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Executive Summary  
The Town of Norwood sits on Wrights Mesa in San Miguel County at 7,000 feet elevation – a compact, 
walkable community of approximately 500 residents that serves as the commercial and civic center 
for a larger regional population living in the surrounding unincorporated county. Norwood is the kind 
of place people talk about when they describe what a small western Colorado town should feel like: 
a real hardware store, a grocery store, a library that punches above its weight, a K through 12 
neighborhood school, and a community culture that brings people together.  

The current Land Use Code (LUC) was originally adopted in 1994 and recodified in 1995. There have 
been piecemeal amendments since the last adoption, resulting in a document that is outdated and 
lacks the clarity and consistency needed for effective and efficient review of development proposals. 
At its best, it reflects sound planning instincts from thirty years ago. At its worst, it creates unnecessary 
barriers to the kind of modest, incremental development Norwood needs most – a new home on a 
vacant lot, a business that wants to add a fence, a family that wants to split their lot to build a home 
for the next generation. The following assessment objectively examines the existing code, identifying 
what is working effectively, areas needing immediate targeted changes, and what may require a full 
rewrite. 

Goals of Updating the Land Use Code 
Updating the LUC is about making sure it works well for Norwood today and into the future. Setting 
clear goals helps guide these updates and keeps the work focused on what matters most to the 
community. Together, the goals focus on housing, water use, clarity, fairness, and staying true to the 
community’s plans and values. 

Right-Sized Housing for Our Community: Update the code to make it easier to 
build a wider range of housing options that fit Norwood’s small‑town character and 
community goals. 

Plan for Growth, Protect Our Water: Support water‑efficient development by 
modernizing landscaping, outdoor water use, and development standards to reflect 
local and state requirements. 

Simple Structure, Clear Expectations: Rewrite and reorganize the Land Use 
Code so it is clear, easy to understand, and user‑friendly for residents, applicants, and 
Town staff. 

Consistent, Fair Decision-Making: Improve development review processes so 
rules are straightforward, decisions are consistent, and timelines are predictable. 

Rooted in Community Direction: Align the Land Use Code with Norwood’s 
adopted plans, current laws, and best practices to support the community’s long‑term 
vision. 
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About This Analysis 
This Strategic Code Assessment is the foundational document for a two-phase Land Use Code 
update. Its purpose is to take a clear, straightforward look at how the current code is working and 
where it needs improvement. It evaluates the existing code against current best practices, Colorado 
state law requirements, and the community's own adopted planning vision to identify what should be 
updated and why. 

The Town of Norwood's Major Streets and Future Land Use Plan (adopted in 2007 as an update to 
the 1984 Comprehensive Plan) serves as the policy base for this assessment. Many of the findings 
identify gaps between what the community planned for in 2007 and what the current LUC actually 
allows or supports today. Highlighting these gaps explains the need for updates and helps ensure 
future code changes better reflect the community’s vision. 

How to Read This Assessment 
This assessment is organized around a consistent set of review components used throughout the 
document. Each section looks at the Land Use Code through the following lenses: 

What It Looks Like Now 
Provides a brief overview of how the current code is organized and functions today, 
giving readers a shared starting point for understanding the issues discussed. 

Key Successes 
Identifies parts of the existing code that are functioning well and reflect the Town’s 
adopted plans and community values. This section highlights provisions that align with 
Norwood’s planning vision and provide a strong base to build upon. 

Weaknesses 
Highlights provisions that are unclear, inconsistent, outdated, or create unnecessary 
barriers to reasonable development. 

Opportunities 
Points to areas where the code could be improved to better support housing, water 
efficiency, fairness, and ease of use—even where no specific problem has been 
identified yet. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 
Compares the current code to guidance from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs 
and other modern best practices to ensure the code meets current legal and planning 
expectations. 

Recommendations 
Provides clear, actionable suggestions that inform Phase 1 amendments and the 
longer-term Phase 2 rewrite. 

Together, these components are meant to help readers understand not just what needs to change, 
but why, and how each recommendation supports Norwood’s goals. 
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The Two-Phase Strategy 
The LUC update is divided into two phases to address immediate needs while allowing time for a 
more thoughtful long-term rewrite. Phase 1 focuses on targeted fixes needed now to address urgent 
issues and restore clear, workable development rules. Phase 2 builds on that work with a full rewrite 
of the code to better support the community’s long-term goals. 

Phase 1 – Critical Amendments (Target: Fall 2026) 
Phase 1 focuses on targeted updates to address the most immediate and 
time-sensitive issues in the current LUC. A key priority of this phase is adopting the 
amendments needed to lift the existing moratorium on certain types of development 
by clarifying standards, fixing internal conflicts, and closing major gaps in the code. 
These updates are necessary to allow development to move forward in a clear, 
predictable way. 

Phase 1 also includes establishing a compliant Proposition 123 expedited review 
process for eligible affordable housing, creating a clear and tiered application 
framework, and addressing the most significant integration issues within the existing 
code. Together, these changes are intended to stabilize the code, restore confidence 
in the review process, and set the stage for a full rewrite. Phase 1 amendments should 
be adopted no later than Fall 2026. 

Phase 2 – Complete Code Rewrite (Target: Summer 2027) 
Phase 2 is a comprehensive rewrite of the LUC using a modern, plain-language format 
that is easier for residents, applicants, and Town staff to understand and use. Rather 
than making incremental fixes, this phase replaces the existing code structure with a 
clearer, more consistent framework. 

The Phase 2 rewrite will be developed in close coordination with an anticipated update 
to the Town’s Master Plan and will be adopted at the same time or immediately 
afterward. The goal is a Land Use Code that directly implements the community’s 
updated plan, reducing confusion and minimizing the need for plan amendments 
during rezonings or development review. 

State Law Compliance: What Norwood Must Do and When 

Law Requirement Deadline Phase 

Prop 123 Adopt expedited 90-day review process 
for qualifying affordable housing projects 

Oct 2026 (June 30 
for $50K 
incentive) 

Phase 1 – 
Critical 

HB 24-1152 Allow ADUs by right in residential zones; 
current "alley house" CUP framework 
does not comply 

Effective 2025 – 
already overdue 

Phase 1 – 
Critical 
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Law Requirement Deadline Phase 

SB 24-174 Add water supply element and strategic 
growth element to Comprehensive Plan 

Dec 31, 2026 Phase 1 – 
Critical 

HB 24-1007 Eliminate occupancy limits based on 
familial relationship – update definitions 
and use table 

Effective 2024 – 
already overdue 

Phase 1 – 
Critical 

C.R.S. Title 29 Local Government Regulation of Land 
Use 

Ongoing Phase 2 
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Section 1: General Provisions  

Key Takeaway 
Chapter 1 provides the legal foundation for the entire Land Use Code – its 
purpose, jurisdiction, enforcement authority, fee structure, nonconformity 
framework, and general waiver provision. While the core provisions are legally 
sound, the chapter reads like a mid-1990s code because it is one. Several 
provisions are vague, outdated, or structured in ways that create unnecessary 
ambiguity for staff and applicants.  

What It Looks Like Now 
Chapter 1 establishes the basic legal framework for the Land Use Code, including its purpose, 
authority, how it is enforced, and how it connects to other laws and Town plans. At about four pages 
long, the chapter is fairly short and serves mainly as an introduction to the code, rather than a place 
where detailed development rules or review steps are laid out. 

Chapter 1 generally reflects standard legal building blocks found in local land use codes. It establishes 
the Town’s authority to regulate land use, applies the code to all property within Town limits, and sets 
out basic expectations for enforcement. The chapter also includes an important policy principle—that 
new development should only be approved where municipal services are available—but this 
requirement is stated broadly and without the detail needed to apply it consistently in practice. 

The chapter also addresses nonconforming uses and structures, allowing them to continue while 
limiting expansion or re‑establishment after abandonment. While this approach follows common 
planning practice, it does not reflect the uniqueness and character of the Norwood community, nor 
the ability to preserve historic structures.  

