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2 INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION
This report has been prepared for Missoula County Community 
and Planning Services (CAPS) and provides a summary of the pro-
cess and outcomes of the initial round of public outreach for the 
Missoula Area Mapping Project.  The following pages provide a 
background on the workshop format and intended outcomes; a 
summary of the feedback received over the course of the initial 
round of outreach; identifies the values expressed by workshop 
attendees, their geographic origin, and the themes and priorities 
that began to emerge throughout the process.  The report con-
cludes with recommendations on next steps for how to engage 
the public during the second round of outreach, tentatively sched-
ule for June of 2018.
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WORKSHOP OVERVIEW
The initial round of public outreach for the future land use map 
update was developed to engage Missoula County residents who 
live, work and recreate within the planning area in a conversa-
tion about values.  Rather than focusing on specific land uses and 
their locations, CAPS staff and the Orion Planning + Design (OPD) 
team took an approach centered around what was most import-
ant to residents living in the County, and what compelled them to 
actively participate in the future land use conversation.

The values conversation plays an important role in setting the 
foundation for the future land use map update.  By focusing on 
individual and community-oriented values, participants are better 
able to relate to land use concepts and greater buy-in is gener-
ated.  Having a genuine conversation about what is most import-
ant to you, in your community, is much easier and yields greater 
insight than asking participants to discuss specific uses and their 
interrelated locations on a map.  In workshop settings participants 
often become laser-focused on a specific use or activity which 
they do not want to see in their neighborhood.  Too often the 
conversation becomes mired in specific types of uses that should 
or shouldn’t occur based on personal feelings or misconceptions 
over the rigidity of zoning, or confusion between zoning and 
land use designations.  Rarely does this conversation allow for a 
thoughtful discussion of mixed uses, changing land use character-
istics and the variety of tools available to counties to incorporate 
flexibility in their land use designations and subsequent zoning 
discussion.  

The values conversation aims to elevate that discussion, focusing 
on aspects of a neighborhood or area of the County and what 
residents would like to see continued, expanded or supported in 
some way.   By leading a  values-based conversation, the focus 
tends toward the positive while indirectly highlighting some of 
the problematic issues or constraints in an area.  As certain values 

are identified more frequently and begin to align geographically, 
the collective priorities of the larger community begin to emerge.     
Using these priorities to facilitate open conversation about needs, 
wants and trade-offs allows CAPS staff and the public to make 
balanced and informed decisions on future land use.

The core community values used as a launchpad for discussion 
during the first round of public workshops were generated by 
past planning processes and confirmed by the Land Use Technical 
Committee (LUTC) in February.  The values highlight both County 
assets and those qualities necessary to support a thriving commu-
nity.  These include:

• Affordable Housing - variety of type and adequate supply 
with costs that align with wages 

• Clean Water - healthy aquifer, and healthy river and stream 
systems

• Compact Development Patterns - focused density to pro-
vide efficient delivery of services and preservation of natural 
resources and amenities

• Jobs - locations for economic opportunities with jobs that 
provide wages that align with housing costs

• Open Space - proximity and access to recreational opportuni-
ties and public lands, view sheds 

• Public Health, Safety: Infrastructure - sewer and water sys-
tems, roads, government services (sheriff, school, etc.)

• Public Health and Safety: Wildfire - prevention of and protec-
tion against wildfire

• Soils of Agricultural Importance - location of potential and/or 
active agricultural operations
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• Transportation - multimodal, efficient, equitable, accessible, 
and safe

• Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat - sufficient and safeguarded hab-
itat for key wildlife species

While the above list provided a starting point for discussion, 
workshop participants were not limited to only these values.  Par-
ticipants were encouraged to identify values that had not been 
highlighted, that they held dear, to ensure that any future land use 
discussion accurately captured the qualities and amenities import-
ant to the broad population.  Neighborhood values expressed 
through community plans, such as the Target Range Rural By De-
sign plan, were also highlighted during the workshops.  Those val-
ues determined through visioning sessions held in Bonner/West 
Riverside and East Missoula last summer were also discussed, re-
spective to those communities.

Workshop Format
A total of five workshops were held during the last two weeks in 
March.  The workshops were held in different locations through-
out the planning area in order to reach a broad segment of the 
population.  Workshops dates and locations are below: 

Hellgate Elementary Lunchroom, 2385 Flynn Lane
March 21st, 6-8 p.m.

Target Range Elementary Library, 4095 South Ave West
March 22nd, 6-8 p.m.      

County Courthouse Annex Room 151, 200 W Broadway
March 26th, 2-4 p.m.      

Hellgate Lions Club Barn, 1305 Haaglund Drive
March 27th, 6-8 p.m.       

East Missoula Fire Hall, 314 Montana Ave. 
March 28th, 6-8 p.m.       

Attendance was recorded at each workshop, with participants be-
ing asked to sign in as they were greeted at the door.  There were 
a few instances where a workshop attendee chose not to write 
his or her name down, but it is estimated around 100 individuals 
were engaged through the first round of public meetings, in ad-
dition to those who participated in the online survey.  Workshop 
attendance varied based on location; on average attendance was 
around 12 to 15 per workshop, with Target Range Elementary be-
ing the most heavily attended and Hellgate Elementary being the 
least.

Each workshop took on a slightly different format depending on 
the number in attendance, areas of interest and the level of inter-
action; however, each of the five workshops included the same set 
of activities aimed at engaging participants in meaningful discus-
sion about their personal values, how those values relate to exist-
ing characteristics ad conditions in their neighborhood, and look-
ing beyond their neighborhood to the planning area as a whole.  

