurnhammer 
• City of Durango –Terry Hoecker  
• Town of Bayfield – Chris LaMay 
• Town of Ignacio – Mike Lee 

 
Ultimately, only those Participating Jurisdictions that adopt the final FEMA-approvable plan will 
be eligible to apply for FEMA hazard mitigation grant programs. 
 
2. Results from Workshop #1  
 
Risk Assessment: Workshop participants reviewed historical hazard data and relied on local 
knowledge to assess the probability and magnitude of a range of hazards. The following matrix 
summarizes the results. 

M
A

G
N

IT
U

D
E 

 PROBABILITY 

 Certain Likely Occasional Rare 

Catastrophic   WUI Wildfire   

Critical   Winter Storm 

 Drought 

 Severe Flood   

Limited  Non-WUI 
Wildfire 

 Moderate Flood  

 Severe weather 

 Landslide/ 
Rockslide/ 
Rockfall 

 Avalanche 
 

 Earthquake 

Negligible     
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Prioritization of Natural Hazards: Workshop participants prioritized the following hazards for 
the La Plata County Mitigation Strategy: 
 

 Wildfire   

 Winter Storms  

 Severe Weather (windstorm, tornado, lightning, hail, thunderstorm)  

 Flooding 
 

Critical Facilities: Workshop participants received an updated draft map and list of critical 
facilities in the county. Additional feedback included: 

 Add Bayfield Town Hall 

 Add Ignacio Town Hall 

 Update fires station locations (per data from 911 GIS) 

 Add Southern Ute Tribe facilities (get data from Kathi Gurule) 
 

3. Community Capabilities 
 
Workshop participants reviewed the results of the “community capabilities” homework 
completed by the participating jurisdictions. These checklists focus on the regulatory, fiscal, and 
administrative capabilities of the participating jurisdictions. Some jurisdictions must still complete 
their checklists. The status for each participating jurisdiction is listed below. 
 

• La Plata County – Incomplete 
• Durango Fire and Rescue – Complete 
• Upper Pine River – Incomplete 
• Fort Lewis Mesa – Complete 
• Los Pinos – Incomplete 
• City of Durango – Incomplete  
• Town of Bayfield – Incomplete 
• Town of Ignacio – Complete 

 
4.  Goals and Objectives 
 
The following draft goals and objectives were formulated at Workshop #1: 
 

1. Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events. 
1. Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness. 
2. Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of 

government. 
3. Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations 

and zones of vulnerability. 
4. Ensure accurate site addressing. 
5. Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved 

situational awareness. 
6. Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions.  
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2. Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, federal, and 
private assets within La Plata County). 
1. Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard). 
2. Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning. 
3. Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private). 
4. Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities. 
5. Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities. 
6. Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) 

so each community can manage local assets. 
7. Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities. 

 
3. Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the 

impacts of natural hazards.   
1. Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire) 
2. Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs. 
3. Monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs. 
4. Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through 

land use planning, subdivision review, permitting and building codes. 
5. Pursue engineering projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards. 

 
5.  Mitigation Actions 
 
Sample Categories:  Workshop participants reviewed sample mitigation actions for each of the 
following categories: 
 

 Prevention (actions to keep problems from getting worse; address future development 

 Property Protection (actions/strategies for individual buildings) 

 Education and Awareness (actions to inform the public) 

 Natural Resource Protection (actions to protect natural areas and/or resources) 

 Emergency Services Protection (actions to assure continuity of services before, during, 
and after an event) 

 Structural Projects (actions that result in manmade structures/devices to control the 
hazard) 

 
FEMA Requirements: Workshop participants learned that mitigation actions must: 
 

 Address both existing and new buildings/infrastructure. 

 Represent a comprehensive range of actions for each hazard and each participating 
jurisdiction. 

 Address continued participation in/compliance with the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP). 

 
Evaluation of Actions: Workshop participants reviewed FEMA’s “STAPLEE” method for 
evaluating mitigation actions. The method involves systematic consideration of a range of 
factors that contribute to the feasibility of a proposed action. The factors include: 
 

 Social (Community acceptance? Adverse impacts to population?) 



 
 

 

4 

 Technical (Feasible? Long-term solution? Secondary impacts?) 

 Administrative (Staffing? Funding? Maintenance/Operations?) 

 Political (Political support? Local champion? Public support?) 

 Legal (Local/State/Federal authority? Legal challenges?) 

 Economic (Benefit/cost? Other priorities? Outside funding required?) 

 Environmental (Flora/fauna? Local/State/Federal laws? Community environmental 
goals?) 

 
Mitigation Action List and Prioritization:  After reviewing lists of sample actions (from other 
nearby plans, FEMA guidance, and the State of Colorado Hazard Mitigation Plan), workshop 
participants began an iterative process of developing actions for La Plata County. In a large 
group, participants brainstormed, refined, and prioritized a list of actions for each of the three 
plan goals. Participants then assigned responsible entities and estimated the timeframe and 
cost for each action. The draft actions are listed in the following matrix. 
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La Plata County Mitigation Actions 
 

 Action Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazards 
Addressed  

Priority (Low, 
Medium, High) 

Responsible 
Entities 

Timeframe / Cost 

1 Utilize LPC representatives to SW All-Hazards Advisory 
Council (SWAHAC: 5 counties + 2 tribes, police, fire, 
public health…)+ representative from the LPC Energy 
Council to coordinate interagency planning for natural 
hazard mitigation 

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6, 
2.2, 2.3 

All HIGH County 1 year/staff time 

2 Update the county and municipal Comprehensive Plans 
to address natural hazards  

1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, 
Flooding 

HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield 

2-3 years/staff time + grants 

3 Update the county and municipal Land Use Codes and 
Development Regulations to address natural hazards 

1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, 
Flooding 

HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield 

3-5 years/staff time + grants 

4 Develop sheltering/public services strategies by 
jurisdiction for populations impacted by natural hazard 
events  

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 
1.6 

All HIGH County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield, 
School Districts, 

Red Cross 

1 year/staff time 

5 Inventory, evaluate, update, and coordinate/standardize 
physical addressing and GIS data 

1.4, 1.5 All MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Southern Ute GIS 

3-5 years/staff time 

6 Evaluate and update reverse 911 system  1.4, 1.5 All HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Southern Ute 

Communications 
Centers 

2-3 years/staff time  

7 Develop a county-wide system by jurisdiction (or 
streamline existing efforts) to monitor the success of 
awareness and mitigation programs. 

1.6, 3.3 All MEDIUM Elected officials 5 years/staff time 

8 Use the Public Safety GIS Users Group as the 
technology arm of county-wide hazards planning 

1.3, 1.5, 1.6 All LOW-MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Southern Ute GIS 

5 years/staff time 

9 Integrate GIS/technology into SWAHAC 1.3, 1.5, 1.6 All LOW-MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Southern Ute GIS 

5 years/staff time 

10 Evaluate current hazard mitigation education/outreach 
efforts and develop an outreach strategy by jurisdiction 

1.1, 1.5, 1.6 All MEDIUM Elected officials 2-3 years/staff time 

11 Secure a backup power supply for Bayfield water intake 
(Upper Pine River) 

2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 
2.6 

All MEDIUM Bayfield 3-5 years/$50,000+/- (grants) 
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 Action Goals & 
Objectives 
Addressed 

Hazards 
Addressed  

Priority (Low, 
Medium, High) 

Responsible 
Entities 

Timeframe / Cost 

12 Procure back-up power generators for County, FPD, 
and municipal critical facilities/infrastructure 

2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 
2.6 

All MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Bayfield, Ignacio 

3-5 years/$25,000+/-  per unit 
(grants) 

13 Replace bridges in Bayfield (2 bridges over Upper Pine 
River on Hwy 160B/Bayfield Parkway) 

2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Flooding LOW Bayfield 5 years/$TBD 

14 Inventory locations/access points and create fire clear 
zones around substations, repeaters, cell phone towers, 
and other communications sites on Federal/State lands 

2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 

Wildfire HIGH Owner of 
equipment 

3-5 years/$TBD 

15 Take steps to improve resiliency of water treatment 
facilities to handle impacts from hazard events (such as 
wildfire or flooding) 

2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 Wildfire, 
Flooding 

LOW Durango, Bayfield, 
Southern Ute 

Indian Tribe, Water 
Districts 

5 years/$TBD 

16 Flood mitigation projects in the Vallecitos Valley 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5 Flooding MEDIUM County 3-5 years/$TBD 

17 Continue to encourage property owners to enroll in 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

3.1 Flooding MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield 

1-5 years/staff time 

18 Continue/begin participation in the Community Rating 
System (CRS).  Work with Flood Plain Manager to 
identify and pursue actions that improve CRS rating. 