Chapter 1 also includes provisions related to enforcement and administrative flexibility that would 
benefit from additional structure. The enforcement section establishes basic authority to address 
violations but only provides criminal charges as a consequence. The general waiver provision gives 
the Board of Trustees broad discretion to waive code requirements when strict compliance is 
impractical. While this flexibility can be valuable, the breadth of the provision can blur the lines 
between general policy decisions and case‑specific relief. Providing clearer parameters around its 
use would support more consistent, predictable decision‑making and help ensure applicants are 
treated fairly from one case to the next. 

Key Successes 
• The statutory authorization framework is correctly cited and provides a solid legal foundation. 
• The severability clause is well-drafted and should be preserved in the rewrite. 
• The basic nonconforming use framework – continuation allowed, expansion prohibited, re-

establishment prohibited after abandonment – is the right policy and should be carried 
forward. 
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Weaknesses 
• The enforcement framework has no graduated response – the only option is criminal 

prosecution (misdemeanor), which is a disproportionate tool for most code violations. 
• The general waiver provision in Section 1.11 undermines the variance process by giving the 

Board broad discretion to waive any standard. 
• The purpose statement is broad and doesn’t provide a solid framework to rely upon. 

Opportunities 
• Rewrite the purpose statement to reflect Norwood's adopted vision: "a small town that 

manages growth to preserve its character, its rural surroundings, its walkability, and its role 
as the compact urban center for Wrights Mesa." 

• Modernize the enforcement framework with a civil penalty structure and administrative citation 
authority. 

• Adjust the nonconforming provisions to be tailored to the needs of the Norwood community, 
recognizing where a stringent approach may not be appropriate. 

• Remove the general waiver provision or provide limited areas of applicability where a waiver 
can be requested, along with specific criteria that must be met. 

• Add language in the fees section to let applicants know where to find the fee schedule can be 
found. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Purpose Statement Statutory basis; broad, 
general language 

Clear statement of intent; 
links regulation to community 
goals and impacts 

Authority & 
Applicability 

Establishes municipal 
authority; applies within Town 
limits 

Clear authority; scope tied to 
jurisdiction and development 
impacts 

Organization Introductory framework; 
limited structure 

Clearly organized 
foundational provisions 
supporting entire code 

Nonconformities Basic continuation 
framework; limited definitions 

Distinct categories (use, 
structure, lot); clear standards 
and procedures 

Enforcement 
Framework 

Misdemeanor-based 
enforcement only 

Graduated system; civil 
penalties, administrative 
citations, cure periods 
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Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Add a cross-reference identifying where the current adopted fee schedule can be found. 
• Eliminate the general waiver provision to ensure consistency with the variance and 

approval framework. 
Phase 2 
• Rebuild the purpose statement to reflect Norwood’s adopted planning vision and provide 

a clear foundation for code interpretation. 
• Modernize the enforcement framework by establishing civil penalties and administrative 

citation authority. 
• Clarify and strengthen nonconforming provisions, including adapting them to the needs of 

the community.  

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Administrative 
Flexibility 

Broad waiver provision Defined relief mechanisms 
(variance, adjustments); no 
general waiver 

Infrastructure 
Adequacy 

General requirement; 
undefined terms 

Clear standards tied to 
service availability and 
capacity 

Fees Set by ordinance; not 
referenced in code 

Clear fee authority; cross-
reference to adopted fee 
schedule 

Interpretation & Rules Basic rules of interpretation Comprehensive interpretation 
standards; hierarchy of 
controls 
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Section 2: Processes and Procedures  

Key Takeaway 
The code’s processes and procedures determine how development 
applications are reviewed and approved, shaping how clearly and consistently 
the Land Use Code is applied. When these rules are incomplete or unclear, 
routine projects can take longer, cost more, and produce unpredictable 
outcomes. Improving this chapter is essential to making the code function as 
intended, with Phase 1 focused on clarifying application types and review 
paths, and Phase 2 addressing remaining structural and organizational 
improvements. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The procedures chapter addresses many different types of applications, but each one is written as 
its own stand-alone process. Instead of organizing similar applications into a shared review structure, 
the code sets separate requirements, timelines, and decision-makers for each application type. This 
makes the chapter harder to navigate and increases the likelihood that similar applications are 
reviewed differently.  

The most significant structural issue is the lack of a tiered administrative review process. Under the 
current code, permit review generally falls at one of two extremes: either a very basic zoning permit 
with little structure or a discretionary process that requires a conditional use permit or variance and 
one or more public hearings, with no clear middle option. As a result, common projects—such as new 
homes, additions, fences, interior remodels, and modest commercial improvements—lack a defined 
review path that is proportional to their scale and impact. Reorganizing these procedures into a more 
unified framework would improve clarity, consistency, and ease of use. 

The subdivision process distinguishes between full preliminary/final plat (Sections 6.04, 6.05) and 
small-scale subdivision (Section 6.05A), but the small-scale subdivision definition is severely 
restricted: it only applies to parcels between 15,000 and 45,000 square feet divided into no more than 
three lots. Any parcel smaller than 15,000 square feet – a typical in-town lot – cannot use the small-
scale process at all. Any parcel larger than 45,000 square feet – about one acre – goes straight to 
full preliminary plat. This creates a gap that excludes most normal in-town lot splits from the simplified 
process. 

The Short-Term Rental regulations (Section 6.23, added by Ordinance 1109 in 2022) require two 
public hearings – a P&Z recommendation and a Board decision – for each individual permit. For a 
permit with a town-wide cap of five, annual renewal requirements, and owner-occupancy 
requirements, two public hearings is a disproportionate process. Additionally, the STR ordinance has 
good substantive content but was bolted onto Chapter 6 as a standalone section rather than 
integrated into the use table, definitions, and development standards where its components belong. 

Key Successes 
• The two-hearing structure (P&Z recommendation + Board decision) for rezonings, text 

amendments, and CUPs reflects best practices and should be preserved. 
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• The annexation framework correctly references the Colorado Municipal Annexation Act – the 
statutory process should be preserved and clarified. 

• The vested property rights provision provides important legal protection for approved 
development, implementing CRS requirements, and should be carried forward. 

Weaknesses 
• No tiered administrative review track – routine requests and significant development decisions 

are treated with similar process intensity. 
• The small-scale subdivision definition excludes most in-town lot splits due to the 15,000–

45,000 sf parcel size restriction. 
• No defined completeness review standard – the review clock doesn't start until staff decides 

it does, creating unpredictability for applicants. 
• The STR permit process requires two public hearings for what is essentially an annual license 

decision – disproportionate to the impact. 
• Referral agencies are only defined in the preliminary plat section – there is no consistent 

referral framework for other application types. 

Opportunities 
• The current procedures chapter would benefit from a clear, unified framework that organizes 

application types around shared review paths, rather than treating each application as a 
stand‑alone process. 

• The way small‑scale subdivisions are defined limits the effectiveness of administrative review 
and could be better aligned with objective planning factors such as lot count, infrastructure 
needs, and access. 

• Requiring public hearings for permits that rely on clear, objective standards—such as 
short‑term rentals—presents an opportunity to streamline review while retaining substantive 
community protections. 

• The absence of a formal referral framework creates uncertainty around who reviews 
applications and when, suggesting an opportunity to improve coordination, clarity, and review 
timelines. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Overall Structure Standalone processes by 
application type; inconsistent 
organization 

Unified framework; 
standardized review paths 
across applications 

Application Types Limited categories; 
overlapping or unclear 
distinctions 

Comprehensive set of 
application types; clearly 
differentiated 
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Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Review Framework No tiered system; 
administrative vs 
discretionary unclear 

Tiered review system; 
administrative, quasi-judicial, 
legislative tracks 

Administrative Review Minimal use; many routine 
actions require hearings 

Broad administrative authority 
for routine and low-impact 
projects 

Public Hearing Use Applied to a wide range of 
permits; often excessive 

Reserved for discretionary or 
higher-impact decisions 

Completeness 
Determination 

Not defined; review start 
unclear 

Formal completeness review; 
defined timeline; review clock 
tied to completeness 

Review Timelines Not consistently established Defined timelines for all 
application types 

Referral Process Limited framework; 
inconsistent application 

Coordinated referrals; 
concurrent review; defined 
response deadlines 

Decision-Making 
Authority 

Varies by section; not 
consistently structured 

Clearly assigned authority by 
application type and review 
level 

Subdivision 
Procedures 

Small-scale process 
restricted by parcel size 

Criteria based on lot count, 
infrastructure, and impact 

Permit Integration Standalone sections (e.g., 
STRs) outside core 
framework 

Uses and permits integrated 
into unified system 

Transparency & 
Predictability 

Variable; timelines and steps 
not always clear 

Predictable, clearly defined 
steps and expectations for all 
applicants 

Overall Structure Standalone processes by 
application type; inconsistent 
organization 

Unified framework; 
standardized review paths 
across applications 
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Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Establish a basic procedures framework that groups similar application types under 

common review paths, such as administrative review and public hearings, and allows 
appropriate existing applications to be reviewed administratively. 