Each workshop was generally conducted as follows:

• Introductions of CAPS staff and OPD

• A brief overview of the land use map update process, to date

• An overview of the Planning Area Profile and key consider-
ations influencing the future land use map update

• An overview of neighborhood-specific values and communi-
ty-wide values

• Directions on workshop format and materials

• Breakout Session #1 - Neighborhood Specific Discussion

• Breakout Session #2 - Planning Area Specific Discussion

• Wrap-up, next steps and information on how to stay involved
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During each of the breakout sessions, a series of questions was 
posed by the facilitator, for participants to respond to and discuss 
within their small groups assembled by table.  These questions 
included:

1.  What value(s) brought you here today/tonight?  What value(s) 
do you feel is most important?

2.  On the map, use a marker or a sticker to identify where that 
value is present.

3.  On the map, identify opportunities for future: 
• Housing
• Commercial 
• Open space/Agriculture
• Industrial activities
• Infrastructure improvements

4.  On the map, identify constraints in the area that could limit 
development potential.

Questions 3 and 4 were repeated during the neighborhood-spe-
cific discussion and the larger planning area discussion, with the 
idea for participants to think locally about their values and then 
move toward a broader consideration of opportunities and con-
straints for the planning area as a whole.  Responses to question 1 
were provided on note cards (recorded in Appendix A), while the 
remaining responses were captured on maps at each table using 
markers and dots to represent values, use types, and opportuni-
ties/constraints.  As participants began to discuss their individual 
and community values, the conversations naturally progressed to 
quantifying those values in terms of broad land use, whether open 
space/agricultural oriented, residential, commercial, industrial or    
infrastructure related.  Participants naturally began to identify     
areas appropriate for more residential uses; areas where addition-
al neighborhood commercial services were desired; opportunities 
for increased connectivity through mixed modes, improvements 
to sidewalks or expansion of transit options - all based on the val-
ues they expressed in response to Question 1.

This feedback has been captured and recorded in the following 
pages; Section 2 of this report first summarizes workshop feed-
back by neighborhood (Hellgate/Wye, Target Range, Downtown, 
Bonner/West Riverside and East Missoula), with corresponding 
maps representing the compiled input to come out of the small 
group discussions.  It then goes on to summarize the public input 
on the larger planning area.  All feedback received from each of 
the five workshops has been compiled into one map for the plan-
ning area as a whole; this allow the reader to see where values 
align and key themes emerge, and where - in certain areas - there 
may be disagreement.  Overall, there was a great deal of con-
sistency in workshop responses.  These overlaps and emerging 
priorities will be discussed in greater detail in Sections 2 and 3 of 
this report, in the context of next steps for public engagement.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC FEEDBACK
HELLGATE - WYE AREA WORKSHOP
Group discussions at Hellgate Elementary School initially centered 
around the DeSmet School District’s capacity to take in additional 
school-aged children, and the opportunity for the area to accom-
modate increased residential growth within the County.  DeSmet 
School has bonding capacity available, allowing the district to ex-
pand without significantly burdening the taxpayer.  Because of 
this, it was noted time and again that the Desmet School District 
may have the potential to accommodate the additional growth - 
especially residential development - that the County anticipates 
in coming years.  Not only does the area have the potential to 
accommodate this growth - participants in the workshop seemed 
generally excited about inviting that growth.

The group in attendance at Hellgate Elementary expressed an in-
terest in seeing land use districts reorganized in a way that simpli-
fied or generalized broad land use types while allowing for con-
dition-specific criteria to enable appropriate growth for the area.  
One example given was to identify one overarching residential 
land use category (instead of the 15-20 different residential use 
types currently in place) and have sub-districts under this residen-
tial umbrella that set design standards/guidelines for the devel-
opment type and minimum thresholds for permitted density.  For 
instance, if an area is designated broadly for residential use, and 
presently served by public water and/or sewer infrastructure the 
base density for development could be higher and additional de-
sign standards applied through appropriate zoning.  This could be 
done through a land use overlay or by creating a set of conditions 
within the new land use category descriptions moving forward.

There was general consensus throughout the evening’s discussion 
that mixed land uses were desirable, assuming there are clear 
standards for how these areas look, feel and function.  The oppor-
tunity for neighborhood grocery stores, restaurants and limited 

services nearby or within certain residential areas was identified 
as beneficial for County residents.  However, allowing a wholesale 
mix of uses anywhere and everywhere was not desirable.  It may 
be worthwhile for the County to consider design standards or a 
hybridized code at some point in the future, as negative percep-
tions of mixed-use are almost always tied to aesthetics.

Other discussion topics brought up throughout the evening in-
cluded preventing leap-frog development patterns in favor of or-
derly growth; encouraging mixed use zones – where appropriate 
– that combined light industrial, commercial and residential ac-
tivities, similar to what exists on the West Side of Missoula near 
Burns Street Bistro; and exploring opportunities for residential 
development in locations that have historically been less desir-
able, such as around the airport.

Two ideas related to community values that meeting participants 
were eager to see conveyed through the new future land use map 
were a distinct agricultural land use in support of the protection 
of prime agricultural lands – particularly in the west valley – as 
well as a land use designation that could support the protection 
of Missoula County’s surface water resources, whether through 
an overlay district or other regulatory mechanism.  Both of these 
ideas led to discussion around the need to think proactively about 
connecting existing conservation easements through a corridor 
of supportive land use designations, reflecting the importance 
of conserving the County’s open spaces for both recreation and 
wildlife habitat.  

Finally, the group in attendance expressed a desire to correlate 
future land uses with the transportation needs of the community, 
especially the expansion of public transportation options west to-
ward the Wye area and Frenchtown.
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The following opportunities and constraints were expressed by 
workshop attendees and represented on the map on the next 
page, which also reflects the broader discussion from the evening.  

Opportunities
• Additional industrial land uses along Expressway corridor, es-

pecially between Expressway and I-90.

