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Plan Implementation Techniques  

Plan Coordinat ion ï Step 1 : Continuation of Countywide Land Development 
Steering C mte.  

Description   

In LaPorte County, as in many communities, there are multiple planning efforts. The Countywide 
Land Development Plan represents one important and over-arching plan for th e County.  Another 

important countywide work element is the recently completed ñCost of Community Servicesò study.  
The Northwest Indiana Regional Planning Commission continues its work with the state on long -

range transportation planning.  Several entities have mid-range plans for infrastructure expansion, 

although none have long-range plans that even approach the planning horizon of this Plan; those 
entities include the Michigan City Sanitary District, Michigan City Water Works Department, City of La 

Porte Wastewater and Water Works Departments, and smaller providers of sewer and water services 
within LaPorte County.  Parks departments for the City of La Porte, Michigan City and LaPorte County 

all have mid-range expansion plans.  La Porte and Michigan City each have downtown revitalization 
plans that are in various stages of implementation.  At least three separate economic development 

and business development groups are involved in seeking improved and more diverse economic 

activity for the County.  

Achievement of the principles of the Countywide Land Development Plan and continued development 

of the County in a fiscally responsible way requires that there be coordination among those plans. 
Through the Countywide Land Development Plan planning process, local governments and their 

citizenry have cooperated to create a core planning group.  Although it is informal in nature, th is 

group should continue to meet at least two times per year and more frequently at any time that one 
of the jurisdictions is engaging in a major facilities planning project. The group should be an active 

participant in that planning process. The goal of its participation should be consistency among 
adopted plans. That may suggest in some cases that the new Plan be modified to maintain 

consistency with adopted plans; in other cases, the team may recommend that principles of the new 
Plan be used to guide amendments to plans already in place. 

Purpose  

The continuation of the Countywide Plan Steering Committee would achieve a continuing, practical 
commitment to a form of cooperative  planning on a countywide basis. 

Adoption  

There is no need for formal adoption of this strategy, although a joint resolution by governing bodies 

to continue this commitment of cooperative planning would be useful policy guidance.   

Implementation Strategy  

There must be some agreement about who can and will convene these periodic meetings.   

Administration  

Although maintaining this group will require time commitments by busy administrators, over the long -

run the benefit s of coordination should far outweigh that cost.   
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Advantages  

A continued commitment to cooperative Countywide Land Development Planning is essentialðnot 
just an ñadvantageòðto achievement of the goals and objectives of this Plan. 

Disadvantages  

None known.     

Plan Coordination ï Step 2 : Creation of an Area Planning Commission   

Description  

There has also been discussion of the possibility of creating an Area Planning Commission, to serve 

all entities within LaPorte County.  Under Indiana law, the County, in  cooperation with a municipal 
government, may create an area planning department.   

Purpose  

A more formalized continuation to achieve a continuing, practical commitment to a form of 

cooperative planning on a countywide basis in LaPorte County. 

Adoption  

The specific Indian statute reads: 

There may be established in each county an area planning department in the county 
government, having: 

(1)  an area plan commission; 

(2)  an area board of zoning appeals; 

(3)  an executive director; and 

(4)  such staff as the area plan commission considers necessary. 

Each municipality and the county desiring to participate in the establishment of a 

planning department may adopt an ordinance adopting the area planning law, fix a date 
for the establishment of the planning depart ment, and provide for the appointment of its 

representatives to the commission. When a municipality or a county adopts such an 
ordinance, it shall certify a copy of it to each legislative body within the county. When a 

county and at least one (1) municipal ity within the county each adopt an ordinance 

adopting the area planning law and fix a date for the establishment of the department, 
the legislative body of the county shall establish the planning department.  Burns Ind. 

Code §36-7-4-202(b).   