• Adopt the procedures necessary to comply with Proposition 123 Fast Track requirements 
and to lift the current development moratorium. 

This phase will focus on necessary revisions for compliance with Prop 123 and to lift the 
moratorium on new development. 

 
Phase 2 
• Complete the transition to a unified processes and procedures framework by updating 

review paths for all remaining application types not addressed in Phase 1. 
• Relocate short‑term rental use permissions and operational standards into the use table 

and development standards, retaining only process‑related provisions in the procedures 
chapter where needed. 

• Standardize titles and references for staff and decision‑making bodies responsible for plan 
review and approvals to improve clarity and consistency.  
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Section 3: Use Table and Use Regulations 

Key Takeaway 
The use table is the heart of any land use code – it tells property owners, 
applicants, and staff what can be built where. Norwood's current use 
regulations are spread across multiple code sections and presented in a 
format that is difficult to navigate. Several significant use types are missing 
entirely, including accessory dwelling units (ADUs), short-term rentals (STRs) 
as a use classification, and a range of residential and commercial uses that 
have become common in the 30 years since the code was written. The use 
regulations also need to be reconsidered in light of HB 24-1152 (ADUs by 
right), HB 24-1007 (occupancy limits), and Norwood's own Master Plan 
policies. 

 

What It Looks Like Now 
The use regulations are organized around eight zoning districts: Agricultural (A), Residential (R-1), 
Manufactured/Mobile Home (MH), Business (B-1), Industrial (I), Public (P), Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), and Medium Density Residential (MD). Uses are repeated within each district 
section in addition to a consolidated use table. This duplicative structure makes the code harder to 
follow and creates opportunities for inconsistencies between sections. 

The use listing for R-1 is surprisingly diverse – it allows single-family homes, duplexes, multifamily 
dwellings, cottage housing, "alley houses" (the code's term for what would now be called ADUs), 
manufactured homes, and group homes as permitted or conditional uses. This flexibility aligns with 
community goals for housing variety and is one of the code’s genuine strengths. However, the way 
uses are categorized and repeated across sections makes it difficult for a property owner or applicant 
to quickly understand what is allowed without reading multiple parts of the code. 

The Medium Density Residential district illustrates many of these challenges. The Major Streets and 
Future Land Use Plan references medium density housing at “no more than 6–10 dwelling units per 
acre,” a phrase that is itself confusing, as a range cannot function as a maximum. The Land Use 
Code does not define medium density, nor does it establish a minimum or maximum density standard 
for the MD district. In addition, “Medium Density Residential” appears both as its own zoning district 
and as a listed use permitted in other zoning districts, further clouding how it is intended to function. 
To add to the uncertainty, no properties appear to be zoned Medium Density on the current zoning 
map, despite a 2022 ordinance rezoning approximately 3 acres to this designation. 

Commercial uses show similar structural issues. The B-1 district allows a mix of commercial uses and 
residential units above the ground floor, consistent with the community’s long-standing interest in 
mixed-use development. However, the “Business” label does not clearly convey this intent, and the 
way uses are classified throughout the table, along with confusing development standards, often 
discourages mixed-use outcomes in practice. 

Use categories throughout the code are narrowly defined and highly fragmented. Many individual 
uses are listed separately when they could reasonably fall under broader categories. This level of 
detail increases complexity without improving clarity and leaves more room for interpretation when a 
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proposed use does not neatly match a listed category. While there appears to be some discretion in 
interpreting use classifications, that authority is not clearly framed within a consistent use 
categorization system. 

Accessory uses are addressed in a separate section, which is helpful, but their placement within the 
overall use table could be clearer. Temporary uses are handled inconsistently, appearing in multiple 
locations rather than being grouped together, making it difficult to understand when they are allowed 
and under what conditions. 

The "alley house" provision is the code's closest approximation to an ADU standard, but it falls well 
short of HB 24-1152 compliance. Under the current code, alley houses are conditional uses – they 
require a public hearing and Board approval. Under HB 24-1152, effective in 2025, ADUs must be 
allowed by administrative approval (no public hearing required) anywhere a single-unit detached 
dwelling is allowed. This is an active compliance gap that needs to be addressed in Phase 1. 

Short-term rentals are regulated through a standalone section, grouped with processes, rather than 
being integrated into the use table. Although the separate section specifies where they are allowed, 
their absence from the tables means users relying on the use matrix alone would not know they are 
permitted. This reinforces how the current structure obscures information rather than clarifying it. 

The formula business establishment provisions, added by a February 2020 amendment, appear in 
the use regulations and definitions but the adopting ordinance is not cited in the compiled code. The 
integration appears to be in place, but the ordinance itself needs to be verified and the integration 
confirmed. 

Key Successes 
• The R-1 district's allowance for a wide range of housing types reflects the community’s 

housing diversity goals and provides a strong policy base to build on. 
• The B‑1 district already supports residential uses in combination with commercial 

development, consistent with the Town’s mixed‑use vision. 
• Separating accessory uses from primary uses provides a useful organizational foundation. 
• The overall intent behind the Medium Density Residential concept—supporting a higher range 

of housing types—is consistent with the Town’s adopted plans, even if it is not clearly 
implemented. 

• The inclusion of formula business regulations is consistent with past Town policy choices and 
the goal of protecting Norwood’s small‑town character. The concept aligns with community 
values and should be carried forward with clearer integration. 

Weaknesses 
• Uses are listed both in a consolidated use table and repeated within individual zoning district 

sections, creating duplication that makes comparison across districts difficult and increases 
the risk of inconsistencies. 

• The Medium Density Residential district lacks a clear definition, minimum density guidance, 
or evident application on the zoning map, calling into question its usefulness as a separate 
district. 

• Use categories are overly specific and fragmented, with many individual uses that could 
reasonably be grouped into broader categories, increasing complexity without adding clarity. 
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• Temporary uses are scattered throughout the code rather than consolidated, making them 
hard to find and apply consistently. 

• ADUs ("alley houses") are a conditional use requiring a public hearing – this does not comply 
with HB 24-1152 (effective 2025) which requires ADUs be allowed by right. 

• Short‑term rentals are regulated outside the use tables, leaving a major gap in how allowed 
uses are communicated to applicants and property owners. 

• The code lacks clear definitions and modern organization for several common housing types, 
including ADUs, cottage courts, live/work units, and other “missing middle” housing forms. 

• No occupancy limit provision is addressed – the code should be reviewed for HB 24-1007 
compliance and any familial-relationship-based occupancy limits identified and removed. 

Opportunities 
• The organization of the use regulations could be improved by consolidating similar uses into 

broader categories and reducing duplicated use listings across zoning district sections, 
allowing the use table to function as the single, clearer reference point. 

• The current approach to accessory dwelling units does not align with state law and would 
benefit from being updated to allow ADUs wherever single‑unit detached dwellings are 
permitted and to meet all applicable HB 24‑1152 use standards, rather than relying on the 
conditional “alley house” model. 

• Short‑term rentals are regulated outside the use table, making them difficult to identify; 
integrating STRs directly into the table alongside other residential uses would improve 
transparency and ease of use while maintaining operational standards. 

• Questions about the Medium Density Residential district—its adoption, application, and 
current zoning status—highlight the need to clarify how the district is intended to function 
within the overall code framework. 

• The lack of clear definitions for many common housing types suggests a need to update the 
use definitions to better reflect current development practices and the Town’s adopted plans, 
including housing types such as ADUs, cottage courts, duplexes, townhomes, and live/work 
units. 