• Residential nodes at intersection of Butler Creek and Express-
way and at the Wye (I-90 and Highway 93 intersection).

• Opportunity for residential and mixed-use residential with 
light industrial in the County land area between I-90 and the 
City limits.

• A commercial node is growing, and should be expanded, 
at the Expressway roundabout, to serve existing residential 
properties and potential future growth.  Similarly, a stronger 
commercial node was identified as needed at the Wye.

• Maintaining and expanding upon the agricultural land current-
ly conserved along Butler Creek Road.

Constraints
• The Frenchtown and Hellgate school district boundaries were 

identified as possible constraints due to capacity issues; this 
may be a consideration for the County when identifying future 
residential development opportunities in the west valley and 
throughout the planning area.

• Floodplain along the Clark Fork River corridor was identified 
as undesirable for future land use beyond large lot residential 
and agricultural.
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TARGET RANGE WORKSHOP SUMMARY
The feedback received during the workshop held at Target Range 
School is very easily summed up: many (but not all) of the partic-
ipants in attendance were Target Range residents who were very 
much in support of their neighborhood plan, Rural By Design, and 
would like to see that plan honored through the future land use 
mapping process the County is undertaking.  While support for 
the plan was very strong, the manner in which the plan should be 
implemented was not holistically agreed upon by all attendees at 
the workshop; as with any public process, opinions varied on den-
sity, development potential, and infrastructure needs within the 
Target Range neighborhood and beyond.

Much of the conversation on community values centered around 
low densities, rural character, soils of agricultural importance and 
need to encourage and facilitate more agricultural uses in the Tar-
get Range neighborhood.  Conversations among those in atten-
dance often focused on the desire that the County down-zone the 
area to one unit per acre, in accordance with the neighborhood 
plan’s recommendations.  The rationale behind this density is to 
conserve the aquifer and preserve water quality and quantity, as 
well as maintain the rural residential feel of the neighborhood as 
a whole. 

The opportunity for increased residential development was mixed; 
nearly all workshop attendees recognized that even with down-
zoning, the potential for increased density remains in the Target 
Range neighborhood as a result of the re-subdivision of lots.  Se-
lect areas were identified (and shown in yellow on the summary 
map) where increased residential densities may be appropriate; 
however, some attendees felt that increased density (up to one 
unit/acre) was appropriate throughout the area.  A few comments 
supported retaining the five-acre lot restriction up O’Brien Creek, 
Cedar Ridge and Lyons Creek as well.

Industrial uses were identified as inconsistent with the community 
values, and no industrial potential was identified in Target Range.  

A few residents indicated additional commercial was not warrant-
ed or desired, although many in attendance suggested hubs and 
nodes for neighborhood commercial uses would be appropriate in 
certain areas and in moderation.  Generally, commercial uses were 
encouraged along the eastern boundary of the neighborhood or  
located within the existing city limits.  Increased recreation op-
portunities, open space, and access to the river were highlighted, 
with potential access points identified on the map using dashed 
blue lines – attendees looked at these opportunities as improve-
ments to necessary public infrastructure.  

Infrastructure concerns were brought up frequently throughout 
the evening’s discussion.  Currently 3rd Street, Spurgin and South 
Avenue are used as cut-throughs for traffic traveling to and from 
Reserve Street, and many feel these thoroughfares are insufficient 
to handle current traffic demands and any potential traffic in-
crease resulting from development.  Infrastructure improvements 
including connecting North Avenue to Spurgin via 37th and ex-
tending South Avenue to replace the historic McClay Bridge di-
vided workshop attendees; many would like to see improvements 
to the existing infrastructure without any additions, extensions 
or new roads and bridges constructed.  Improvements generally 
supported by workshop attendees included traffic calming mea-
sures and maintaining slower residential speeds on some of the 
through-streets.  Adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities along 
3rd Street was recommended specifically in workshop comments.  
Some workshop attendees were in favor of the proposed South 
Avenue Bridge to increase connectivity and safety; others would 
like to see the rehab of Maclay Bridge, potentially reducing it to 
one travel lane.

Ultimately the desire to maintain the area ‘as-is’ will come to a 
head with the need for infrastructure improvements to preserve 
the public health and safety of the area in the long term.  There 
was not consensus on how to handle this inevitability at the work-
shop, despite an overwhelming desire to maintain the rural char-
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acter of the general area.  This will need to be considered as part 
of the future land use map update, in balancing the plans and 
desires of the neighborhood with the constraints we know exist:  
well and septic system impacts to water quality and the greater 
Clark Fork river ecosystem, road condition and lack of pedestri-
an and transit infrastructure to support even limited residential 
growth, and the limited viability of small agricultural production 
and estate lot residential development based on market demand 
and affordability.

The following opportunities and constraints were expressed by 
workshop attendees and represented on the map on the next 
page, which also reflects the broader discussion from the evening.
  
Opportunities
• The potential to accommodate future residential development 

was identified to the northwest of the Target Range neighbor-
hood, along the Clark Fork and south of Mullan.

• Opportunities for neighborhood commercial centers were 
identified at the corner of Highway 93 and Blue Mountain; 
along Highway 93 near the river; at key junctions along Mullan 
Road; at the intersection of South Avenue and Reserve, 3rd 
Avenue and Reserve, and within Target Range at the corner of 
Clements and North.

• Additional potential for residential development was identi-
fied near the intersection of Blue Mountain and Big Flat Roads. 

• Given the vast amount of the local area that is identified as 
open space and agricultural, the potential exists to develop 
an agricultural land use designation that would promote clus-
tering through design standards or similar tools, to address 
concerns over residential development balanced with preser-
vation of these open areas. 

• Desire for public access to the Clark Fork and Bitteroot Rivers, 
alongside the preservation and expansion of existing open 
space for conservation and recreation within the neighbor-
hood.