Under that provision of the Indiana Code, all municipalities could join the County in the initial 

formation of the body.  Alternatively, if only some of the municipalities join in the initial effort, 

Indiana law allows others to join later.  It provides specifically:  

After the planning department is established, other municipalities within the county may 

adopt ordinances adopting the area planning law and provide for the appointment of 
their representatives to an Area Plan Commission. In such a case, the membership of the 

commission shall be increased according to the formula provided [citations omitted] . The 

composition of any such municipal board of zoning appeals, or of any such board later 
organized, under the advisory planning law, must conform to that law, except t hat those 
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members of such a board to be appointed from the municipal plan commission shall 

instead be appointed from the Area Plan Commission. Burns Ind. Code §36-7-4-204.   

Implementation Strategy  

Membership in an Area Plan Commission is allocated on the basis of population of the participating 
entities, under a formula outlined in some detail in state law.  As the consultants read Indiana law, 

the membership of an Area Plan Commission that included all of the municipalities in the County 
would consist of the following:  

Entity  Number  

LaPorte County  5 

City of La Porte 4 

Michigan City 4 

Trail Creek 1 

Westville 1 

Other Towns 2 

Total  Members  17  

 

County members would include:  

One representative selected by the school corporationôs superintendents collectively 

County agricultural extension educator or county surveyor appointed by county executive 

Citizen representative - resident in the unincorporated area of the county or a county resident 

who is a landowner in the unincorporated area (appointed by county executive) 

Citizen representative - resident in the unincorporated area of the county or a county resident 

who is a landowner in the unincorporated area (appointed by county fiscal body) 

County surveyor or the county surveyor's designee if the county exe cutive appoints the county 
agricultural extension educator or county agricultural extension educator if the county executive 

appoints the county surveyor  

City of La Porte and Michigan City members  would include:  

A member of the works board or board of sani tary commissioners, appointed by the Mayor 

A member of the city council, selected by the city council  

Two citizens, appointed by the mayor 

Trail Creek and Westville Member s would include:  

Citizen, appointed by Town Council (law does not make this clear, but this would appear to be 

the intent)  

Other Small Town Members would include:  

Representatives for towns under 2100 person; Two members of different town councils, selected 

from among a town ñadvisory councilò made up of one representative from each town, each of 
whom must be a member of the town council that she or he represents  
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Administration  

By state law, the staff for the Area Plan Commission would be part of county government.  It is 
common practice, however, for cities and counties creating such entiti es to enter into 

intergovernmental agreements, allocating the costs of operation, committing to provide specific 
services to each of the local governments and, in some cases, providing for reasonable checks and 

balances on the countyôs ability to replace the Executive Director.   

Advantages  

Ideally, an Area Plan Commission would facilitate long-term cooperation in land-use planning, 

infrastructure planning and economic development.  It would provide a tangible representation of a 
joint commitment to share d values. 

Disadvantages  

¶ Some may see a ñturfò issue in cooperative planning.  That may be a potential disadvantage from 

the perspective of elected officials, but most citizens would not consider that a significant 

disadvantage. 

¶ Implementation of a countywide  planning department would require detailed negotiations 

regarding the continued role of planners within Michigan City and La Porte governments and their 

relationship to the County staff.  

¶ Michigan City and La Porte each have long experience with comprehensive planning, but under 

this scenario, the responsibility for this would fall to the County, which has much less experience 
with planning beyond the day -to-day work of zoning administration.  

¶ The membership mandated by state law would create a 17-member body that some might 

consider unwieldy.   
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Adequate Public Facilities Program  

Description  

An adequate public facilities program is a basic type of growth management.  Simply stated, an 

adequate public facilities (APF) program requires that new development be approved only when and 
if adequate public facilities will be available to serve it at the time of actual development. Facilities 

governed by an APF program may include water, sewer and stormwater services, as well as roads, 

libraries and even fire protection. Florida calls its sophisticated APF program a ñconcurrencyò 
requirement, because it provides standards for ensuring that new facilities are available 

ñconcurrentlyò with the demands for those facilities created by new development. Basic APF criteria 
have long been part of Coloradoôs Senate Bill 35, which governs county subdivision regulations; 

unfortunately, those criteria are o ften implemented only loosely.  