• The code permits multiple uses on one lot but does not explain how they should work together, 
highlighting an opportunity to add clear mixed‑use standards. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Use Table Structure Repeated within districts; 
partially consolidated 

Single consolidated matrix; all 
uses and districts integrated 

Use Classification Narrow, highly specific 
categories 

Broader categories; flexible 
interpretation supported by 
definitions 
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Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Amend the use table to allow accessory dwelling units by right wherever single‑unit 

detached dwellings are permitted, replacing the current conditional “alley house” 
requirement and meeting HB 24‑1152 compliance standards. 

• List short‑term rentals as a permitted use in use table, with a cross‑reference to the 
existing standards. 

• Verify the status and application of the Medium Density Residential district by confirming 
the adopting ordinance and identifying whether any parcels are currently zoned MD. 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Use Table Clarity Multiple reference points; 
requires cross-reading 

Single point of reference; 
easy to interpret allowed uses 

Housing Types Limited or inconsistent 
definitions (e.g., “alley 
house”) 

Full range of housing types; 
clearly defined and 
standardized 

ADU Treatment Conditional use structure Permitted by right; objective 
standards 

Short-Term Rentals Regulated outside use table Included in use table; cross-
referenced to standards 

Mixed-Use Framework Allowed in concept; not 
clearly structured 

Clear mixed-use categories; 
defined expectations for 
integration 

Temporary Uses Scattered across code Consolidated and categorized 
within use framework 

Use Flexibility Limited guidance for unlisted 
or similar uses 

Clear “similar use” provisions; 
administrative interpretation 
tools 

Zoning District 
Alignment 

District names and intent not 
always clear 

Districts tied to clear purpose 
statements and outcomes 

Density & Intensity 
Controls 

Limited linkage between use 
and intensity 

Use and density coordinated 
through standards and 
incentives 

Integration with 
Standards 

Use permissions and 
standards separated 

Use table linked directly to 
applicable development 
standards 
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• Review the code for HB 24‑1007 compliance and remove any familial‑relationship‑based 
occupancy limits. 
 

Phase 2 
• Complete the reorganization and modernization of the use table by consolidating overly 

specific use categories into broader groupings and fully removing duplicated use listings 
from zoning district text. 

• Revise the use table and use categories to clearly accommodate contemporary housing 
types in a consistent and predictable way, so the code better reflects current development 
patterns and adopted planning policies. 

• Reevaluate zoning district names and structure, including commercial districts, to better 
reflect actual allowed uses and reinforce desired outcomes such as mixed‑use 
development. 

• Add clear standards for mixed‑use development that address how multiple uses can 
function on a single lot, including basic expectations for layout, access, and compatibility. 

• Integrate marijuana‑related use classifications into the use table and supporting 
standards. 

• Review and update use standards to align with DOLA model code guidance and current 
best practices, adjusting, adding, or removing standards as appropriate.  
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Section 4: Bulk Standards  

Key Takeaway 
The bulk standards establish the dimensional envelope for development in 
each zoning district – minimum lot size, minimum lot width, setbacks, 
maximum building height, and lot coverage. Norwood's current bulk standards 
are functional at a basic level but reflect 1994 assumptions about how 
development works. Several districts have incomplete standards, the Medium 
Density district's relationship to R-1 is unclear, and the standards don't include 
modern tools like minimum density requirements, form-based massing 
standards, or accessory structure provisions. The bulk standards are a Phase 
2 rewrite priority, with one critical Phase 1 exception: the ADU dimensional 
standards that must accompany the HB 24-1152 compliance fix. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The bulk standards shape how buildings fit on lots and relate to surrounding development. They set 
basic limits on things like lot size, setbacks, height, and building coverage so development is 
predictable and reflects the character of each zoning district. While all districts include some bulk 
standards, they vary widely from one district to another—especially for height and lot coverage—
making it harder to compare districts and understand how the standards work together. 

The bulk standards include both dimensional requirements and explanations of how those 
requirements are measured. Measurement rules—such as how lot width, frontage, setbacks, and 
height are calculated—appear within the bulk standards sections themselves rather than as general 
interpretive guidance. In addition, the standards are largely written as absolute limits, with limited 
recognition of routine exceptions or minor encroachments. Common features such as eaves, stairs, 
utility elements, and similar site features are not clearly addressed, which can blur the line between 
minor design details and true deviations from the code. 

The R-1 district requires a minimum lot area of 7,500 square feet and minimum lot width of 60 feet. 
These standards are generally appropriate for a compact residential district. The 2007 master plan 
encouraged single‑family lots not to exceed 10,000 square feet to support a walkable, small‑town 
character. While the current minimum is consistent with that goal, the code does not establish any 
upper‑end controls, allowing oversized lots that can undermine the compact development pattern the 
plan envisions. 

The B-1 district applies to the Grand Avenue commercial core and allows a mix of commercial and 
residential uses. Its bulk standards reflect a traditional main‑street pattern, including minimal front 
setbacks and no maximum lot coverage limit that would prevent infill development. Overall, these 
standards align well with the commercial core’s context and adopted land use policies. 

The Medium Density Residential district differs from R‑1 primarily through smaller minimum lot sizes 
and higher allowed density. It has been applied in at least one neighborhood, reflecting its role as an 
alternative residential development pattern. However, the code does not clearly explain when Medium 
Density should be used instead of R‑1—which also allows medium‑density residential as a use—or 
how it relates to other tools such as density bonuses or planned development, leaving its purpose 
and value only loosely defined. 
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The Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions function as an overlay rather than a separate zoning 
district, allowing modifications to underlying standards through a rezoning process. This approach 
can be appropriate for a small town seeking flexibility. However, the current standards provide limited 
guidance and allow the PUD process to be used for relatively routine projects. Best practices 
generally rely on zoning districts to provide flexibility and consistency, reserving PUDs for unique or 
complex development that cannot be addressed through standard districts. 

Bulk Standards Summary – Current Code 
District Min. Lot 

Area 
Min. Lot 
Width 

Front 
Setback 

Side/Rear 
Setback 

Max. Height 

A 
(Agricultural) 

35 acres 300 ft 50 ft 25 ft 35 ft 

R-1 
(Residential) 

7,500 sf 60 ft 20 ft 5 ft / 10 ft 35 ft 

MH (Mobile 
Home) 

Per park 
standards 

Per park 10 ft 5 ft 25 ft 

B-1 
(Business) 

5,000 sf 50 ft 0 ft 0 ft / 10 ft 45 ft 

I (Industrial) 10,000 sf 75 ft 25 ft 10 ft 45 ft 

P (Public) None 
specified 

None None None None 

PUD (Overlay) Per approved 
plan 

Per approved 
plan 

Per approved 
plan 

Per approved 
plan 

Per approved 
plan 

MD (Med. 
Density) 

Reduced 
from R-1 

50 ft 15 ft 5 ft 35 ft 

Key Successes 
• The bulk standards include written explanations for how certain dimensional requirements—

such as lot width, frontage, and setbacks—are measured, which provides a baseline for 
interpretation beyond the tables alone. 

• The R‑1 minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet supports Norwood’s compact residential 
character and should be preserved. 

• The B‑1 zero front setback standard is appropriate for the Grand Avenue corridor and aligns 
with pedestrian‑oriented commercial policies. 

• The Agricultural district’s 35‑acre minimum lot size reinforces the rural character of the Wrights 
Mesa fringe areas. 
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Weaknesses 
• Rules for how bulk standards are measured are embedded within the bulk standards sections 

rather than presented as general interpretive guidance, making them harder to locate and 
apply consistently across districts. 

• The bulk standards offer little clarity on routine exceptions or minor encroachments, blurring 
the distinction between everyday design features and true deviations from the code. 

• No bulk standards currently address accessory dwelling units, creating a gap once ADUs are 
allowed by right in Phase 1 and a lack of compliance with HB24-1152. 

• The Public (P) district lacks bulk standards entirely, leaving civic and institutional development 
without clear dimensional guidance. 

• The Medium Density district is poorly differentiated from R‑1, making its purpose unclear. 
• Most districts lack maximum lot coverage standards, allowing unlimited building and 

impervious surface coverage. 
• The code does not include specific standards for accessory structures such as garages, 

sheds, and outbuildings. 
• The PUD process functions as a broad exception rather than a tool reserved for unique or 

complex projects. 