3.1 Flooding MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Bayfield 

1-5 years/staff time 

19 Provide infrastructure and stockpile equipment for the 
Las Animas Watershed Subarea Contingency Plan 
(EPA)  

3.5 All LOW DFRA 5 years/staff time + grants 

20 Investigate feasibility and funding for a levee protecting 
Meadowbrook Mobile Home Park from flooding on the 
Pine River. 

3.5 Flooding HIGH  County, Ignacio, 
SUIT 

2-3 years/staff time + grants 
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6.  Plan Implementation and Maintenance 
 
FEMA guidance states that hazard mitigation plans must have provisions for:  

 Monitoring: Document the progress of mitigation actions (at least annually) 

 Evaluating: Are actions effective? (at least every 5 years) 

 Updating: Federal DMA requires the plan to be updated (at least every 5 years) 
 
Workshop participants discussed how the plan would be maintained and who would oversee the 
process. Participants agreed that the local representatives to the SW All-Hazards Advisory 
Council (SWAHAC) should be responsible for overseeing the plan maintenance process. 
 
7.  Next Steps 
 
Please direct general feedback and questions to bevans@upperpinefpd.org and 
jennifer.orozco@urs.com.  

 
General Action Items: 

 Review Draft Meeting Results (including the Actions Matrix!) and provide 
feedback/comments/corrections.  

 Review Critical Facilities Map and List for accuracy and completeness. (Are we missing 
any landmarks, historic structures, significant employment centers, etc.?) 

 
Additional Action Items for Participating Jurisdictions: 

 Complete Community Capability Assessment worksheets (3 worksheets total: 
Regulatory, Fiscal, and Administrative), if outstanding.  We are missing worksheets from 
the following jurisdictions: La Plata County, City of Durango, Town of Bayfield, Upper 
Pine, and Los Pinos. 

 Review preliminary Mitigation Actions, including the prioritization, responsible entities, 
and estimated timeframe/costs. 

 

mailto:bevans@upperpinefpd.org
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Appendix C:  Mitigation 

Action Evaluation 

 

CONTENTS: 

1. Evaluation Criteria for Mitigation Actions (FEMA STAPLEE) 

2. Sample Mitigation Actions 

3. Workshop Exercise: Mitigation Action Worksheets 
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Mitigation�Actions�
�
Requirement�§201.4(c)(3)(iii):��[State�plans�shall�include�an]�identification,�evaluation,�and�prioritization�of�cost�effective,�environmentally�sound,�and�
technically�feasible�mitigation�actions�and�activities�the�State�is�considering�and�an�explanation�of�how�each�activity�contributes�to�the�overall�mitigation�
strategy.�This�section�should�be�linked�to�local�plans,�where�specific�local�actions�and�projects�are�identified.�

�
Table�5�3:�2010�Colorado�State�Hazard�Mitigation�Team�Actions�

Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

Identify�high�priority�
vulnerabilities�in�communities�
around�the�state.�
�

High�
Goal�2,�Objective�I;�
Goal�3,�Objectives�I�
and�III�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Enhances�State’s�ability�to�
prioritize�technical�assistance�and�
work�with�local�governments�to�
develop�projects.�

Develop�and�promulgate�
methodology�for�conducting�stand�
alone�local�risk�assessments.�

High�
Goal�1,�Objectives�I�
and�IV�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Enhances�local�government’s�
capability�to�assess�risks�and�
develop�preparedness�and�
mitigation�strategies.�

Provide�technical�assistance�to�
local�governments�on�protecting�
critical�lifelines.�

Medium�
Goal�2,�Objectives�I�
and�II�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Protecting�lifelines�decreases�
potential�for�essential�service�
interruptions�during�hazard�
events.�

Provide�technical�assistance�to�
local�governments�regarding�
identifying�site�specific�areas�of�
vulnerability.��

Medium�
Goal�1,�Objective�IV;�
Goal�2,�Objective�III�

CDEM�Risk�
Manager�and�Field�
Managers�

Staff�Time�

Enhances�local�capabilities�to�
identify�high�priority�risk�areas,�
including�critical�infrastructure�and�
lifelines.�

Prioritize�site�specific�
vulnerabilities�and�conduct�
detailed�risk�assessments.�

Medium�
Goal�1,�Objective�IV;�
Goal�2,�Objectives�I�
and�III�

CDEM�Risk�
Manager�and�Field�
Managers�

Staff�Time,�
EMPG�

Provides�local�and�tribal�
governments�and�State�
government�with�a�platform�to�
develop�projects�to�protect�people�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

as�well�as�critical�lifelines,�
infrastructure�and�facilities.�
Prioritization�improves�decision�
making�and�use�of�resources.�

Based�on�results�of�site�specific�risk�
assessments,�provide�technical�
assistance�in�developing�potential�
preparedness�or�mitigation�
projects.��

Medium�
Goal�I,�Objective�VI;�
Goal�2,�Objective�II�

CDEM�Risk�
Manager�and�Field�
Managers�

Staff�Time,�PDM,�
other�DHS�
Sources�

Provides�opportunities�to�reduce�
or�eliminate�site�specific�risks.�
Reduces�risks�to�life�and�property.��
Reduces�interruptions�to�essential�
services.��

Continue�to�strengthen�
interagency�partnerships�to�
mitigate�hazards.�

High�
Goal�I,�Objective�III;�
Goal�IV,�Objectives�I�
and�II�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Pooled�knowledge�and�resources�
leads�to�more�informed�decision�
making�and�enhanced�technical�
assistance.�

Improve�analysis�of�available�state�
critical,�necessary�and�essential�
asset�datasets.�

Medium�
Goal�3,�Objectives�I�
and�III�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Improved�inventories�enhance�
knowledge�and�ability�to�better�
prepare�for�and�mitigate�potential�
risks�from�natural�hazards.��Better�
inventories�will�also�reduce�strain�
and�improve�response�capabilities�
in�event�of�an�emergency.�

Improve�statewide�seismic�data�
collection�and�risk�assessment�
activities.�

Medium� Goal�1,�Objective�IV� CDEM,�CGS�

FEMA�
Earthquake�

Hazards�
Reduction�State�

Assistance�
Program�

While�destructive�earthquakes�are�
not�a�frequent�problem�in�
Colorado,�the�risk�does�exist.��
Action�will�reduce�impacts�of�this�
low�probability,�high�consequence�
risk.�

Better�coordinate�State�
preparedness,�recovery,�and�
mitigation�plans�and�streamline�all�
natural�hazards�risk�assessment�

High�

Goal�1,�Objectives�II�
and�III;�Goal�3,�
Objective�III;�Goal�4,�
Objectives�I�and�II,�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Reduces�duplication�of�effort�and�
provides�opportunities�for�better�
coordination�and�continuity�of�
operations.�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

activities.� Goal�6,�Objective�I�

When�disasters�occur,�promote�
opportunities�for�integration�of�
mitigation�into�recovery�plans,�
projects�and�initiatives.��

High�

Goal�1,�Objective�III;�
Goal�4,�Objective�I;�
Goal�6,�Objectives�I�
and�II�

CDEM,�Long�Term�
Recovery�Task�
Force�

Staff�Time�

Strengthens�community�resilience�
following�hazard�events;�reduces�
future�impacts�on�individuals,�
families,�businesses,�government�
operations�and�facilities,�and�
public�infrastructure.�

Inventory�projects�from�local�
hazard�mitigation�plans.��

Medium� Goal�2,�Objective�I� CDEM�
FEMA�PDM�and�
FMA�Programs,�

Staff�Time�

Improved�understanding�of�local�
priorities.�Provides�readily�
available�list�of�potential�projects�
for�PDM,�FMA�and�HMGP.�

Promote�integration�of�hazard�
mitigation�into�local�land�use�
planning�efforts.�

Medium�
Goal�2,�Objective�I;�
Goal�5,�Objective�II�

CDEM,�CGS� Staff�Time�

Improved�knowledge�of�hazards�
and�strategies�to�eliminate�risk�
before�development�occurs�will�
result�in�more�informed�and�
sustainable�land�use�decisions.�

Develop�methodology�to�better�
track�statewide�development�
trends.�
�

Medium�
Goal�2,�Objective�III;�
Goal�3,�Objective�III�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Improves�depth�and�effectiveness�
of�risk�assessment�activities.�
Enhances�quality�of�technical�
assistance�to�local�governments.�

Inventory�mitigation�grant�
resources�across�state,�federal,�and�
private�non�profit�organizations.��

Medium�
Goal�4,�Objective�II,�
Goal�5,�Objective�I�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

More�knowledge�of�potential�
funding�sources�will�lead�to�more�
opportunities�for�mitigation�
projects�statewide.�

Continue�to�strengthen�Mitigation�
technical�assistance�and�local�
training�services.�

High�
Goal�I,�Objective�VI,�
Goal�2,�Objectives�II�
and�III�

CDEM�
Staff�Time,�

FEMA�PDM�and�
FMA�programs�

Improves�local�and�tribal�
capabilities,�enhances�
relationships�and�partnerships�
between�the�State�and�local�and�
tribal�governments.�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

Continually�update�state�plan�risk�
assessment�and�supporting�
documents.�

High�
Goal�1,�Objective�I;�
Goal�2,�Objective�3;�
Goal�3,�Objective�III�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Datasets�and�analysis�will�be�more�
complete.��Improved�data�and�
analysis�will�result�in�more�
opportunities�for�preparedness�
and�mitigation�projects�on�the�
state�and�local�level.�

Provide�local�governments�with�
inventory�of�easy�to�implement�
and�low�cost�pre�and�post�disaster�
mitigation�actions�that�do�not�
require�federal�or�state�grants.�

Medium�
Goal�1,�Objective�VI;�
Goal�2,�Objective�III�

CDEM� Staff�Time�

Not�all�communities�can�afford�the�
costs�associated�with�mitigation�
construction�projects,�especially�in�
difficult�economic�conditions.�This�
will�provide�governments,�non�
profits�and�individuals�with�more�
opportunities�to�reduce�risks�to�
natural�hazards.���

Attend�more�local�hazard�
mitigation�planning�meetings.�

Medium�
Goal�4,�Objective�II;�
Goal�5,�Objective�II�

CDEM�
FEMA�PDM�and�
FMA�Programs,�

Staff�Time�

Improves�coordination�with�local�
planning�efforts�and�provides�
another�mechanism�for�technical�
assistance.�

Develop�methodology�and�
framework�for�conducting�natural�
hazards�risk�assessments�on�
communications,�
water/wastewater,�energy�and�
transportation�lifelines.�

High�
Goal�1,�Objective�II;�
Goal�VI,�Objective�I�

Restoration�of�
Lifelines�Working�
Group�(CDEM,�
CDOT,�CDPHE,�DLG)�

Staff�Time,�
FEMA�and�

Department�of�
Homeland�

Security�funding�
sources�

Provides�tool�to�improve�
continuity�of�operations;�reduces�
possibility�of�critical�services�
interruptions�during�hazard�
events.�

As�risk�assessments�are�completed,�
promote�development�of�projects�
to�protect�communications,�
water/wastewater,�energy�and�
transportation�lifelines.�

Low�

Goal�I,�Objectives�II�
and�VI;�Goal�3,�
Objective�II;�Goal�6,�
Objective�I�

Restoration�of�
Lifelines�Working�
Group�(CDEM,�
CDOT,�CDPHE,�DLG)�

Various�FEMA�
and�Department�

of�Homeland�
Security�grant�

programs�

Projects�to�protect��
communications,�
water/wastewater,�energy�and�
transportation�lifelines�will�
strengthen�continuity�of�
operations�at�all�levels�of�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

government�and�will�improve�
response�and�recovery�operations.�

Complete�geologic�mapping�of�four�
USGS�quadrangles,�including�
identification�of�landslides,�alluvial�
fans,�rockslides,�and�debris�fans.�

High�
Goal�1,�Objective�III;�
Goal�2,�Objective�III;�
Goal�3,�Objective�III�

CGS�
Federal�grant�

and�state�
severance�taxes�

Better�assessment�of�natural�
hazard�exposure�and�vulnerability�
in�future�land�use�plans�and�better�
assessment�of��natural�hazard�
exposure�on�evacuation�and�
sheltering;�Identifying�assets�
critical�to�continuity�of�state�and�
local�government,�continuity�of�
operations�and�delivery�of�
essential�services.�

Provide�digital�maps�of��areas�(Las�
Animas�County�and�other�areas�
along�the�front�range)�vulnerable�
to�subsidence�

Medium� Goal�1,�Objective�IV� CGS�
Federal�grant�

and�state�
severance�taxes�

Better�assessment�of�natural�
hazard�exposure�and�vulnerability�
in�future�land�use�plans�and�better�
assessment�of��natural�hazard�
exposure�on�evacuation�and�
sheltering�

Tri�Towns�Subsidence�Vulnerability�
Project:�
� Conduct�targeted�hazard�

mitigation�education�programs�
in�Tri�Towns�area�to�educate�
citizens,�planners,�and�elected�
officials�about�subsidence�
hazards�

� Integrate�hazard�mitigation�
into�key�issues�like�
transportation,�sustainability,�
development,�and�quality�of�

High�

Goal�1,�Objectives�I�
and�IV;�Goal�2,�
Objective�III;�Goal�5,�
Objectives�I�and�II�

CGS�
Federal�grant�

and�state�
severance�taxes�

Assessment�of�natural�hazard�
exposure�and�vulnerability�in�
future�land�use�plans�and�better�
assessment�of��natural�hazard�
exposure�on�evacuation�and�
sheltering;�Identifying�assets�
critical�to�continuity�of�local�
government,�continuity�of�
operations�and�delivery�of�
essential�services;�In�growing�
communities,�future�land�use�plan�
focuses�on�hazard�avoidance;�In�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�
Agency�

Potential�
Funding�Sources�

Potential�Benefits�

life�improvements�
� Help�Dacono,�Frederick,�

Firestone�and��Erie�prepare�
small�areas�plans�in�key�areas�
with�significant�subsidence�
vulnerability��

� Improve��hazard�mapping�in�
areas�with�high�vulnerability�
to�subsidence��hazards�

built�out�communities,�future�land�
use�plans�focus�on�retrofitting�
buildings�and�public�facilities,�
relocating�critical�structures�
exposed�to�hazards;�Include��
better�maps�of�natural�hazards�in�
future�land�use�plan;�Better�
assessment�of�natural�hazard�
exposure�and�vulnerability�in�
future�land�use�plans�

Develop�Disaster�Ready�Training�
programs�that�integrate�a�culture�
of�preparedness�among�the�state’s�
middle�and�high�school�students.�

High� Goal�1,�Objective�V�
GOHS�and�READY�
Colorado�

Homeland�
Security�and�
UASI�Grant�

Funding�

Develops�a�broad�base�set�of�life�
long�preparedness�skills�that�
reduces�the�strain�on�first�
responder�resources,�establishes�
personal�responsibility,�and�
provides�a�cadre�of�trained�
citizens.�

Continue�using�GIS�to�overlay�
hazards�analysis�data�onto�
American�Red�Cross�Mile�High�
Chapter�current�resources�map.���

High� Goal�4,�Objective�II�
American�Red�Cross�
Mile�High�Chapter�
Logistics�Section�

Staff�Time�

Increase�the�percentage�of�
available�Red�Cross�resources�four�
use�during�an�event�in�order�to�
assist�in�the�execution�of�ESF�6�
operations.�
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Colorado�State�Forest�Service�Mitigation�Actions�

CSFS Objectives: 

1. Strengthen Local Capacity in Wildland Fire Preparedness, Suppression, and Mitigation 
2. Enhance State Leadership and Coordination in Interagency Wildland Fire Response. 
3. Improve Statewide Public Awareness Regarding the Role of Fire in Colorado Landscapes and Tools for Wildland Fire Prevention. 

Table�5�4:�2010�Colorado�State�Forest�Service�Mitigation�Actions�
�

Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�Agency�
Potential�Funding�

Sources�
Potential�Benefits�

Provide�state�supported�
technical�and�cost�sharing�
assistance�to�counties�for�the�
development�and�
implementation�of�expanded�
Annual�Operating�Plans�(AOP).�

� CSFS�Objective�1� CSFS�

Within�SB�06�096�
appropriations,�
Wildfire�
Preparedness�Fund�

Clear�understanding�of�
wildfire�response�in�
counties.�
Identification�of�values�at�
risk�within�communities�
and�of�mitigation�
measures.�

Increase�State�Disaster�
Emergency�Fund�to�provide�for�
wildland�urban�interface�
contingency�needs�and�for�a�
fuels�mitigation�cost�sharing�
program.�

� CSFS�Objective�1� CSFS� State�Legislature�
Resources�will�be�available�
for�wildfire�response,�and�
mitigation�

Continue�funding�support�for�
Wildfire�Preparedness�Plan�

� CSFS�Objective�1� CSFS�

The�Wildfire�
Preparedness�Plan�is�
supported�with�a�
five�year�
appropriation�of�
$3.25�million�

Resources�will�be�available�
for�wildfire�response,�and�
mitigation�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�Agency�
Potential�Funding�

Sources�
Potential�Benefits�

annually.�

Develop�state�level�wildland�
urban�interface�training�
program�for�local�fire�service�
personnel.�
�

� CSFS�Objective�1� CSFS�
Funded�as�part�of�HB�
1199�

Increased�public�protection�
and�safety.�Increased�
effectiveness�and�
interagency�cooperation.�

Institute�state�contribution�to�
Emergency�Fire�Fund�(EFF).�
Continued�support�for�Healthy�
Forest�Vibrant�Communities�
Act.(�HB�1199).�

� CSFS�Objective�1� CSFS�

$1�million�for�EFF�
$200,000�for�WERF�
$2.9�million�for�HFVC�
Act.�

Less�dependence�on�
Disaster�Emergency�
Executive�Order�funding.�
WERF�increases�initial�
attack�success,�keeping�
fires�small�and�less�costly.�

Coordinate�and�fund�the�
development�and�
implementation�of�a�statewide,�
county�by�county�wildfire�risk�
assessment.�

� CSFS�Objective�2� CSFS�
½�FEMA�mitigation�
grant;�½�
Preparedness�Fund.�

Statewide�assessment�to�
aid�decision�making�at�the�
state�and�county�level�for�
mitigation�and�
preparedness�needs.�

Provide�statutory�clarification�
of�wildland�fire�roles�and�
responsibilities�held�by�County�
Sheriffs,�Fire�Protection�
Districts,�and�related�local�
response�personnel.�
�

� CSFS�Objective�2� CSFS� �

Local�responsibilities�
defined,�implementation�
driven�by�local�
determination.�

Clarify�in�state�Master�
Agreement�interagency�roles�
and�responsibilities�for�wildfire�
protection�in�the�wildland�
urban�interface.�

� CSFS�Objective�2� CSFS�
Supported�by�
Preparedness�Fund.�

Clear�understanding�of�
Federal�and�State�
responsibilities�in�the�WUI�
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Action� Priority�
Corresponding�
Goal(s)�and�
Objective(s)�

Responsible�Lead�Agency�
Potential�Funding�

Sources�
Potential�Benefits�

Provide�state�level�support�for�
expanded�state�participation�in�
zone�dispatch�centers�and�in�
the�extended�attack�phase�of�
wildfire�suppression.�
�

� CSFS�Objective�2� CSFS�
Wildfire�
Preparedness�Fund�

Resources�will�be�available�
for�wildfire�response,�and�
mitigation.�

Investigate�and�identify�
statewide�protocols�for�radio�
communication�across�local,�
state,�and�federal�jurisdictions.�
�

� CSFS�Objective�2�
CSFS�and�State�Tele�
communications�

�
Interagency�
communications�on�
wildland�fire.�

Coordinate�interagency�
implementation�and�allocation�
of�funds�related�to�the�National�
Fire�Plan,�the�Ten�Year�
Comprehensive�Strategy,�and�
related�efforts�

� CSFS�Objective�2� �

Federal�Funds,�non�
federal�match;�HB�
1199�funds;�
Preparedness�Funds.�

Efficiencies�in�prioritizing�
mitigation�projects�across�
boundaries.�Leveraging�of�
federal�funds.�

Provide�state�leadership�in�
delivering�coordinated�
interagency�messages�to�
homeowners,�landowners,�and�
land�management�agencies.�

� CSFS�Objective�3� �
Federal�and�State�
Funds�

Awareness�leads�to�
informed�decision�making�
and�action�to�mitigate�
wildfire�threats�

Encourage�the�development�of�
a�professional�outreach�and�
information�campaign�to�
targeted�audiences�within�the�
state.�

� CSFS�Objective�3� �

State�and�Federal�
funds.�
State�support�of�HB�
1199�

Informed�decision�making�
at�the�individual�
landowner�and�local�level�
results�in�action�towards�
hazard�mitigation�in�
wildland�areas.�



Potential Mitigation Actions 
 

Flood 
- If participating in NFIP, you are required to identify and prioritize at least 

one action related to NFIP compliance 

o “Community will continue to comply with NFIP” does not constitute 

an action 
- Update and improve floodplain regulations 

- Update and improve building codes and zoning ordinances 

- Update maps (find funding and develop maps with hydraulic/hydrologic analysis,) 

- Enroll communities in the NFIP or CRS that have not already done so 

o Work with floodplain manager to identify and pursue NFIP-approved 

actions to improve CRS rating 

- Update data/information/mapping on interface between critical facilities and the 

floodplain 

- Work with floodplain managers and public works agencies to identify potential 

future projects that correspond with high-risk areas 

o Channel stabilization 

o Storm drainage improvements 

 i.e. diversion ponds (identify specific locations where this is 

needed) 

o Replace or retrofit bridges and/or culverts to improve channel capacity and 

take homes, businesses, and/or critical infrastructure out of the 100 year 

floodplain 

- Conduct annual dam safety exercises for Class I and II dams 

 

Wildfire 
- Develop Firewise program in vulnerable communities 

- Develop or update a Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

- Identify areas with heavy fuel loads and implement fuels reduction projects (if 

possible, explain what specific areas would be considered) 