Purposes  

The purpose is to ensure the availability of adequate public facilities for new dev elopment. 

Adoption  

An adequate public facilities program would be adopted by ordinances in all implementing 

jurisdictions.  Administrative and other policies already effectively address this issue for water and 
sewer service within the city limits of La  Porte and Michigan City, although neither city has similar 

provisions for roads.  LaPorte County has no ordinances or policies addressing this policy.   

Simplified adoption could be accomplished through amendments to existing subdivision regulations.   

Imple mentation Strategy  

Ideally, an adequate public facilities allocation program should apply as early in the development 
process as possible. To allow developers to begin work on a project and then to deny capacity for 

that project is both legally and politic ally problematic.  It is better to encourage a developer to 
abandon or delay a project before investing a significant amount in it.  Traditionally, subdivision 

regulations have ensured that a developer provides public facilities within the subdivision; an APF 

ordinance requires that the off -site facilities affected by the subdivision be adequate to absorb the 
demands imposed by the new project. To adopt APF standards, it will be necessary to adopt 

minimum levels of service to define the term ñadequateò for each service.  Although engineering 
criteria typically govern the definition of ñadequateò in the case of water, sewer and stormwater 

services, other services, such as roads, libraries and even fire protection involve an element of po licy 
judgment in estab lishing minimum levels of adequacy.   

Administration  

Administration of an adequate public facilities program requires a supplemental application for 
compliance with the program.  That application can be a simple addendum to each stage of the 

development review process.   

If public officials elect a simplified implementation program, the application can be made part of the 

subdivision review process.  If that approach is used, it would be desirable to include an APF analysis 

as part of any significant proposed rezoning.   

Advantages  

¶ APF regulations are extremely effective in ensuring that new development has adequate facilities. 
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¶ APF regulations generally encourage development in the most appropriate locations that are least 

costly to develop and serve. 

¶ APF regulations are relatively easy to administer and highly defensible.   

¶ Eliminates long-term public costs/risks associated with retrofitting substandard developments 

with adequate facilities.  

Disadvantages  

¶ Will be effective only if adopted by LaPorte County; if such policies are implemented only by the 

two cities and some towns (which is now the case regarding water and sewer connections), the  
effect may be to force marginal development into less restricted areas of county.  

 

Limit ing  Subdivisions Served by  Septic Tanks  

Description  

As part of ï or separately from ï an Adequate Public Facilities Program, the County must give serious 
consideration to limiting subdivisions that depend on septic tank s for wastewater treatment.  

Purposes  

The major purpose is to limit the addition of a significant number of septic systems in a county where 

there are few areas that are truly suitable for septic tanks.  High water tables, hydric soils, and other 

poorly drained soils provide an environment in which liquids discharged into the soil are likely to find 
their way into subsurface and/or surface water systems.  A secondary purpose of such a program is 

similar to that of an APF program ï to encourage most new development to occur in areas where 
there is sewer service available; those are generally urban or suburban areas with other services 

available for new development.   

Adoption  

This recommendation could easily be adopted as an amendment to subdivision regulations, and a 

criterion for rezoning.  Note that it is most important th at this be adopted by the County; existing 
policies in La Porte and Michigan City (the other two jurisdictions that are likely to be asked to 

approve large subdivisions) generally address this issue.  Although this issue exists in Trail Creek, 
Long Beach and selected other communities in the northern part of the County, most new building in 

those communities occurs on land that is already subdivided.  If the County prepares to adopt such 

an ordinance, however, it would make sense for the cities and most tow ns to adopt a parallel 
ordinance.   

Implementation Strategy  

This program should be implemented as part of the local subdivision ordinances, and where rezoning 

is required, the unavailability of sewer could be included in the decision to grant the rezoning .  It will 
be necessary to set a threshold size, so that a simple lot split to allow a farmerôs child to build on the 

family farm will not trigger this rule.  The cumulative effect of small subdivisions, however, can be 

greater than the impact of one larger , well-planned project.  Thus, the threshold ought to be a 
relatively small number, like five or six lots.   
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Administration  

The application can be made part of the subdivision and rezoning review process.  There will be no 
new administrative costs or burdens associated with such a program.   