Constraints
• Lack of public infrastructure exists to support higher-density 

residential, commercial and industrial uses.

• Insufficient transportation infrastructure and mixed support 
for possible improvements, especially the connection of North 
Avenue to Mount Avenue via 37th Ave. and the extension of 
South Avenue to replace McClay Bridge.
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DOWNTOWN WORKSHOP SUMMARY
The workshop held in downtown Missoula brought together res-
idents from all over the County, including residents living with-
in the city limits.  Due to the varied background of attendees, a 
neighborhood specific map was not created for this workshop.  
Instead, the values that were expressed and discussed at length 
are summarized below and their locations and use types are found 
on the overall planning area map (page 21).  

Values identified by participants at the Downtown workshop in-
cluded the preservation of agricultural lands west of town, pri-
marily along the Mullan Road and Clark Fork River corridors.   The 
option for clustering design standards for residential housing de-
velopment was identified for areas in and around Target Range 
and Orchard Homes.  Another recommendation was to locate 
higher density residential where sewer and other infrastructure 
is sufficient to support additional development, whenever appro-
priate.  Mobile homes and mobile home parks were identified as 
important affordable housing options for Missoula County resi-
dents and should not be unnecessarily restricted based on nega-
tive public perception.

Increasing opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian infrastruc-
ture and connectivity within the County was expressed as a value 
throughout the meeting.  Similarly, broadening opportunities for 
public transit on the north side of Missoula, in the west valley along 
Mullan Road, throughout the South Hills and Miller Creek area, 
and to/from East Missoula specifically were highlighted.  Adding 
multi-modal infrastructure along Reserve and Russell Streets was 
also called out as going hand-in-hand with future development 
options for the urban area surrounding the City.  Increased pe-
destrian connectivity and better sidewalk infrastructure was iden-
tified as a value important to all attendees at the workshop, and 
especially in and around the Target Range neighborhood and the 
West Valley area near Deschamps, as well as along South Avenue 
and routes to C.S. Porter and Big Sky schools. 
 

Land uses that support a greater variety of recreational opportuni-
ties including trailheads for cyclists and more dog parks through-
out the planning area were encouraged.  This coupled with the 
desire to limit development in areas of agricultural importance 
and preserve open space that serves as important winter range 
for elk and travel corridors for bear and other animals was cited 
as a core value important to the group. 
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BONNER/WEST RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP SUMMARY
The conversations about community values held at the Bonner 
and West Riverside community workshop focused around the 
natural environment and amenities that make the Bonner/West 
Riverside area an enjoyable place to live.  These included the 
self-contained nature of the community – separate from Missoula 
but close enough to enjoy the opportunities and resources that 
come with living in a larger city.  The peace and quiet, abundant 
open space, views and river access were all identified as aspects 
of the area those in attendance valued most.

The desire to support a ‘self-contained’ existence was further ev-
idenced by some of the values clearly defined by workshop par-
ticipants.  The need for services including a retirement and/or 
assisted living facility for residents, a NowCare! or local medical 
clinic to serve the community, an updated fire station and a neigh-
borhood grocery store all clearly support the value of preserving 
a distinct community identity while also meeting residents’ basic 
needs.  Opportunities for increased neighborhood commercial 
nodes were cited repeatedly, and can be seen on the map on the 
following page.  Workshop attendees expressed a desire to keep 
property taxes on sites like the mill in local hands, as a means by 
which to fund some of the necessary infrastructure improvements 
that could help with community safety, such as opportunities for 
public transit and additional pedestrian and bike facilities to and 
within the community.  While the land use map update won’t di-
rectly address the property tax issue, the desire for increased con-
nectivity to and between Bonner/West Riverside and Missoula is 
an important consideration.  

Preserving the mill site as a viable, sustainable industry was also 
seen as paramount by community residents, and future develop-
ment and redevelopment activity should be compatible with se-
lect industrial activities continuing.  This is especially important 
when looking at the redevelopment potential near the core of the 
Bonner/West Riverside community, between Highway 200 and 1st 
Street.  Focusing additional industrial and commercial activities 

in this area was identified through the mapping exercises, along 
with the need for a wastewater treatment plant (near or adjacent 
to the existing gas/service station complex). 

The following opportunities and constraints were expressed by 
workshop attendees and represented on the map on the next 
page, which also reflects the broader discussion from the evening.

Opportunities
• Increase trails and access to public lands and open space in 

and around the community, especially near Marshall Mountain.

• Facilitate greater connectivity to East Missoula and Missoula 
via a shared bikepath along Highway 200, coupled with public 
transit.

• Redevelopment potential at the heart of the Bonner/West Riv-
erside community includes maintaining and advancing the mill 
site, encouraging neighborhood commercial and public ser-
vices and facilities in the area between Highway 200 and 1st 
Street.

• There is potential, although some disagreement on the extent 
of that potential, for future housing and mixed use in the de-
fined redevelopment area at the heart of the community

• Residential infill potential exists between Flagler and Zaugg, 
Tremper and 1st Streets.

• Increased residential development opportunities exist to the 
east along Rustic.  

• Open space should be maintained along the river to promote 
public access, preserve the viewshed and maintain community 
character.

• Explore the potential for residential and neighborhood com-
mercial west of Deer Creek.
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• Potential for a small neighborhood commercial hub exists in 
the ‘old’ part of Bonner, across from the Kettlehouse Amphi-
theater entrance.

Constraints
• There is lack of access to public lands; no trail heads or Forest 

Service road access to the mountains directly from the Bonner 
area.

• Topographic constraints including steep hillsides to the north 
and along the Highway 200 canyon, as well as the river itself, 
limit future development potential.

• There is a collective desire NOT to see residential (or any type 
of) development on steep hillsides surrounding the community 
center.