- Conduct public education program to encourage and train property owners to 

manage fuel loads on their own properties and use fire-resistant building materials 

- Encourage use of fire resistant materials for all new developments in identified 

hazard risk areas 

- Retrofit critical facilities, hospitals, nursing homes, etc. in the WUI with fire-

resistant roofs, siding and/or windows 

- Address ingress/egress access issues in vulnerable subdivisions 

 

Drought 
- Develop drought monitoring and response program 

o Can use state drought plan as reference 

o Identify potential actions that jurisdictions can implement during drought 

years 

- Public information/awareness programs during drought and non-drought years 



- Work with water supply organizations to promote conservation and efficiency 

initiatives (i.e. promoting federal tax credits for energy efficient appliances, tips 

on xeriscaping) 

- Water storage projects 

- Encourage purchase of crop insurance 

- Water use restrictions (during droughts) 

- Identify and pursue potential Federal infrastructure improvement grants to replace 

or improve aging water supply systems 

- Identify potential Federal (USDA) grants for irrigation systems improvements 

 

Tornado/Severe Storms 
- Install, improve early warning systems 

- Identify and publicize storm shelter locations 

o Public education program for severe storms and tornadoes 

- Encourage/build safe rooms at schools, hospitals and other public buildings 

- Obtain StormReady designation 

- Encourage use of, or include high wind engineering in building codes: 

o Structural bracing 

o Straps and clips 

o Impact-resistant glass 

o Reinforced windows and doors 

o Hail-resistant and wind-resistant roofing 

- Bury power lines 

- Anchoring for mobile homes 

 

Winter Storm 
- Identify and map winter weather shelters 

- Identify special needs populations and create policies and procedures to ensure 

their needs are met during a severe winter storm 

- Public information/awareness programs including promoting disaster kits and 

building maintenance 

- Inventory snow removal equipment and assess if more is needed 

- Inventory other resources and identify potential gaps in services 

- Bury utility lines 

- Building codes in relation to snow loads and roof slope 

- Install snow fences 

 

Earthquake 
- Work with USGS and CGS to further explore and identify potential effects from 

faults in planning region 

- Collect/obtain information on building types (i.e. unreinforced masonry buildings, 

wood frame structures, etc) to identify vulnerable residences, businesses, schools, 

hospitals and other critical facilities 

 

 

 



Landslide/Land Subsidence 
- Work with CGS, CDOT and USGS to further study and map vulnerable geologic 

hazard areas 

- Develop slope stabilization/debris flow reduction projects to protect homes and 

infrastructure (try to identify specific locations in need of this) 

o Energy dissipation 

o Flow control 

- Acquisition of structures on high risk/unstable slopes 

- Zoning ordinances and building codes 

- Open Space designations 

 

Public Health 

- Conduct annual exercises for pandemic disease outbreaks 

- Work with CDPHE, USDHHS and CDC to develop or improve continuity of 

operations plans for hospitals and public health agencies 

- Identify gaps in resources/services 

- Develop and conduct public awareness and education program for pandemic 

diseases 

- Work with schools to develop or improve pandemic/public health emergency 

protocols 

 

General Mitigation Actions 

- Evaluate and improve mutual aid agreements 

- Update land use plans to guide development away from identified hazard areas 

- Form and officially recognize Mitigation Advisory Committees/Hazard Mitigation 

Team  to quarterly, bi-annually or annually evaluate progress of plan 

implementation 



La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan

Goals and Objectives
6/27/2012

Goal #1:  Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events.

Objectives:
1.1  Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness.
1.2  Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of government.
1.3  Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations and zones of vulnerability.
1.4  Ensure accurate site addressing.
1.5  Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved situational awareness.
1.6  Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions. 

Goal #2:  Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, 
federal, and private assets within La Plata County).
Objectives:  
2.1  Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard).
2.2  Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning.
2.3  Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private).
2.4  Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities.
2.5  Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities.
2.6  Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) so each community can manage 
2.7  Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities.

Goal #3: Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the 
impacts of natural hazards. 
Objectives:  
3.1  Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire)
3.2  Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs.
3.3  Monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs.
3.4  Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through land use planning, subdivision 
review, permitting and building codes.
3.5  Pursue engineering projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards.



La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan
Draft Mitigation Actions Priority Hazards

Wildfire Prevention (keeps the problem from getting worse)
Goal #1:  Minimize loss of life and injury to people due to anticipated hazard events. Winter Storms Property Protection (individual buildings)
Objectives: Severe Weather Structural (control the hazard)
1.1  Educate the public on hazardous events and personal preparedness. Flooding Natural Resource Protection (protect natural resources)
1.2  Strengthen early notification and warning systems at local and regional levels of government. Continuity of Emergency Services (protect before, during, and after)
1.3  Develop pre-planning capabilities and capacities to identify dangerous locations and zones of vulnerability. Public Education and Awareness (inform the public)
1.4  Ensure accurate site addressing.
1.5  Develop public safety awareness and expand technologies for improved situational awareness.
1.6  Improve coordination and cooperation between jurisdictions. 

STEP ONE STEP TWO

Action Goals Addressed Objectives Addressed
Hazards Addressed (All, Wildfire, 
Winter Storms, Severe Weather, 

Flooding)
 Mitigation Action Category Barriers Benefits Priority (Low, 

Medium, High)
Responsible 

Entities Timeframe/ Cost

Utilize LPC representatives to SWAHAC + representative from the LPC Energy Council to
coordinate interagency planning for natural hazard mitigation 1, 2 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6, 2.2 All Prevention, Continuity of Emergency 

Services HIGH County 1 year/staff time

Update the county and munipical Comprehensive Plans to address natural hazards 1, 3 1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, Flooding
Prevention, Property Protection, Natural 
Resources Protection, Public Education 

and Awareness
HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield
2-3 years/staff time + 

grants

Update the county and municipal Land Use Codes and Development Regulations to address
natural hazards 1, 3 1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, Flooding

Prevention, Property Protection, Natural 
Resources Protection, Public Education 

and Awareness
HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield
3-5 years/staff time + 

grants

Develop sheltering/public services strategies by jurisdiction for populations impacted by
natural hazard events 1 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 1.6 All Continuity of Emergency Services HIGH

County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield, 

School Districts, Red 
Cross

1 year/staff time

Inventory, evaluate, update, and coordinate/standardize physical addressing and GIS data 1 1.4, 1.5 All MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Southern Ute GIS 3-5 years/staff time

Evaluate and update reverse 911 system 1 1.4, 1.5 All HIGH-MEDIUM

County, Durango, 
Southern Ute 

Communications 
Centers

2-3 years/staff time 

Develop a county-wide system by jurisdiction (or streamline existing efforts) to monitor the
success of awareness and mitigation programs. 1, 3 1.6, 3.3 All MEDIUM Elected officials 5 years/staff time

Use the Public Safety GIS Users Group as the technology arm of county-wide hazards
planning 1 1.5 LOW-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Southern Ute GIS 5 years/staff time

Integrate GIS/technology into SW All-Hazards Advisory Council (5 counties + 2 tribes, police,
fire, public health…) LOW-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Southern Ute GIS 5 years/staff time

Evaluate current hazard mitigation education/outreach efforts and develop an outreach
strategy by jurisdiction MEDIUM Elected officials 2-3 years/staff time

Mitigation Action Categories



La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan
Draft Mitigation Actions Priority Hazards

Wildfire Prevention (keeps the problem from getting worse)
Goal #2:  Reduce damage to critical facilities and infrastructure (including local, state, federal, and private assets within La Plata County). Winter Storms Property Protection (individual buildings)
Objectives:  Severe Weather Structural (control the hazard)
2.1  Identify critical facilities and infrastructure (and their vulnerabilities, by hazard). Flooding Natural Resource Protection (protect natural resources)
2.2  Increase participation of industry in all-hazards planning. Continuity of Emergency Services (protect before, during, and after)
2.3  Improve continuity of operations planning (both public and private). Public Education and Awareness (inform the public)
2.4  Expand mitigation actions to protect critical facilities.
2.5  Promote redundancy of systems and communications for critical facilities.
2.6  Develop urban action plans for response and recovery (water, wastewater, etc.) so each community can manage local assets.
2.7  Incorporate best practices for hardening facilities.