Advantages  

Such a regulation would address directly one of the major issues affecting water quality in LaPorte 

County. 

¶ Such regulations will largely encourage development near existing developed areas; where 

development occurs in new areas, conforming to such regulations will require clustered, efficient 

development patterns. 

¶ The proposed regulation would be relatively easy to administer and highly defe nsible.   

¶ This program would significantly limit the long -term public costs/risks associated with retrofitting 

substandard developments with sewers.   

Disadvantages  

¶ Will be effective only if adopted by LaPorte County; if such policies are implemented only by the 

two cities and some towns (now the case regarding water and se wer connections), the effect 
may be to force marginal development into less restricted areas of the County. 

 

Capacity Allocation Program  

Description  

A capacity allocation program is a type of growth management.  Through such a program, a 
community allocates scarce capacity in sewer, water or other public systems to new users in 

accordance with policies that implement the adopted plan.  Because growth has been relatively slow 
in LaPorte County for more than a decade, there has been little pressure on these systems.  If, 

however, the County proceeds with efforts to provide sewer service to more areas and to contract for 

treatment services with the County, and/or if leaders are effective in attracting one or more major 
economic development projects, the wastewater treatment systems in the City of La Porte and/or 

Michigan City could rapidly reach capacity.  Expansions of such systems are expensive and require 
many years of planning and regulatory approvals.  Thus, the need for such a program may be 

greater than i t might appear.  

Purposes  

Through a capacity allocation program, a community gives a higher priority to growth that conforms 

to the comprehensive plan than to growth that does not.  Note that on a county level such a program 
is not particularly relevant; th ere appear to be no facilities that are so critically short that they would 

impair long-term development capacity.  Within particular sub -parts of the LaPorte County, however, 
there may be periodic shortages that suggest the need for capacity allocation.  

Adoption  

A capacity allocation program would be adopted by ordinances by the cities, towns and the County 

and by board resolution of other service providers.  
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Implementation Strategy  

Ideally, the capacity allocation program should apply as early in the deve lopment process as possible.  
To allow developers to begin work on a project and then to deny capacity for that project is both 

legally and politically problematic.  It is better to encourage a developer to abandon or delay a 
project before investing a significant amount in it.  

Administration  

Administration of a capacity allocation program requires a supplemental application for compliance 

with the program.  If the program is primarily based on geographic allocations, the application may 

simply involve adding a few lines to the requirements for a subdivision or other existing applic ation 
process.  If, however, there is likely to be an actual shortfall of supply below demand in a particular 

year, it may be necessary to conduct periodic, scheduled reviews of competing applications for the 
capacity; this would i nvolve a significant increase in the complexity of administration.   

Advantages  

¶ Scarce capacity in utility systems represents one of the most powerful tools that a local 

government has to influence the tim ing, location and type of development.  

¶ It is only logical that scarce capacity should be allocated in accordance with policies adopted in 

the Plan. 

¶ Availability of public utilities is essential to attract major economic development activity.   

Disadvantage s 

¶ The allocation program will increase the complexity and, possibly, the time involved in applying 

for development approvals. 

¶ Because it has overtones of growth management, a capacity allocation program may be viewed 

by some as more intrusive on property r ights and private initiatives than are traditional land use 
controls.   

 

Impact Fees  

Description  

An impact fee is an exaction that requires that a developer pay a roughly proportional share of the 
cost of expanding those major off -site public facilities required to absorb the impacts of the proposed 

development.  Impact fees are commonly used for roads, water, sewer, stormwater and parks . Sewer 

and water connection and inspection fees that exceed the costs of physical connections are 
essentially impact fees, although they actually predate most impact fees and often are called 

something else.   

Purposes  

Like other fees, this technique is a method of transferring to the d eveloper some of the communityôs 
costs of absorbing growth.  
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Adoption  

An impact fee program would be adopted by ordinance ðor, in the case of a connection fee, by 
resolution of the service provider.  