• Lack of sewer available to accommodate increased residen-
tial density, industrial and commercial uses in the heart of the 
community.

• I-90 and the Montana Rail Link railroad create physical barriers 
to the south.

MAP KEY (next page)

Infrastructure

Open Space & Agriculture

Residential

Industrial

Commercial 

Constraint
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EAST MISSOULA WORKSHOP SUMMARY
The East Missoula community is unique in that it is almost en-
tirely built out, with limited growth potential beyond the existing 
boundaries of the neighborhood area.  Because of this, discussion 
at the East Missoula workshop centered around infill develop-
ment potential appropriate for the neighborhood, to support fu-
ture zoning desired.  Workshop attendees had significant input on 
future development in the larger planning area, which has been 
summarized in the comprehensive map on page 21.

Values cited by East Missoula workshop attendees included main-
taining farmland and open space along the north side of I-90 and 
adjacent to the river; expanding the number of trailheads as well 
as access to existing open space from town (especially the back-
side of Mt. Jumbo); expanding public river access along the north 
side of the Clark Fork, ideally off of Deer Creek; improving fish-
ing access and ultimately having enough population to re-open 
the East Missoula School.  Encouraging work/live/make activities 
within the heart of East Missoula was considered desirable by 
nearly all in attendance at the workshop (represented by purple 
on the map); infill development that includes multi-family, afford-
able housing options is a must.   

Infrastructure improvements along Highway 200 are needed, es-
pecially improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  A bike 
lane connecting East Missoula with the greater Missoula commu-
nity under the railroad overpass is needed, as are additional tran-
sit stops, especially during the daytime hours.  More commercial 
growth along the Highway 200 corridor is valued – the opportuni-
ty for more restaurants, bars, maybe even a brewery could bring 
much-needed liveliness back to the East Missoula community.  
Montana Avenue is in desperate need of repaving.  Connectivity 
and access seemed to be a key theme throughout worshop dis-
cussions.

The following opportunities and constraints were expressed by 
workshop attendees and represented on the map on the next 
page, which also reflects the broader discussion from the evening.

Opportunities
• Trail connectivity along the river, via Discovery to the open 

space, and up the back of Mt. Jumbo, is needed.

• More public transit options to serve East Missoula along High-
way 200 are needed.

• Additional commercial pace for a grocery store and/or com-
munity center is needed.

• Encourage work/live/make activities in the neighborhoods 
abutting/between I-90 and Highway 200.

• Additional commercial along the Highway 200 corridor is nec-
essary, especially between Highton and Sommers. 

Constraints
• None specifically identified; lack of developable area seems to 

be the obvious constraint in East Missoula.
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PLANNING AREA SUMMARY
The summary map on page 21 provides a graphic representation 
of the public feedback received from all workshop attendees on 
the future of the planning area as a whole.  The map is not a rep-
resentation of the input specific to each workshop area, as repre-
sented by the maps on the preceeding pages, although similari-
ties do exist and further point to consistency between local values 
and vision for the planning area as a whole.  As can be seen on this 
map, there was a great deal of consistency between workshop 
participants on the basic characteristics of where growth should 
occur and what it might look like, including areas necessary to 
preserve as open space and active recreation space.  The follow-
ing list summarizes the priorities expressed by almost all work-
shop participants.

• Both the Bonner/West Riverside and East Missoula area are 
appropriate for continued industrial use, so long as those uses 
are compatible in scale and support existing and future com-
munity development with limited negative impact.

• Additional neighborhood commercial land uses should be sup-
ported in the Bonner/West Riverside and East Missoula com-
munities.

• Industrial development should continue to occur along the 
West Broadway corridor; opportunities for mixed-use and 
commercial activities also exist along this corridor and should 
be explored, to support future growth in the West Valley and 
west of the city proper.

• The Wye area provides good opportunity for an expanded 
commercial node as well as additional residential develop-
ment.

• Land along the Clark Fork and Bitterroot River corridors should 
be conserved in open space or active agricultural use, with ad-
ditional opportunities for recreation and access.

• Preserve and expand access to open space and recreation op-

portunities in the headwaters and drainages north of the City, 
as well as west of town toward Lolo and up Pattee Canyon. 

• Compact development patterns and increased development 
densities should be focused toward areas that currently have 
the infrastructure to support this development (or where the 
infrastructure can be cheaply and efficiently expanded).

In general, constraints identified for the larger planning area were 
consistent across workshop groups, and included:

• Hellgate canyon and the topographic “squeeze” it creates for 
development and connectivity east of the City.

• The wildland urban interface and lands prone to wildfire, par-
ticularly to the north in the Rattlesnake, Grant and Buttler 
Creek drainages and to the south and west toward Lolo Peak.

• The Clark Fork River Corridor and associated floodplain. 

• Fort Missoula

• Reserve Street is a barrier for multi-modal connectivity, as well 
as a transportation barrier, generally.

• Surrounding geography and topography – the urban area sur-
rounding Missoula is somewhat landlocked due to the moun-
tainous terrain and water features.

• The Missoula International Airport and associated airport in-
fluence area.

• Infrastructure limitations including public water, sewer and 
drainage facilities, as well as substandard roads and bridges.

• Lack of connectivity within transportation network, including 
transit options on the north side of Missoula, west of the City 
toward the Wye and east of the City serving Bonner/West Riv-
erside and East Missoula.

• Prime agricultural soil classifications.
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The greatest area of disagreement on values and future land use 
between workshop participants occurred in the Target Range 
neighborhood and West Valley area generally.  While participants 
overwhelmingly identified these areas as open space and agricul-
tural priorities, there were opportunities identified throughout 
for increased residential development and limited neighborhood 
commercial nodes.  The type, scale and extent of these activities 
will require further discussion and consideration during the sec-
ond round of outreach, in light of existing constraints and avail-
able infrastructure.  The greatest conflict appears between those 
who went so far as to identify the Target Range neighborhood as 
constrained, limiting much if not all future development under the 
desire to ‘keep it like it is’ in perpetuity, and those who feel there 
may be some potential - however limited - to accomodate growth 
for the benefit of the greater Missoula community.