STEP ONE STEP TWO

Action Goals Addressed Objectives Addressed
Hazards Addressed (All, 

Wildfire, Winter Storms, Severe 
Weather, Flooding)

 Mitigation Action Category Barriers Benefits Priority (Low, 
Medium, High)

Responsible 
Entities Timeframe/ Cost

Utilize LPC representatives to SWAHAC + representative from the LPC Energy Council to
coordinate interagency planning for natural hazard mitigation 1, 2 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6, 2.2 All Prevention, Continuity of Emergency 

Services HIGH County 1 year/staff time

Backup power supply for Bayfield water intake (Upper Pine River) 2 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 All Prevention, Continuity of Emergency 
Services MEDIUM Bayfield 3-5 years/$50,000+/- 

(grants)

Back-up power generators for County, FPD, and municipal critical facililities/infrastructure 2 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 All Continuity of Emergency Services MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Bayfield, Ignacio

3-5 years/$25,000+/-  
per unit (grants)

Replace bridges in Bayfield (2 bridges over Upper Pine River on Hwy 160B/Bayfield
Parkway) 2 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7 Flooding All LOW Bayfield 5 years/$TBD

Inventory locations/access points and create fire clear zones around substations, repeaters,
cell phone towers, and other communications sites on Federal/State lands 2 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7 Wildfire Continuity of Emergency Services HIGH Owner of equipment 3-5 years/$TBD

Take steps to improve resiliency of water treatment facilities to handle impacts from hazard
events (such as wildfire or flooding) LOW

Durango, Bayfield, 
Southern Ute Indian 

Tribe, Water 
Districts

5 years/$TBD

Mitigation Action Categories



La Plata County Hazard Mitigation Plan
Draft Mitigation Actions Priority Hazards

Wildfire Prevention (keeps the problem from getting worse)
Goal #3: Reduce risks to property, environment, and economy of La Plata County from the impacts of natural hazards. Winter Storms Property Protection (individual buildings)
Objectives:  Severe Weather Structural (control the hazard)
3.1  Educate the public about risks and programs (flood insurance, wildfire) Flooding Natural Resource Protection (protect natural resources)
3.2  Increase public participation in mitigation measures and programs. Continuity of Emergency Services (protect before, during, and after)
3.3  Monitor the success of awareness and mitigation programs. Public Education and Awareness (inform the public)
3.4  Continue to reduce impacts of natural hazards on future development through land use planning, subdivision review, permitting and building codes.
3.5  Pursue engineering projects that provide mitigation for priority hazards.

STEP ONE STEP TWO

Action Goals Addressed Objectives Addressed
Hazards Addressed (All, 

Wildfire, Winter Storms, Severe 
Weather, Flooding)

 Mitigation Action Category Barriers Benefits Priority (Low, 
Medium, High)

Responsible 
Entities Timeframe/ Cost

Flood mitigation projects in the Vallecitos Valley 3 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5 Flooding Property Protection, Structural MEDIUM County 3-5 years/$TBD

Update the county and munipical Comprehensive Plans to address natural hazards 1, 3 1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, Flooding
Prevention, Property Protection, Natural 
Resources Protection, Public Education 

and Awareness
HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield
2-3 years/staff time + 

grants

Update the county and municipal Land Use Codes and Development Regulations to
address natural hazards 1, 3 1.3, 1.6, 3.4 Wildfire, Flooding

Prevention, Property Protection, Natural 
Resources Protection, Public Education 

and Awareness
HIGH-MEDIUM County, Durango, 

Ignacio, Bayfield
3-5 years/staff time + 

grants

Continue to encourage property owners to enroll in National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) 3 3.1 Flooding Property Protection, Public Education and 

Awareness MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Ignacio, Bayfield 1-5 years/staff time

Continue/begin participation in the Community Rating System (CRS). Work with Flood Plain
Manager to identify and pursue actions that improve CRS rating. 3 3.1 Flooding Property Protection, Public Education and 

Awareness MEDIUM County, Durango, 
Bayfield 1-5 years/staff time

Provide infrastructure and stockpile equipment for the Las Animas Watershed Subarea
Contingency Plan (EPA) 3 3.5 All Environmental Protection LOW DFRA 5 years/staff time + 

grants
Develop a county-wide system by jurisdiction (or streamline existing efforts) to monitor the
success of awareness and mitigation programs. 1, 3 1.6, 3.3 All MEDIUM Elected officials 5 years/staff time

Investigate feasibility and funding for a levee protecting Meadowbrook Mobile Home Park
from flooding on the Pine River. HIGH County, Ignacio, 

SUIT
2-3 years/staff time + 

grants

Mitigation Action Categories
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Appendix D:  Plan 

Maintenance Forms 

 

CONTENTS: 

1. Mitigation Action Progress Worksheet 

2. Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire 

 

 

 

  



Mitigation Action / Project Progress Report 
Progress Report Period  From (date):  

 

To (date):  

Project Title:  
 

Project Plan ID:  
 

Responsible Agency:  
 

Contact Name:  
 

Contact Number/E-mail:  
 

Project Status: 
Completed, Uncompleted, Ongoing? 

 

Anticipated Completion Date:  
 

Summary of Project Progress for this Reporting Period 
1. What was accomplished for this project during this reporting period? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What obstacles, problems, or delays did the project encounter, if any? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3. If uncompleted, is the project still relevant? Should the project be changed or revised? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Other comments 
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Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire 
Plan Chapter Considerations Explanation 
PLANNING 
PROCESS 

Should new jurisdictions and/or 
districts be invited to participate in 
future plan updates? 
 

 
 

Have any internal or external 
agencies been invaluable to the 
mitigation strategy? 
 

 
 

Can any procedures (e.g., meeting 
announcements, plan updates) be 
done differently or more efficiently? 
 

 
 

Has the Planning Team undertaken 
any public outreach activities? 
 
 

 
 

How can public participation be 
improved? 
 
 

 

Have there been any changes in 
public support and/or decision-maker 
priorities related to hazard 
mitigation? 
 

 
 

RISK 
ASSESSMENT 

Has a natural and/or man-made 
disaster occurred? 
 
 

 

Should the list of hazards addressed 
in the plan be modified? 
 
 

 

Are there new data sources and/or 
additional maps and studies 
available? If so, what are they and 
what have they revealed? Should the 
information be incorporated into 
future plan updates? 

 

VULNERABILITY 
ANALYSIS 

Do any new critical facilities or 
infrastructure need to be added to 
the asset lists? 
 

 

Have any changes in development 
trends occurred that could create 
additional risks? 
 

 



Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire 
Plan Chapter Considerations Explanation 

Are there repetitive losses and/or 
severe repetitive losses to 
document? Has NFIP participation 
changed in the participating 
jurisdictions? 
 

 

CAPABILITY 
ASSESSMENT 

Are there different or additional 
technical, financial, and human 
resources available for mitigation 
planning? 
 

 

Have jurisdictions adopted new 
policies, plans, regulations, or reports 
that could be incorporated into this 
plan? 
 

 

MITIGATION 
STRATEGY 

Is the mitigation strategy being 
implemented as anticipated? Were 
the cost and timeline estimates 
accurate? 
 

 

Should new mitigation actions be 
added to the Implementation 
Strategy? Should existing mitigation 
actions be eliminated from the plan? 
 