Implementation Strategy  

The implementation of an impact fee program is moderately expensive and complex.  As a first step, 

a community must establish its needs for public facilities.  It can base those needs on a projection of 
existing levels of service (for example, the community currently has X acres of park per resident and 

it wishes to maintain that ratio) or by conducting a pure needs analysis, such as a community might 

do with a new major thoroughfare plan.  The community then must determine what existing sources 
of revenue will pay parts of that cost and what portion of the cost of expansion and improv ement is 

reasonably attributable to new gro wth.  The part of the cost on which the fee is based is the portion 
that is attributable to growth but that is not covered by revenues from other sources.   It then must 

develop a rational formula for allocating the cost among new developments.  In most ca ses, it will be 
necessary or desirable to create a system of credits to award to developers who provide in kind 

contributions to the infrastructure sy stem.  Finally, there must be an accounting system to ensure 

that the funds are used for the intended purp oses and in a geographic area reasonably related to the 
development(s) from which the fees were collected.  

Administration  

Impact fees typically accrue at the subdivision or site plan stage but are payable at the time of 

issuance of building permits, thus eliminating the need for developers to include impact fees in their 

development loan take-downs.  Once the formulas are developed, administration of an impact fee 
program is relatively mechanical and can be handled largely by existing personnel in the permitting 

unit.   

Advantages  

¶ Properly conceived impact fees are the most fair of all exactions, because the fee is proportionate 

to the impact of the project on the co mmunity.  

¶ Impact fees are the most defensible form of exactions.  

¶ Responsible developers typically support reasonable impact fees as an effective method of 

ensuring that the facilities as well as the funding of those facilities will be available to 

accommodate growth.   

Disadvantages  

¶ Impact fees may (but do not necessarily) increase development and/ or building costs. 

¶ This technique will be most effective if adopted on a countywide basis; otherwise the imposition 

of a fee in one jurisdiction might simply encourage development in other areas.   
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Sewer/Water Plant I nvestment Fees  

Description  

Long before local governments considered the adoption of impact fees for roads and other facilities, 

providers of water and wastewater service began charging connection fees that exceeded the cost of 
making and inspecting the connections and that thus contribute to t he long-range costs of system 

expansion.  Such fees are sometimes called Capital Investment Fees, Plant Investment Fees, System 

Development Fees, or simply Tap Fees.  In La Porte and Michigan City, current fees appear to be set 
at a level that simply covers the costs of new meters (for water) and of the installation and/or 

inspection of new connections.     

Purposes  

Like other exactions, this technique is a method of transferring to the d eveloper some of the 
communityôs costs of absorbing growth. 

Adoption  

Such fees are implemented by ordinance, or by board resolution of the service provider.  

Implementation Strategy  

The implementation of a limited purpose fee such as this is a good deal simpler than implementation 
of an impact fee. Because the focus is narrow, the needs analysis is relatively simple and, in this 

case, is engineering driven and thus relatively firm.  As with an impact fee, the community must 
determine what alternative sources of revenue may pay for part of the improvement and expansion 

of the p lant, and what portion is reasonably attributable to new growth.  The fee is based on the 

portion that is attributable to growth but that is not covered by revenues from other sources. It then 
must develop a rational formula for allocating the cost among n ew developments.  Finally, there must 

be an accounting system to ensure that the funds are used for the intended purposes and in a 
geographic area reasonably related to the development(s) from which the fees were collected.  

Note that the optimal implementa tion strategy would establish a system of coordinated fees 

throughout LaPorte County.  Clearly those providers that offer the highest level of service would 
charge higher fees than those that provide a lower level of service, but it would be desirable to 

establish some proportionality among the fees charged by different providers.  

Administration  

Connection-related fees may be imposed as early as the stage of subdivision or site-plan approval or 
as late in the process as the date of issuance of the certificate of occupancy.  Once the formulas are 

developed, administration of an impact fee program is relatively mechanical and can be handled 

largely by existing personnel in the permitting unit.   