The following lists identify opportunities expressed at individual 
workshops and represented on the planning area summary map 
found on page 21.

HELLGATE/WYE AREA WORKSHOP
• Opportunities for commercial node exist near the Wye inter-

section; in and around the industrial park area along Express-
way, across from the airport; at the intersection of Blue Moun-
tain Road and Highway 93; along Mullan Road just west of the 
gravel pits/Missoula City limit; and nodes in East Missoula and 
West Riverside/Bonner.

• Preserve agricultural soils and the migratory bird corridor 
along the Clark Fork river corridor.

• Preserve agricultural activities and conservation easements up 
Butler Creek and in the north hills above the I-90 corridor.

• Protect headwaters up Indreland, Grant Creek, the Rattle-
snake and Marshall Canyon drainages.

• Shared use path connection needed from the Airport/Express-
way intersection area out to and along Deschamps.

• Possible residential development could be focused around ex-
isting North Hills development approaching Evaro Hill. 

TARGET RANGE WORKSHOP
• Residential development should be focused up the Butler 

Creek drainage, along the north side of I-90 and in the Miller 
Creek/Lower Miller Creek area, as well as in portions of the 
Bonner/West Riverside area.

• PUDs called out specifically in the north hills to preserve open 
space, maintain a compact development pattern and protect 
wildlife habitat.

• Preserve and expand multi-use access in Upper Grant Creek, 
the Rattlesnake and Marshall Mountain drainages, as well as in 
the mountains west of Target Range/Big Flat.

• Commercial and industrial development should be focused 
along the Expressway/I-90 corridor out to the Wye area.

• Follow the Five Valleys identification of prime agricultural soils 
and limit development in areas identified as such; conversely, 
identify areas of poor soils and prioritize these for develop-
ment.

• Housing should be incorporated in mixed-uses along Express-
way.

• Additional residential development is suggested for the Pat-
tee Canyon area; re-open the picnic and camping area to in-
crease recreation opportunities.

• Potential commercial nodes and corridors exist along Highway 
93 north toward Evaro Hill.

• Consider the potential for residential development southwest 
of the airport.

DOWNTOWN WORKSHOP
• A small commercial/neighborhood commercial node may be 
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needed in the west valley, along Mullan Road and near the 
intersection with Big Flat.

• More pedestrian infrastructure and public transportation op-
portunities along the Reserve Street and Russell corridors are 
needed, with a focus on improving multi-modal infrastructure 
within the Target Range and Orchard Homes neighborhoods.

• Cluster housing options are needed to preserve agricultural 
soils of importance in the west valley, including locating high-
er-density residential development near existing infrastructure 
and services.

• The County should look at a variety of housing types including 
mobile homes to meet housing affordability needs.

• Additional access to recreation (hiking, bike trails) in the Grant 
Creek, Rattlesnake, Marshall Mountain, Pattee Canyon and 
Blue Mountain areas is needed.

• Locate industrial primarily west of town – along Expressway 
and toward the Wye area in particular.

• Focus compact development patterns immediately surround-
ing the City limits.

BONNER/WEST RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP
• Residential growth could be expanded in the north hills (where 

not otherwise proposed to be retained as open space or con-
servation land); focus development toward compact develop-
ment patterns to take advantage of existing infrastructure.

• Encourage industrial development along Expressway, out to-
ward the Wye.

• Preserve open space and public access in the Rattlesnake area.

• Concentrate higher-density residential development along 
west edge of city.

• Take advantage of undeveloped land on the north side of Mis-

soula, between the city limits and I-90, for additional light in-
dustrial and residential growth.

• Seek opportunities for residential and commercial develop-
ment west of Deer Creek in the Bonner/West Riverside area.

• Maintain industrial uses in Bonner and at the old Smurfitt Stone 
site (with mixed commercial opportunities as well).

• Consider limited residential potential in west valley along Des-
champs, Mocassin, and south of Mullan – most likely larger-lot 
developments or clustered to also maintain rural feel, protec-
tion of agricultural soils and open space.

• Potential to annex upper Rattlesnake to develop more housing 
and increase densities allowable with public services.

• Protect National Forest access via Grant Creek.

EAST MISSOULA SUMMARY
• Locate industrial development on/near the Smurfitt Stone 

property and along Expressway toward the Wye.

• Consider residential development west of the City, between 
Mullan and 3rd.

• Consider the potential for additional residential density up the 
Rattlesnake, along with some limited neighborhood commer-
cial nodes.

• There is an opportunity for additional residential development 
in the Target Range and Orchard Homes areas, as well as along 
Mullan Road west of Reserve.

• Work/live/make opportunities exist for area southwest of the 
airport – similar to what is being discussed in East Missoula.

• Recommend removing agricultural set-asides in new develop-
ment for the County.

• Move bike lanes off busy roads to parallel side streets.
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RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS
The initial round of public outreach was meant to engage resi-
dents in a discussion about values, using the input collected from 
that discussion to establish priorities and inform future land use 
designations for the planning area.  The process was based on the 
goal of listening and learning, broadly informing the public and 
not leading with any pre-determined outcomes.  The timeline for 
the land use map update was deliberately open-ended to allow 
for flexibility in determining next steps for public outreach.