 

Are there new obstacles that were 
not anticipated in the plan that will 
need to be considered in the next 
plan update? 
 

 

Are there new funding sources to 
consider? 
 
 

 

PLAN 
MAINTENANCE 
PROCESS 

Was the plan monitored and 
evaluated as anticipated? 
 
 

 

Have elements of the plan been 
incorporated into other planning 
mechanisms? 
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ADDENDUM: CSFS DURANGO DISTRICT COMMUNITY WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLANS – UPDATE 

The following CWPPs were omitted from the report and be included in the first update to this plan. 

	

La Plata County  

Community Wildfire Protection Plans 

Completed Plans 

Direct Links as of March 31, 2013 

http://csfs.colostate.edu/pages/CommunityWildfireProtectionPlans.html 

 

County 

La Plata County CWPP (2.2 MB pdf)  

Subdivisions 

Deer Valley Estates CWPP (2009) (5.2 MB pdf)  

Durango West Metropolitan District #1 CWPP (2009) (5.4 MB pdf) 

Durango West Metropolitan District #2 CWPP (2011) (3.1 MB pdf) 

Edgemont Highlands CWPP (2012) (2.0 MB pdf) 

Falls Creek Ranch Homeowners Association CWPP (2011) (3.2 MB pdf) 

Forest Lakes CWPP (2011) (27.6 MB pdf) 

Heartwood Ranch CWPP (2012) (4.0 MB pdf) 

Los Ranchitos Estates CWPP (2012) (6.5 MB pdf) 

Pine River Ranches CWPP (2012) (3.9 MB pdf) 

Rancho Mira Sol CWPP (2013) (3.7 MB pdf) 

Timberdale Ranch CWPP (2012) (3.2 MB pdf) 

‘Tween Lakes Estates CWPP (2012) (3.6 MB pdf) 

Vista De Oro CWPP (2012) (3.5 MB pdf) 
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Durango District County‐Wide CWPPs 

County  Completed  Date Completed  In Progress 
Anticipated 
Completion 

Update 
Needed 

Archuleta  X  6/2008       

Dolores  X  6/2012       

La Plata  X  2006      X 

Montezuma  X  1/2012       

San Juan    06/12 Draft  X  6/2013   

CSFS Durango District Subdivision CWPPs Completed 

Archuleta 
County 

Dolores County  La Plata County  Montezuma County 
San Juan 
County 

Date 
Completed 

      Elk Stream Ranch    Aug. 2008 

    Deer Valley 
Estates 

    Dec. 2009 

    Durango West 1      Dec. 2009 

    Durango West 2      Feb. 2011 

      Cedar Mesa Ranches    Aug. 2011 

    Falls Creek 
Ranch 

    Aug. 2011 

    Forest Lakes      Aug. 2011 

    Heartwood      May 2011 

    Pine River 
Ranches 

    June 2012 

    Timberdale      July 2012 

    Tween Lakes      July 2012 

    Coolwater / Los 
Pinos 

    Sept. 2012 

    Los Ranchitos      Aug. 2012 

    Vista de Oro      Dec. 2012 

    Rancho Mira  Sol      Jan. 2013 

    Edgemont 
Highlands 

    Jan. 2013 

Echo Canyon 
Ranch 

        March 2013 

CSFS Durango District Subdivision CWPPs In Progress 

Archuleta 
County 

Dolores County 
La Plata 
County 

Montezuma County 
San Juan 
County 

Anticipated 
Completion 

      Cash Canyon area    June 2013 

      Elk Springs Ranch    ??? 

      Elk Stream Ranch 
Update 

  ??? 

Loma Linda          Dec. 2013 

Timber Ridge 
Ranch 

        Dec. 2013 

Rito Blanco          ??? 

PLPOA          ??? 

    Forrest Groves      Dec. 2013 

    Pine Spring 
Ranch 

    Dec. 2013 

    Timberline View 
Estates 

    Dec. 2013 

    Edgemont Ranch      Dec. 2013 

    Vallecito      ??? 

    Sweetwater 
Springs 

    ??? 
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Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool  1 

LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW TOOL 
 
The Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool demonstrates how the Local Mitigation Plan meets the 
regulation in 44 CFR §201.6 and offers States and FEMA Mitigation Planners an opportunity to 
provide feedback to the community.   
 

• The Multi-jurisdiction Summary Sheet should be used to document contact information 
for each jurisdiction and if each met the requirements of the Plan, if a multi-
jurisdictional plan. 

• The Regulation Checklist provides a summary of FEMA’s evaluation of whether the Plan 
has addressed all requirements. 

• The Plan Assessment identifies the plan’s strengths as well as documents areas for 
future improvement.   

 
The FEMA Mitigation Planner must reference this Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide when 
completing the Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool. 
 

Jurisdiction:  
La Plata County 

Title of Plan:  
La Plata County Hazard Mitigation 
Plan 

Date of Plan:  
February 13, 2013 

Local Point of Contact:  
Bruce Evans 

Address: 
515 Sower Drive  
Bayfield, CO  81122 Title:  

Fire Chief 
Agency:  
Upper Pine River Fire Protection District  
Phone Number:  
970-884-9508 

E-Mail: 
bevans@upperpinefpd.org 

 
State Reviewer: 
Patricia Gavelda 

Title: 
Local Mitigation Planning 
Program Manager 

Date: 
April 5, 2013 

 
FEMA Reviewer: 
Margaret Doherty 

Title: 
Community Planner 

Date: 
April 23, 2013 
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SECTION 1: 
MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET  
 

 MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET 

# Jurisdiction Name Jurisdiction 
Type  

Jurisdiction 
Contact Email 

Requirements Met (Y/N) 
A. 

Planning 
Process 

B. 
HIRA 

C. 
Mitigation 
Strategy 

D. 
Update 
Rqtms. 

E. 
Adoption 

Resolution 

1 La Plata County Butch Knowlton KnowltonBK@laplata.co.us Y Y Y NA Y 

2 Durango City Terry Hoecker HoeckerTL@ci.durango.co.us Y Y Y NA Y 

3 Bayfield Town Chris Lamay clamay@bayfieldgov.org Y Y Y NA Y 

4 Ignacio  Town Michael Lee mlee@townofignacio.com Y Y Y NA Y 

5 Durango Fire and Rescue 
Authority 

Fire and 
Rescue 
Authority 

Mark Quick quickmc@durangofirerescure.or
g Y Y Y NA Y 

6 Fort Lewis Mesa Fire 
Protection District 

Fire 
Protection 
District 

Dennis 
Portlance 

denleport@aol.com Y Y Y NA Y 

7 Los Pinos Fire Protection 
District 

Fire 
Protection 
District 

Tom 
Aurnhammer 

aurnhammert@lospinosfire.org Y Y Y NA Y 

8 Upper Pine River Fire 
Protection District 

Fire 
Protection 
District 

Bruce Evans bevans@upperpinefpd.org Y Y Y NA Y 

 

 

mailto:KnowltonBK@laplata.co.us
mailto:HoeckerTL@ci.durango.co.us
mailto:clamay@bayfieldgov.org
mailto:mlee@townofignacio.com
mailto:quickmc@durangofirerescure.org
mailto:quickmc@durangofirerescure.org
mailto:denleport@aol.com
mailto:aurnhammert@lospinosfire.org
mailto:bevans@upperpinefpd.org
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SECTION 2: 
REGULATION CHECKLIST 
 

REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in 
Plan 

(section and/or  
  

Met 
Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

ELEMENT A. PLANNING PROCESS  

A1. Does the Plan document the planning process, including how it 
was prepared and who was involved in the process for each 
jurisdiction? (Requirement  §201.6(c)(1)) 

Pages 2-1—2-7 and 
Appendix B X  

A2. Does the Plan document an opportunity for neighboring 
communities, local and regional agencies involved in hazard 
mitigation activities, agencies that have the authority to regulate 
development as well as other interests to be involved in the 
planning process? (Requirement §201.6(b)(2)) 