Opportunities 
• The bulk standards mix dimensional limits with rules for how those limits are measured, 

making the structure harder to follow and apply consistently across districts. 
• Routine encroachments and minor exceptions are not clearly identified, making it difficult to 

distinguish everyday design features from true deviations that warrant discretionary review. 
• The code lacks dimensional standards for accessory dwelling units, which will become more 

important once ADUs are allowed by right and must comply with HB 24‑1152. 
• Most zoning districts do not include maximum lot coverage standards, limiting the code’s 

ability to manage building scale and impervious surfaces in a way that supports district 
character. 

• The Medium Density Residential district lacks a clear purpose statement explaining when and 
why it should be used, leaving its role relative to other residential tools unclear. 

• Accessory structures such as garages, sheds, and outbuildings are not addressed through 
district‑specific bulk standards, reducing predictability in residential areas. 

• Base zoning districts provide limited flexibility, increasing reliance on the PUD process for 
projects that may not be unique or complex enough to warrant it. 
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DOLA Best Practices Comparison 
 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

District Structure Multiple districts; intent varies 
in clarity 

Clear hierarchy of districts; 
consistent structure and 
purpose 

District Purpose 
Statements 

Limited or general 
descriptions 

Clear purpose statements 
tied to desired outcomes and 
context 

Use Organization Uses repeated across district 
text and tables 

Uses defined once; 
consistently applied through 
use table 

Housing Variety Broad range allowed; not 
clearly organized 

Full housing spectrum; 
clearly categorized and 
standardized 

Commercial District 
Function 

Mixed-use allowed; intent not 
explicit 

Districts explicitly structured 
to support mixed-use 
outcomes 

Medium Density 
District 

Poorly defined; limited 
application 

Clearly defined density 
districts with purpose and 
standards 

Zoning Map 
Alignment 

District application unclear or 
inconsistent 

All districts mapped clearly; 
designations aligned with 
code 

Use Definitions 
Integration 

Definitions and use terms not 
fully aligned 

Definitions directly support 
use table and district 
structure 

Accessory Uses Addressed separately; partial 
integration 

Fully integrated with primary 
use structure 

Temporary Uses Scattered and inconsistently 
addressed 

Consolidated and clearly 
categorized 

Use Categorization Highly specific, fragmented 
categories 

Broader categories; flexible 
classification framework 

Mixed-Use 
Implementation 

Allowed but not structured Defined mixed-use standards 
and expectations 
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Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Adopt ADU dimensional standards alongside the HB 24‑1152 compliance amendment to 

ensure ADU development occurs predictably and compatibly. 
 

Phase 2 
• Rewrite the bulk standards framework to add lot coverage maximums, accessory structure 

standards, Public district standards, clearer MD district purpose language, and updated 
PUD guidance.  

• Evaluate whether minimum density standards are appropriate to support the Town’s 
compact urban center goals. 

• Reorganize the bulk standards to clearly distinguish between how dimensional standards 
are measured and what dimensional limits apply by zoning district. 

• Evaluate the inclusion of standard exceptions or permitted encroachments to reduce 
unnecessary reliance on variances for minor development features. 
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Section 5: Subdivision Standards 

Key Takeaway 
Norwood’s subdivision standards cover the core elements of subdivision 
design but do not consistently define how those standards are applied. 
Guidance for layout and connectivity is sufficient, while infrastructure and 
public improvement standards are more limited. Because infrastructure 
requirements are largely tied to the subdivision chapter, the connection 
between subdivision design and infrastructure delivery is not clearly defined. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The subdivision standards address the physical layout and infrastructure of development, including 
lots, blocks, streets, alleys, utilities, drainage, and public improvements. While the chapter covers the 
key components of subdivision design, it is inconsistent in the level of guidance it provides for 
implementation. 

Standards for lot patterns, block layout, and the continuation of streets and alleys reflect the Town’s 
existing development pattern and provide a reasonable foundation for connected, walkable 
neighborhoods. However, this level of detail is not carried consistently through the rest of the chapter. 

Standards for street improvements, utilities, drainage, and other infrastructure are more limited. While 
the code establishes that these systems must be provided, it offers little guidance on how they should 
be designed, coordinated, or evaluated as part of subdivision review. The relationship between 
subdivision design and infrastructure delivery is not clearly defined. 

The standards also do not clearly distinguish between different types or scales of subdivision in terms 
of required improvements. It is unclear when full infrastructure is expected, whether improvements 
can be deferred, or how requirements should be applied to smaller or incremental projects. As a 
result, the code establishes the right categories of regulation but does not fully connect them into a 
clear and consistent framework. 

Key Successes 
• Alley dedication requirements support the extension of Norwood’s historic grid pattern and 

align with adopted plan policies. 
• The code establishes a clear principle that development should be served by water and sewer 

infrastructure, providing a sound foundation for service adequacy. 
• Requiring underground utilities supports the Town’s character and contributes to a more 

consistent streetscape. 

Weaknesses 
• The subdivision categories are not logically aligned, with inconsistent standards and 

thresholds that do not work together as a coherent system. 
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• Requirements are not well differentiated by subdivision scale or type, and it is unclear when 
improvements may be phased or deferred. 

• The level of detail varies across the chapter, with stronger guidance for layout and connectivity 
but limited standards for infrastructure, utilities, and drainage. 

• Infrastructure requirements establish general expectations but do not clearly define how 
improvements should be designed, coordinated, or implemented as part of subdivision 
development. 

• Improvements agreement standards are not detailed enough to ensure consistent application 
or enforcement. 

Opportunities 
• Infrastructure standards could be strengthened with clearer expectations for how 

improvements are designed and delivered.  
• Clarifying how subdivision design and infrastructure delivery function together would improve 

predictability for applicants and reviewers as well as support consistent design outcomes. 
• More clearly distinguishing expectations by subdivision type or scale would help align 

requirements with the impact of development. 
• Defining when improvements are required versus when they may be phased or deferred could 

support more flexible and practical implementation.  
• More complete improvements agreement standards would support clearer expectations for 

infrastructure completion and financial guarantees. 
• Infrastructure requirements are closely tied to subdivision approval, limiting flexibility for how 

and when improvements are delivered. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Overall Structure Combined standards (layout 
+ infrastructure); 
subdivision-dependent 

Separated framework; 
infrastructure applies 
town-wide 

Infrastructure 
Framework 

General expectations; limited 
design/detail 

Comprehensive standards; 
design, capacity, coordination 
defined 

Infrastructure 
Adequacy 

Basic expectation; limited 
verification 

Defined standards; capacity 
analysis + provider 
confirmation 

Infrastructure Delivery Timing unclear; phasing not 
addressed 

Delivery tied to development; 
phased + off-site allowed 
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Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Improvements 
Responsibility 

Implied; not clearly structured Explicit applicant 
responsibility; required 
guarantees 

Layout & Connectivity Grid continuity emphasized; 
moderate guidance 

Measurable standards; 
connectivity + multimodal 
required 

Subdivision 
Standards 

Core topics covered; largely 
general 

Clear, enforceable standards; 
performance-based 

Utilities & Easements Requires utilities and 
easements but provides 
limited guidance on sizing, 
coordination, or location 

Requires utility easements 
with minimum widths and 
coordination with providers; 
emphasizes underground 
placement and long-term 
maintenance access 

Fire Protection & 
Emergency Access 

Acknowledged but not fully 
detailed or clearly integrated 
into subdivision standards 

Explicit requirements for 
emergency access, hydrant 
spacing, and fire protection 
infrastructure tied to 
subdivision approval 

Public Improvements 
& Dedication 

Includes dedication 
requirements (streets, parks, 
etc.) but structure and 
calculations are less clearly 
defined 

Provides specific formulas or 
standards for land dedication 
(parks, schools, etc.) with 
defined calculation methods 
and cash-in-lieu options 

Recommendations 
Phase 2 
• Expand subdivision standards to include clearer expectations for infrastructure design, 

coordination, and performance, consistent with the level of detail already provided for 
layout and connectivity. 

• Clarify how infrastructure requirements apply across different types and scales of 
subdivision, including when improvements must be constructed and when they may be 
deferred. 