In order for a public process to be effective it is important that the 
feedback initially sought, and the outcomes stemming from that 
input, is taken back to the public for review and confirmation.  This 
closes the communication loop and allows participants to hear 
what was said by other members of the community, confirm rep-
resentation of their own feedback is accurate, and comment on 
recommendations resulting from the public process.  Too often, 
we solicit public input and then fail to re-engage; this undermines 
the public process, limits the effectiveness of our communication 
and can lead to a break in trust.  As a result, it is important that 
Round 2 of public outreach for the Missoula Area Mapping Project 
builds on what was said, provides justification for the next steps 
based on the input received, and meaningfully re-engages com-
munity members by asking “Did we hear you correctly”, “Is this 
accurate” and “What do you think?”

The Round 2 public outreach meetings will need to be conduct-
ed using a slightly different format than in Round 1.  This second 
series of meetings will focus on obtaining input and deepening 
buy-in for broad land use concepts and locations based on input 
from Round 1.  Recommended changes in outreach format are 
described below.

• Open House Format.  On more than one occasion during 
Round 1, meeting participants had the impression they were 
attending a ‘drop in’ meeting and either showed up late or 

left early due to other commitments.  For Round 2, it is rec-
ommended that an open house meeting format be used, so 
participants have more flexibility in when they can attend.  This 
may result in more robust attendance, especially if any of the 
meetings are held over the lunch hour (as the Downtown work-
shop was during Round 1).  Flexibility will be key with public 
meetings scheduled during the month of June, having to com-
pete with summer vacations and the outdoor recreation pur-
suits so many of our participants highlighted during Round 1. 

• Condense Meeting Times and Locations.  The first round of 
public outreach included five meetings, some of which were 
heavily attended and others less so.  With the change in work-
shop format, it is possible a total of three meetings could ac-
complish what five meetings did in the first round; a meeting 
in the West Valley area, Downtown and east of Missoula would 
cover the geographic range of the planning area.  However, 
the OPD team understands that for practical purposes, an out-
reach event in both Bonner/West Riverside and East Missoula 
may be necessary.

During the first round of outreach meetings, each workshop 
lasted approximately two hours.  While this timeframe was 
necessary (in most cases) to work through the mapping ex-
ercises, the suggested format for the second round of public 
outreach would allow meeting times to be shortened to one 
and one half hours total, if desired by CAPS staff.  If advertised 
as an open house format, most participants will only spend 
about 10 minutes going through each station, averaging 30 
minutes total at the meeting.  It may be necessary to allow for 
extra time in Target Range but, as a rule, none of the meetings 
need to last longer than two hours.

• Information Stations.  In an open house format, it is rarely use-
ful to have a formal presentation; however, meeting attendees 
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still need guidance on how to effectively participate and pro-
vide input.  The suggested structure for the second round of 
outreach meetings would be to organize three stations, each 
manned by one or two CAPS/OPD team members (based on 
availability).  A sign-in table, much like what was used in the 
first round of outreach, would provide attendees with direc-
tion on navigating each respective station in the room.  The 
first station will report back what was heard for specific neigh-
borhood areas (Target Range, Hellgate/Wye, Bonner/West 
Riverside, East Missoula).    The second station will summarize 
feedback received for the entire planning area during the first 
round of outreach.  The final station will identify key themes 
and priorities for the planning area, including broad concepts 
for future land use designations based on the input received.  

At the first two stations participants will be invited to comment 
on whether or not the information reported out is accurate, 
adding to the body of public input on values, opportunities 
and constraints.  At the third station participants will be invited 
to weigh in on the key themes and preliminary designations.  
This input will provide direction on the final stage of the future 
land use mapping process - refinement of land use designa-
tions.  

With the recommended changes to the meeting format, the sec-
ond round of public outreach will help build trust in the process 
among County residents, reporting back to the public what was 
heard in Round 1 and seeking input on how that information is be-
ing processed.  This round of outreach will also seek to establish 
buy-in for the general land use themes presented.  Comments re-
ceived at the third station will help CAPS staff refine specific land 
use designations and set the stage for their application through-
out the planning area.

In addition to the public outreach process, and as CAPS staff be-
gins to draft preliminary land use designations for the future land 
use map, the OPD team would suggest the following be consid-
ered, based on the key issues/themes identified in Round 1:

• Focusing increased development densities toward areas with 
existing infrastructure, or those areas with the ability to ex-
pand/improve necessary infrastructure to accommodate in-
creased density and a mix of uses.

• Consider establishing an agricultural-specific land use desig-
nation.

• Reconsider cluster development standards and guidelines; in-
vestigate new tools and regional examples that may be incor-
porated into land use designation descriptions (as appropri-
ate)  This could include criteria to establish overlay districts 
through zoning or transfer of development rights.

• Consider establishing a live/work/make land use designation 
that allows a broader range of mixed uses, can support the 
new light industrial, craft and artesanal activities desired in ar-
eas like Bonner and East Missoula. 

• Establishing broadly defined land use designations - some-
times referred to as ‘place types’ - that allow flexibility through 
zoning and development regulations by setting design, mo-
bility and infrastructure standards to guide the type of use, 
intensity and aesthetic appropriate for a district.

Additional guidance and detail on recommended policies related 
to land use designations will be provided at the conclusion of the 
second round of public outreach, in the report accompanying that 
project phase.
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The following list is a record of all written comments received 
from workshop attendees when asked “What value brought you 
to this workshop tonight?”  Digital scans of all cards received are 
provided as part of the public record.

• Upgrades to Highway 200 are needed; quality of life should 
be maintained and the community should be cleaned up.

• Sustainability is a requirement; what makes growth stop at a 
high quality of life.