Pages 2-4—2-5 and 
Appendix B 

X  

A3. Does the Plan document how the public was involved in the 
planning process during the drafting stage? (Requirement 
§201.6(b)(1)) 

Pages 2-2—2-5 and 
Appendix B X  

A4. Does the Plan describe the review and incorporation of existing 
plans, studies, reports, and technical information? (Requirement 
§201.6(b)(3)) 

Pages 2-5—2-6 
X  

A5. Is there discussion of how the community(ies) will continue 
public participation in the plan maintenance process? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(4)(iii)) 

Pages 7-3—7-4 
X  

A6. Is there a description of the method and schedule for keeping 
the plan current (monitoring, evaluating and updating the 
mitigation plan within a 5-year cycle)? (Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(i)) 

Pages 7-1—7-2 
X  

ELEMENT A: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 

ELEMENT B. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT  

B1. Does the Plan include a description of the type, location, and 
extent of all natural hazards that can affect each jurisdiction(s)? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i)) 

Pages 4-8—4-90 
X  

B2. Does the Plan include information on previous occurrences of 
hazard events and on the probability of future hazard events for 
each jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i)) 

Pages 4-8—4-90 
X  

B3. Is there a description of each identified hazard’s impact on the 
community as well as an overall summary of the community’s 
vulnerability for each jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)) 

Pages 4-8—4-90 
X  

B4. Does the Plan address NFIP insured structures within the 
jurisdiction that have been repetitively damaged by floods? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)) 

Page 4-24 
X  

ELEMENT B: REQUIRED REVISIONS  
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REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in 
Plan 

(section and/or  
  

Met 
Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

ELEMENT C. MITIGATION STRATEGY 

C1. Does the plan document each jurisdiction’s existing authorities, 
policies, programs and resources and its ability to expand on and 
improve these existing policies and programs? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(3)) 

Pages 3-7—3-11, 
and 5-13—5-24 X  

C2. Does the Plan address each jurisdiction’s participation in the 
NFIP and continued compliance with NFIP requirements, as 
appropriate? (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii)) 

Pages 4-23—4-24 
and 6-8 X  

C3. Does the Plan include goals to reduce/avoid long-term 
vulnerabilities to the identified hazards? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(3)(i)) 

Pages ES-5 and 6-2 
X  

C4. Does the Plan identify and analyze a comprehensive range of 
specific mitigation actions and projects for each jurisdiction being 
considered to reduce the effects of hazards, with emphasis on new 
and existing buildings and infrastructure? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(3)(ii)) 

Pages ES-6—ES-9 
and 6-5—6-8 

X  

C5. Does the Plan contain an action plan that describes how the 
actions identified will be prioritized (including cost benefit review), 
implemented, and administered by each jurisdiction? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(3)(iv)); (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(iii)) 

Pages ES-6—ES-9 
and 6-4—7-2 X  

C6. Does the Plan describe a process by which local governments 
will integrate the requirements of the mitigation plan into other 
planning mechanisms, such as comprehensive or capital 
improvement plans, when appropriate? (Requirement 
§201.6(c)(4)(ii)) 

Page 7-3 

X  

ELEMENT C: REQUIRED REVISIONS  
 

ELEMENT D. PLAN REVIEW, EVALUATION, AND IMPLEMENTATION (applicable to plan 
updates only) 
D1. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in development? 
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

  NA 

D2. Was the plan revised to reflect progress in local mitigation 
efforts? (Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

  NA 

D3. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in priorities? 
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3)) 

  NA 

ELEMENT D: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 

ELEMENT E. PLAN ADOPTION 

E1. Does the Plan include documentation that the plan has been 
formally adopted by the governing body of the jurisdiction 
requesting approval? (Requirement §201.6(c)(5)) 

 
 NA 
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REGULATION CHECKLIST Location in 
Plan 

(section and/or  
  

Met 
Not 
Met Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans) 

E2. For multi-jurisdictional plans, has each jurisdiction requesting 
approval of the plan documented formal plan adoption? 
(Requirement §201.6(c)(5)) 

 
X  

ELEMENT E: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
 

ELEMENT F. ADDITIONAL STATE REQUIREMENTS (OPTIONAL FOR STATE REVIEWERS 
ONLY; NOT TO BE COMPLETED BY FEMA) 
F1.     

F2.     

ELEMENT F: REQUIRED REVISIONS 
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SECTION 3: 
PLAN ASSESSMENT  
 
A. Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement 
This section provides a discussion of the strengths of the plan document and identifies areas where 
the plan could be improved as part of the next update. 
 
Element A: Planning Process 
The Executive Summary is very well done; it provides a good summary of how the natural hazard 
risks were prioritized in the mitigation strategy. Presenting the HMP project at two community HOA 
open house events was a creative community outreach strategy, especially since some of the fire 
mitigation actions will require HOA cooperation.  
 
Element B: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 
The mapping, tables, and descriptions of unique assets, such as the historic railroad, are particularly 
well done. The risk assessment information is summarized in an easy to understand format.  The 
plan could be improved with more narrative of the key vulnerabilities for each participating 
jurisdiction.  
     
Element C: Mitigation Strategy  
The capability assessment is thorough and should serve as a good baseline for future plan updates. 
The mitigation strategy includes integration actions and Chapter 7 describes strategies for 
integration in general terms.  The plan could be more explicit as to the process/steps that the 
responsible parties will need to take in order to ensure integration occurs within each participating 
jurisdiction. 
 
B. Resources for Implementing Your Plan 
Congratulations on completing your local mitigation plan.  Below are suggestions for moving the 
mitigation strategy forward and continuing the relationship with your stakeholders: 
• The mitigation strategy includes projects that may be eligible for FEMA’s grant programs. 

Contact your State Hazard Mitigation Officer for application information. 
• Each year, FEMA partners with the State on training courses designed to help communities be 

more successful in their applications for grants, including the Unified Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Assistance Application Development Course and the Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) course.  Contact 
your State Hazard Mitigation Officer for course offering schedules. 

• Urban and Community Forestry (UCF) is a cooperative program of the US Forest Service that 
focuses on the stewardship of urban natural resources. These grant programs are focused on 
issues and landscapes of national importance and prioritized through state and regional 
assessments.  Go to http://www.fs.fed.us/ucf/program.html for more information. 

• The Western States Wildland Urban Interface Grant may be used to apply for financial 
assistance towards hazardous fuels and educational projects within the four goals of: improved 
prevention, reduction of hazardous fuels, and restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems and 
promotion of community assistance.  Visit http://forestry.alaska.gov/fire/cwpp/wuigrants.htm 
for more information. 

• The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Office of Education supports 
education projects and programs through competitively awarded grants and cooperative 

http://www.fs.fed.us/ucf/program.html
http://forestry.alaska.gov/fire/cwpp/wuigrants.htm
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agreements to a variety of organizations within the United States. For more information, visit: 
http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/grants/ 

• It may be appropriate to set up a Community Assistance Visit with FEMA to provide technical 
assistance to communities in the review and/or updating of their floodplain ordinances to meet 
the new model ordinance.  Consider contacting your State NFIP Coordinator for more 
information.  

• The EPA Office of Sustainable Communities sometimes offers grants to support activities that 
improve the quality of development and protect human health and the environment. When 
these grants are offered, they will always be announced on www.grants.gov. 

• Consider measuring your mitigation success by participating in the Star Community Rating 
System.  Local leaders can use the STAR Community Rating System to assess how sustainable 
they are, set goals for moving ahead and measure progress along the way.  To get started, go to 
http://www.starcommunities.org/get-started. 

 

http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/grants/
http://www.grants.gov/
http://www.starcommunities.org/get-started
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