• Establish a dedicated development improvements framework that applies to infrastructure 
construction and financing both within and outside of subdivision activity, including clear 
standards for when improvements are required, how they may be phased, and how 
compliance is secured through agreements. 
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Section 6: Site Development Standards 

Key Takeaway 
The site development standards address key elements of site design, 
including parking, landscaping, signage, and lighting, but are uneven in how 
clearly they guide implementation. Several sections reflect older approaches 
and have not been updated to align with current planning practices or adopted 
plans. Parking standards emphasize minimum supply without tools to support 
walkable development, landscaping standards do not address water 
efficiency, and sign standards have not been updated to reflect current legal 
requirements. Exterior lighting remains a critical component due to the Town’s 
dark sky designation and requires verification to ensure continued 
compliance. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The site development standards address parking, sidewalks and trails, fencing, landscaping, signage, 
performance standards, and exterior lighting. These standards apply broadly to development and 
establish the core components of site design. While the chapter covers the appropriate topics, the 
level of detail and specificity varies across sections. 

Parking standards are based on minimum off‑street requirements by use and reflect an approach 
focused on providing sufficient supply. The code relies primarily on minimum parking requirements 
and does not include other commonly used tools – such as reductions, shared parking, or maximum 
limits – that allow parking supply to better reflect context and demand. The code also does not include 
mechanisms such as payment in‑lieu, which can allow parking demand to be met through shared or 
centralized facilities rather than on‑site construction. 

Landscaping standards establish that a portion of the site must be landscaped but provide limited 
direction on quantities and plant selection. Given the Town’s high‑desert context, the standards do 
not clearly address water efficiency or plant selection appropriate to local conditions, only minimally 
referencing native plant use. 

Sign standards establish basic size, height, and permitting requirements by district, providing a 
functional framework for sign regulation. However, the code has not been reviewed for 
content‑neutrality requirements established by Reed v. Town of Gilbert and does not address newer 
sign types such as electronic message boards.  

Exterior lighting standards address dark sky considerations and were a key part of the Town’s IDA 
Dark Sky Community designation. Because this designation depends on ongoing compliance, the 
standards should be reviewed to ensure they remain consistent with current IDA requirements. 

Key Successes 
• Sidewalk requirements are clearly established, providing a consistent baseline for pedestrian 

infrastructure in new development. 
• Parking and sign standards establish a usable framework for site design, including basic 

dimensional and permitting requirements. 
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• Landscaping requirements ensure that commercial and larger residential development 
includes site improvements, even though the standards remain general. 

• Exterior lighting standards address dark sky considerations and reflect the Town’s 
commitment to minimizing light pollution. 

Weaknesses 
• Parking standards rely on minimum requirements without corresponding maximums or tools 

to manage supply in walkable areas. 
• Landscaping standards provide limited direction on quantities, water efficiency, or plant 

selection. 
• Screening requirements for service areas, parking, and site features are minimal or not clearly 

defined. 
• Sign standards have not been reviewed for content‑neutrality requirements and do not 

address emerging sign types such as electronic message boards. 
• Performance standards do not include measurable thresholds, limiting consistent evaluation 

and enforcement. 

Opportunities 
• Parking standards could better support walkable development by introducing flexibility, 

including options to adjust minimum requirements, allow shared parking, and provide 
alternatives such as payment in‑lieu. 

• Landscaping standards do not reflect local conditions, particularly water availability, and would 
benefit from incorporating water‑efficient design and appropriate plant selection. 

• Guidance for screening and the treatment of service areas and parking is limited, reducing 
consistency in how sites are designed and how impacts are mitigated. 

• Sign standards have not kept pace with current legal requirements or evolving technologies, 
creating both regulatory risk and gaps in coverage. 

• Exterior lighting and illuminated signage are addressed separately, creating an opportunity to 
better align these standards in support of consistent dark sky compliance. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Overall Structure Single chapter; uneven detail 
across topics 

Integrated standards; 
consistent structure across 
development 

Parking Framework Minimums only; no 
maximums 

Flexible framework; 
minimums, maximums, 
context-based tools 

Parking Design Basic dimensional standards Integrated with site layout 
and circulation 
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Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Parking Flexibility No shared parking, 
reductions, or in-lieu 

Shared parking, reductions, 
alternative compliance 
options 

Pedestrian & Bicycle Sidewalks required; limited 
system integration 

Sidewalks, bicycle facilities, 
internal connectivity required 

Trail Integration Referenced; not tied to plans Directly tied to 
comprehensive plan 
networks 

Landscaping 
Standards 

Basic requirements; limited 
detail 

Detailed standards; planting, 
buffering, site integration 

Water Efficiency No standards or guidance Emphasis on sustainability 
and environmental 
responsiveness 

Screening & Buffering Minimal or general guidance Clear requirements for 
service areas and site 
features 

Sign Standards District-based framework; 
outdated structure 

Content-neutral, form-based, 
adaptable to new 
technologies 

Sign Illumination Separate from lighting 
standards 

Integrated with overall 
lighting controls 

Exterior Lighting Standalone section; dark sky 
focus 

Integrated across all site 
design standards 

Performance 
Standards 

General; no measurable 
thresholds 

Quantified standards for 
consistent enforcement 

Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Verify Section 5.08 exterior lighting standards against current IDA requirements and 

update as needed to maintain the Town’s dark sky designation. 
• Add required parking reductions for qualifying affordable housing projects consistent with 

Prop 123 requirements. 
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Phase 2 
• Rewrite Chapter 5 to modernize site development standards, including: 

• Parking standards that better reflect walkable development patterns 
• Landscaping standards that incorporate water efficiency and appropriate plant 

selection 
• Sign standards updated for content‑neutrality and evolving technologies 
• Performance standards with measurable thresholds 
• Consistent integration of dark sky lighting requirements across all applicable standards   
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Section 7: Marijuana Regulations 

Key Takeaway 
Marijuana regulations are organized as a standalone set of provisions 
addressing a single use type, which is inconsistent with the broader 
structure of the code. The standards focus on personal cultivation but do 
not address commercial marijuana uses, leaving both a regulatory and 
policy gap. The provisions would benefit from integration into the broader 
code framework with clear policy direction. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The code includes a set of provisions addressing marijuana, including definitions, personal cultivation 
standards, and enforcement. These provisions are structured separately from other use regulations 
and focus primarily on cultivation within residential structures. 

The standards address personal and caregiver cultivation and include provisions related to plant 
limits, indoor growing, odor control, and safety considerations. These provisions establish a workable 
framework for regulating residential cultivation activity. 

The code does not address retail marijuana uses, such as retail sales, dispensaries, or cultivation 
facilities. This absence creates uncertainty around whether such uses are permitted and how they 
would be regulated if proposed. 

Definitions reflect earlier terminology and may not align with current state regulatory categories, 
creating potential inconsistency between local code and state licensing. 

Overall, these provisions function as a narrowly scoped regulatory section rather than as part of an 
integrated land use framework. 

Key Successes 
• Personal cultivation standards provide a clear and workable framework addressing plant 

limits, indoor growing, odor control, and safety. 
• The provisions establish basic definitions and enforcement mechanisms related to marijuana 

activity. 

Weaknesses 
• These provisions are organized as a standalone set of regulations rather than being integrated 

with other use standards in the code. 
• The current standards are limited to personal cultivation and do not address commercial 

marijuana uses. 
• Existing definitions rely on outdated terminology that may not align with current state 

regulatory categories. 
• The code does not clearly express local policy direction regarding commercial marijuana uses. 