• Growth – open space used by everyone; annexation by the 
city; no over-building/high density

• Open space, water, wildlife habitat

• Jobs and economic opportunity; wildlife habitat and compact 
development patterns

• Infill/housing – done in a way that preserves compact devel-
opment patterns, supports work/live housing opportunity; fix 
railroad bridge over Highway 200 at Easy Street

• Guiding future growth, access to recreation (especially Mount 
Jumbo, Marshall Mountain), re-use of the East Missoula 
school

• Making sure that planning is done for the majority of work-
ing people – more opportunity for jobs with a living wage, 
enough land in and out of City for affordable housing (not 
warehousing people in huge apartment complexes), curtail 
the influence of special interests

• Lack of zoning and City property code enforcement; there 
do not appear to be any requirements for types of buildings 
built on a residential lot; west end looks more like a salvage 
yard than residential city; too much commercial in residential; 
annexation of East Missoula should happen to clean up lack 
of property enforcement

• Having lived here 35 years I’ve seen radical change just 

through the sewering in the past 15 years; I recognize the 
need for zoning now

• Access to open space – hiking and biking, connection to 
Mount Jumbo Saddle and Marshall Mountain trails; more 
small business growth, including restaurants and breweries

• My children and their future in this city; to maintain the cur-
rent values of the Target Range neighborhood and the integ-
rity of the city as a whole; stopping infill and misuse of city 
and County funding

• Rural neighborhood values; keeping our children safe by 
keeping the South Bridge from happening; keeping infill at a 
minimum

• Ensuring our neighborhood retains its rural character, during 
and after this project

• Meeting other residents of Target Range, getting to know 
them and the general values they express; personal value 
found in green, kid-friendly space

• Rural by design – low densities, low building heights, high in 
agriculture and open space, lots of parks

• Protect rural by design values of this neighborhood; keep it a 
small school oriented community, quiet area

• Conservation of agriculture, open space and wild land

• Rural feel of the community; maintaining excellence of school

• Preserving our area as rural and not a part of Missoula

• Open space and community cohesiveness; retaining rural na-
ture of Target Range with diverse land uses; protection from 
unrestrained development

• Protecting our neighborhood and environment from govern-
ment interference; encouraging the County to stick with the 
neighborhood plan, Rural by Design
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• Preservation of our rural environment and local self-determi-
nation

• Maintain large lot zoning in Big Flat; don’t want to see indus-
trial uses; keep rural roads, no high-speed, high-volume traffic 

• Protection and preservation of the rural quality of our entire 
community (within the boundaries of Target Range School)

• Safety for the neighborhood

• To ensure that the current neighborhood plan is strictly ad-
hered to and adopted into the next plan.  It definitely should 
remain the governing document.  This pertains to low den-
sity, agricultural (Fort Missoula) and no annexation or sewer 
and water.

• Too much emphasis on trying to preserve agricultural land; it 
should be up to the individual owners of the land

• Maintain rural character, open spaces and agricultural land

• Make sure the plan developed by the Target Range Board is 
maintained and kept.

• Make sure the neighborhood plan remains the governing 
document – especially to prevent annexation and high-densi-
ty housing

• Keep the Target Range Neighborhood Plan intact – Rural By 
Design

• Replace Mclay Bridge with South Avenue Bridge

• Quiet, rural character, open space, rural living, safety, and 
keeping the school as its own district

• Maintain good schools – do not want to live in town

• Quick access to Missoula; sense of community

• Keep Target Range from annexing into Missoula – very im-
portant

• Concern about community garden space; it’s a healthy part 
of a community.  Support the need for the South Avenue 
Bridge; this issue is dividing the neighborhood and the 
bridge should be moved.  Primary values are safety, friendly, 
healthy neighborhood

• Finish the zoning that was started with the neighborhood 
plan

• Love my neighborhood; darks skies, good neighbors, cows et 
al; it is rural based on local input; also value clean water

• I want a say in keeping the rural character of the area; possi-
ble zoning to preserve the open space

• Open space, agriculture, keeping the neighborhood rural

• Keep rural character of the neighborhood, support small 
scale agriculture

• Interested in how we plan for a changing future (given cli-
mate change), increased development (where, how – yes to 
compact development patterns!), trees!, care about com-
munity health and vulnerable populations, and recreation – 
where does this fit?

• Keep the city out and rural character as it now exists

• Safe, active transportation, local agricultural opportunity, af-
fordable housing and opportunities to appreciate the natural 
environment

• Want to understand the process of updating values of land 
use and how these are determined, as well as a better under-
standing of residential land use

• County employee – impacted by land use decisions; value 
open space and compact development patterns
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• The safety of my family and my property values; I want to 
be able to stay, raise my family and retire here, then pass my 
home to my children so I want this area to be safe as well as 
enjoyable

• Maintaining and improving environmental qualities of the 
area

• Concern that my mobile home residence might become swal-
lowed up by higher density development/structures; public 
transportation is key

• I value quality, thoughtful growth that maintains the quality of 
life in the County, open space, great transportation facilities 
including integrated pedestrian, bicycling, etc.

• Maintaining rural life; staying out of Missoula and preserving 
open space

• Balance affordable, attainable and well-designed housing; 
where are people going to live, how do we protect what we 
love about our place, quality of life and focus on where the 
infrastructure is

• Enhancing opportunities for developing new, affordable 
neighborhoods that will encourage families to stay as perma-
nent residents; enable a more mobile and safer community by 
building walkways and trails that connect among all parts of 
the community

• Maintenance of rural lifestyle

• Keeping the integrity of the original ‘Zootown’ community; 
no ‘shotgun’ homes

• Maintaining open space; creating opportunities for a walk-
able community (hampered by lack of sewer?) with local ser-
vices; industrial growth should be sustainable and recognize 
climate change as a driver

• Agricultural lands need to be preserved

• I would like to see a retirement or senior care facility in the 
community; I would like to see a NowCare facility in the com-
munity; I would like to see a new state-of-the-art fire station

• I am on the Bonner Council and came to listen; good neigh-
bors are most important