 
TOWN OF NORWOOD, COLORADO 
 
 

Land Use Code Update | Strategic Code Assessment | Page 31 

Opportunities 
• Integrating these provisions into existing use and development standards would improve 

clarity and alignment with the overall code structure. 
• Clearly addressing commercial marijuana uses through defined policy direction would resolve 

current regulatory ambiguity. 
• Updating terminology to align with current state regulatory frameworks would improve 

consistency between local regulations and state licensing. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Structure Standalone chapter for single 
use type 

Integrated into use table, 
definitions, development 
standards, and enforcement 

Retail Marijuana Not addressed – silent Explicit permitted, 
conditional, or prohibited 
designation in use table for 
each retail license type 

Definitions 2018 terminology; may not 
match current MED 

Current MED license type 
terminology; cross-reference 
to state licensing 
requirements 

Personal Cultivation Addressed in 7.03; 
appropriate standards 

Same standards integrated 
into residential accessory use 
provisions 

Buffer Requirements Not addressed for 
commercial (not currently 
applicable if prohibited) 

Commercial marijuana buffer 
distances from schools, 
parks, residential zones if 
uses permitted 

Recommendations 
Phase 2  
• Reorganize marijuana regulations as part of the broader use framework, integrating 

personal cultivation standards into residential and accessory use standards. 
• Establish clear code direction on retail marijuana uses, including whether such uses are 

permitted and how they are regulated. 
• Update definitions to align with current state regulatory terminology and licensing 

categories. 
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Section 8: Definitions 

Key Takeaway 
The definitions chapter establishes the language the Land Use Code relies on 
and shapes how every other section is read and applied. Norwood’s current 
definitions are limited and largely reflect the original 1994 code. Many terms 
used elsewhere in the code are missing definitions altogether, while others 
rely on outdated language for housing types and commercial uses. The 
chapter also has not been updated to reflect the short‑term rental ordinance, 
current marijuana regulations, or contemporary planning concepts. As a 
result, the definitions chapter needs a substantial update over the course of 
both Phase 1 and Phase 2. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The definitions chapter establishes the basic rules for how the Land Use Code is interpreted and 
applied and defines key words and phrases used throughout the code. However, related definitions 
are not consistently located in one place. For example, marijuana‑related terms are defined 
separately in Chapter 7 rather than in Chapter 2, requiring users to look in multiple locations to fully 
understand how the code applies. 
Many terms that appear elsewhere in the code—including those used in the use table and 
development standards—are not defined in Chapter 2. While some of these terms may seem familiar, 
the lack of clear definitions increases uncertainty and creates room for inconsistent interpretation 
when the code is applied to real projects. 

Recent changes in state law also raise direct compliance concerns. HB 24‑1007, effective in 2024, 
prohibits local governments from limiting residential occupancy based on familial relationships. 
Norwood’s definition of “family” includes a numerical limit on occupants, which is inconsistent with 
this requirement. As a result, the definitions chapter contains provisions that now conflict with state 
law. Related definitions, including “dwelling unit,” should also be reviewed to ensure they do not 
indirectly restrict occupancy based on household composition.   

Key Success 
• The general rules of interpretation in Section 2.01 are functional and provide a clear 

framework for how the code should be read and applied, offering a solid foundation to build 
on. 

Weaknesses 
• Many terms used throughout the code are not defined, creating interpretive gaps that require 

staff judgment and increase the risk of inconsistent application. 
• Housing terminology relies on outdated or non‑standard terms, such as “alley house” and 

“cottage house,” which are unfamiliar to many applicants and practitioners. 
• The definition of “family” includes a numerical occupancy limit based on familial relationships, 

creating a direct conflict with HB 24‑1007. 
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• Marijuana‑related definitions are separated from the main definitions chapter and rely on older 
regulatory terminology, reducing clarity and consistency. 

Opportunities 
• The definitions chapter could be expanded into a more comprehensive and complete 

reference that defines all key terms used throughout the code, with priority given to adding a 
limited set of critical definitions needed in the near term. 

• Housing type terminology presents an opportunity for modernization by aligning definitions 
with contemporary planning practice, including terms such as accessory dwelling unit, cottage 
court, duplex, townhome, and other missing‑middle housing types. 

• A focused review of the definitions chapter is needed to ensure compliance with HB 24‑1007 
by identifying and removing any occupancy limits based on familial relationships. 

Recommendations 
Phase 1 

• Add a limited set of essential definitions needed for near‑term implementation, including 
Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Permit Authority, Completeness Determination, and 
Accessory Structure (with clear size thresholds).  

• Confirm that the Formula Business Establishment definition is correctly integrated and that 
the Short‑Term Rental definition is properly cross‑referenced.  

• Conduct a compliance review of the definitions chapter under HB 24‑1007 and remove or 
revise any definition that imposes occupancy limits based on familial relationships.  
 

Phase 2 
• Expand Chapter 2 into a comprehensive definitions article that defines every term used in 

the Land Use Code, ensuring consistent terminology and placement throughout the 
document.  

• Update definitions to clearly define contemporary housing types—such as ADUs, cottage 
courts, duplexes, townhomes, and live/work units—so the code better reflects current 
development patterns and adopted planning policies. 

• Integrate marijuana‑related definitions from Chapter 7 into Chapter 2 and update 
terminology to reflect current state regulatory structure. 

• Update and clarify measurement and calculation definitions, including definitions related 
to setbacks, height, lot coverage, and dark‑sky‑compliant lighting, to support clearer and 
more consistent application. 
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Section 9: Compliance with State Housing Legislation 

Key Takeaway 
State housing legislation introduces several immediate compliance 
requirements that the code does not currently meet. Key gaps include missing 
provisions for by‑right ADUs and the absence of an expedited review process 
for qualifying affordable housing. Beyond these requirements, the code does 
not provide a functional framework for affordable housing, limiting its ability to 
implement adopted policies or respond to current housing needs. 
 
Growth in employment-generating development creates corresponding 
demand for housing that is not currently addressed in the code. The existing 
regulations do not require or incentivize housing provision for employees 
associated with new development, either during construction or ongoing 
operations. 

What It Looks Like Now 
The code addresses affordable housing in a limited way, referencing the concept but not establishing 
a defined framework. The existing provisions do not include income thresholds, deed restriction 
requirements, or a structured review process, and therefore function more as general statements 
than as implementable standards. 

Several state requirements create immediate compliance gaps. ADUs are required to be permitted 
by right under state law, while the current process relies on discretionary approval. Proposition 123 
requires an expedited review process for qualifying affordable housing projects, which is not currently 
in place. 

More broadly, the code does not include tools commonly used to support affordable housing, such 
as defined affordability standards, administrative procedures, or incentive-based mechanisms. As a 
result, adopted housing policies are not consistently translated into development regulations. 

The code does not include provisions that link new development to housing demand. Projects that 
generate employment, such as commercial or industrial uses, are not required to provide workforce 
housing, contribute to housing programs, or demonstrate how associated housing needs will be met. 

Key Successes 
• The code recognizes affordable housing as a legitimate area of land use regulation. 
• Existing provisions provide a basic foundation that can be expanded into a more 

comprehensive framework. 

Weaknesses 
• The code does not include required provisions for by‑right ADUs or expedited affordable 

housing review, leaving it out of alignment with current state requirements. 
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• No expedited review procedure is established for affordable housing, including required 
timelines and concurrent review processes, preventing the Town from qualifying for state 
funding and compliance with Proposition 123. 

• Existing affordable housing provisions function more as general policy statements than as an 
operational program, limiting their practical application in development review. 

• Key components of an affordable housing framework—such as definitions, income thresholds, 
and deed restriction standards—are not established, making consistent administration 
difficult. 

• Adopted housing policies are not reflected in the development regulations, limiting the Town’s 
ability to implement its own planning goals. 

Opportunities 
• Adding required state provisions would bring the code into alignment with current legislation. 
• Establishing a clear affordable housing framework would allow adopted policies to be 

implemented through development standards. 
• Aligning the Comprehensive Plan update with code revisions would support long-term 

consistency between planning and regulation. 
• Establishing a relationship between new development and housing demand would allow the 

Town to better manage growth impacts. 
• Workforce housing requirements could provide a mechanism for addressing both 

construction-related and long-term employment housing needs. 

DOLA Best Practices Comparison 

Topic Current Norwood Code DOLA Best Practice 

Affordable Housing 
Definition 

Not defined; no income or 
restriction framework 

Defined terms; affordable 
housing, income-restricted 
unit, AMI, deed restriction 

ADU by Right Allowed as conditional use 
(“alley house”) 

Permitted by right; objective 
standards; no discretionary 
review 

Expedited Review 
(Prop 123) 

Not established Defined 90-day timeline; 
concurrent review; no 
additional requirements 

Affordable Housing 
Process 

No defined process, 
timelines, or coordinated 
review 

Clear timelines; complete 
application standard; 
concurrent review 

Density & Incentives No density bonus or housing 
incentives 

Density bonuses, parking 
reductions, streamlined 
approvals 



 
TOWN OF NORWOOD, COLORADO 
 
 

Land Use Code Update | Strategic Code Assessment | Page 36 

Recommendations 
Phase 1 
• Adopt an expedited review process for qualifying affordable housing projects consistent 

with Proposition 123 requirements. 
• Permit accessory dwelling units by right in compliance with state law. 
• Establish foundational definitions and standards necessary to support affordable housing 

administration, including income categories and deed restriction requirements. 
 

Phase 2  
• Develop a comprehensive affordable housing framework, including incentive-based tools 

such as density bonuses. 
• Integrate affordable housing provisions into the broader development standards and use 

framework. 
• Align code updates with Comprehensive Plan amendments, including required water 

supply and growth elements.  
• Develop a workforce housing strategy that addresses housing demand generated by new 

development, including potential requirements, incentives, or mitigation options.   
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Consolidated Priorities Table 
Phase 1  
The following table consolidates all Phase 1 critical amendments identified throughout this analysis. These 
targeted code changes address immediate state compliance requirements, key integration gaps, and 
priority process improvements. They are intended to be adopted as a single ordinance package—or as 
two sequential packages, with Proposition 123 compliance adopted by June 30 and the remaining 
amendments by October 2026—without requiring a full code rewrite. 

 

# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver Notes 

1 Add fee schedule 
cross-reference 

General 
Provisions 

Code clarity Identify where adopted fee 
schedule can be found 

2 Eliminate general 
waiver provision 

General 
Provisions 

Code 
consistency 

Remove broad waiver 
authority 

3 Establish basic 
procedures 
framework 

Processes Process reform Group application types 
under common review paths 

4 Adopt procedures 
for Prop 123 
compliance 

Processes State 
compliance 

Required to support 
expedited housing review 

5 Permit ADUs by right Use Table HB 24-1152 Replace conditional “alley 
house” process 

6 Integrate short-term 
rentals into use table 

Use Table Code clarity Add STR as listed use with 
cross-reference 

7 Verify Medium 
Density district and 
zoning map 

Use Table Code accuracy Confirm ordinance and 
mapping 

8 Remove occupancy 
limits based on 
familial relationships 

Definitions HB 24-1007 Required compliance 
update 

9 Add essential 
definitions (targeted 
set) 

Definitions Implementation 
support 

ADU, completeness, etc. 
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# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver Notes 

10 Add ADU 
dimensional 
standards 

Bulk 
Standards 

HB 24-1152 
support 

Ensure compatibility and 
predictability 

11 Verify exterior 
lighting (dark sky) 
standards 

Site 
Development 

IDA 
compliance 

Confirm consistency with 
IDA requirements 

12 Add parking 
reductions for 
qualifying housing 

Site 
Development 

Prop 123 Apply required minimum 
reductions 

13 Adopt Prop 123 
expedited review 
process 

Housing State 
compliance 

90-day timeline; qualifying 
project criteria 

14 Permit ADUs by right 
(housing section 
reinforcement) 

Housing HB 24-1152 Ensures consistency across 
code and housing 
framework 

15 Establish affordable 
housing definitions 
and standards 

Housing Prop 123 
prerequisite 

AMI, deed restriction, 
income thresholds 

16 Initiate 
Comprehensive Plan 
update (SB 24-174) 

Housing / 
Plan 

State 
compliance 

Add water supply and 
growth elements 

17 Add required 
definitions 
supporting Prop 123 
framework 

Housing / 
Definitions 

Implementation 
prerequisite 

Ensure process can 
function administratively 
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Phase 2  
Phase 2 is a comprehensive rewrite of the Land Use Code, coordinated with adoption of an updated 
Comprehensive Plan. This effort will replace the existing structure with a clear, integrated framework that 
aligns use regulations, development standards, and procedures. The rewritten code will consolidate use 
regulations, modernize development standards, integrate existing provisions such as short-term rentals, 
marijuana, and dark sky lighting, and expand definitions to support consistent application. The resulting 
code will be written in plain language, organized for clarity, and designed to directly implement the Town’s 
updated plan. 
 

# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver 

Notes 
 

1 Rebuild the purpose 
statement around 
Norwood’s adopted 
planning vision 

General 
Provisions 

Policy 
alignment 

Clarify and modernize intent 

2 Modernize the 
enforcement 
framework with civil 
penalties and 
administrative 
citations 

General 
Provisions 

Administration Replace misdemeanor-only 
approach 

3 Tighten 
nonconforming 
provisions 

General 
Provisions 

Code clarity Add definitions and 
procedures 

4 Complete the 
transition to a 
unified procedures 
framework 

Processes Process reform Apply to all remaining 
application types 

5 Relocate short-term 
rental permissions 
and standards into 
use table and 
development 
standards 

Processes Code 
integration 

Remove from procedures 
chapter 

6 Standardize titles 
and references for 
staff and decision-
making bodies 

Processes Code clarity Improve consistency 

7 Complete 
reorganization and 
modernization of use 
table 

Use Table Code clarity Consolidate categories and 
remove duplication 
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# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver 

Notes 
 

8 Revise use table to 
accommodate 
contemporary 
housing types 

Use Table Housing 
support 

Reflect current development 
patterns 

9 Reevaluate zoning 
district names and 
structure 

Use Table Code clarity Align with intended 
outcomes 

10 Add standards for 
mixed-use 
development 

Use Table Development 
clarity 

Define expectations for 
multiple uses 

11 Integrate marijuana-
related use 
classifications into 
use table 

Use Table Code 
integration 

Ensure consistency across 
code 

12 Review and update 
use standards to 
align with best 
practices 

Use Table Modernization Adjust standards as needed 

13 Expand definitions 
chapter to 
comprehensive 
format 

Definitions Code clarity Define all terms used in 
code 

14 Update definitions 
for contemporary 
housing types 

Definitions Housing 
support 

Align with modern 
terminology 

15 Integrate marijuana-
related definitions 
into definitions 
chapter 

Definitions Code 
integration 

Align with state terminology 

16 Update 
measurement and 
calculation 
definitions 

Definitions Code clarity Improve consistency in 
application 

17 Rewrite bulk 
standards 
framework 

Bulk 
Standards 

Modernization Add coverage, accessory, 
MD clarity, PUD guidance 
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# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver 

Notes 
 

18 Evaluate minimum 
density standards 

Bulk 
Standards 

Growth 
management 

Support compact 
development 

19 Reorganize bulk 
standards to 
separate 
measurement and 
dimensional rules 

Bulk 
Standards 

Code clarity Improve structure 

20 Evaluate standard 
exceptions or 
encroachments 

Bulk 
Standards 

Process 
efficiency 

Reduce reliance on 
variances 

21 Expand subdivision 
standards for 
infrastructure design 
and performance 

Subdivision Implementation 
clarity 

Add measurable 
requirements 

22 Clarify how 
infrastructure 
applies across 
subdivision types 
and scales 

Subdivision Consistency Define timing and 
applicability 

23 Establish 
development 
improvements 
framework 

Subdivision Structural 
integration 

Define construction, 
phasing, compliance 

24 Rewrite site 
development 
standards (parking, 
landscaping, 
signage, 
performance, 
lighting) 

Site 
Development 

Modernization Comprehensive update 

25 Integrate dark sky 
lighting standards 
throughout code 

Site 
Development 

IDA 
compliance 

Apply across all applicable 
standards 

26 Reorganize 
marijuana 
regulations into 
broader code 
framework 

Marijuana Code 
integration 

Eliminate standalone 
structure 
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# Amendment Primary 
Section(s) Driver 

Notes 
 

27 Establish code 
direction on 
commercial 
marijuana uses 

Marijuana Policy clarity Define 
permitted/conditional/prohibi
ted 

28 Update marijuana 
definitions to align 
with state 
terminology 

Marijuana Compliance Match current MED 
categories 

29 Develop 
comprehensive 
affordable housing 
framework 

Housing Policy 
implementation 

Add incentives and 
administration 

30 Integrate affordable 
housing provisions 
into development 
standards 

Housing Code 
integration 

Apply throughout code 

31 Align code updates 
with Comprehensive 
Plan amendments 

Housing Plan alignment Ensure consistency 

32 Develop workforce 
housing strategy 

Housing Growth 
management 

Address housing demand 
from development 
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