Advantages  

¶ Properly conceived fees such as these are the most fair of all exactions, because the fee is 

proportionate to the impact of the project on the community.  

¶ For exactly that reason, such fees are the most defensible form of exactions.  

¶ The legal and administrative history of such fees actually predates impact fees.  

Disadvantages  

¶ Such fees may (but not necessarily) increase development and/or building costs. 
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Land Acquisition Programs  

Description  

The cities, towns and County, in cooperation with state agencies and nonprofit groups, would actively 

seek to acquire fee and less-than-fee interests in selected lands in the cit ies, towns and County. 

Purposes  

Although LaPorte County benefits from state and federal ownership of land in the Indiana Dunes, and 

there is a system of city and county parks, the total amount of l and owned by the public sector in 
LaPorte County is small.  One of the recurring themes that arose in the planning process was the 

need to protect wetlands, greenways, forest legacy areas, floodplains, habitats, buffers and other 
areas from development.  Although land-use controls can be used to guide and even limit 

development, the only certain way to prevent development of sensitive lands is for a public agency or 
compatible nonprofit organization to acquire the lands and set them aside for such a purpose .   

Adoption  

This would be authorized by City Council or the Board of County Commissioners as a policy, with 
appropriate action (as advised by the city or county attorney) on each acquisition.  

Implementation Strategy  

There are really three forms of acquisition that the local entities should consider:  active solicitation 

of gifts; purchase of fee interests; and purchase of less -than-fee interests such as scenic easements 
or non-development easements.  In addition, governmental entities may want to cooperate  with 

interested private sector groups to reinforce the efforts of existing organiz ations that preserve land 

and to create a broad-based land trust for the LaPorte County area.  Save the Dunes has been active 
in land acquisition in the area, as have other organizations.  The Nature Conservancy remains 

interested in lands along the Kankakee and in selected sensitive lands in the northern part of the 
County.  The Indiana Department of Natural Resources owns preserve land in the County, and the 

U.S. Department of the Interior controls the federal portion of the Indiana Dunes.  Thus, there are 

multiple potential partner agencies for such a program.   

Administration  

Both cities and the county already own land that is designated for passive recreation or that fall s in 
some other protected status.  Thus, there are existing departments within local government that 

have the ability to manage protected lands.     

Advantages  

¶ Owning land is absolutely the most certain way to ensure that it r emains undeveloped. 

¶ Most communities with significant greenbelt programs have used this approach.  

¶ This approach can supplement appropriate large-lot and cluster zoning in sensitive areas.   

Disadvantages  

¶ Such a program costs money. 
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Conservation Easement Programs  

Description  

Conservation Easement programs involve easements restricting development. Conservation 

easements, which are specifically authorized by Indiana law, are the legal technique used to 
implement programs for purchasing development rights, sometimes called ñPDR.ò  Conservation 

easements may be acquired by a public entity, such as a city, town or county, or by a land -trust or 

other nonprofit organization established for that purpose.  

Purposes  

The conservation easement accomplishes three inter-twined goals: 

1. It leaves land in private ownership and on the tax rolls; 

2. It significantly or completely restricts development on the property; and  

3. It provides the property owner with compensation for the restri ction, thus recognizing the 

economic value of property rights.  

Land to which the public may want access should be acquired in fee simple interest.  Land that the 
public simply wishes to restrict from development may be acquired through the use of this technique.  

Note that conservation easements are sometimes given by gift to a nonp rofit or gover nmental entity, 
resulting in some tax benefit to the property owner who makes the gift.  

Adoption  

Conservation easements are already authorized under Indiana law.  The cities or the County can 

adopt the use of this technique by po licy as part ofðor instead ofða land acquisition policy.  

Implementation Strategy  

There are really two forms of acquisition that local entities should consider:  active solicitation of 

gifts; and purchase of conservation easements.  In addition, governmental entities m ay want to 
cooperate with interested private sector groups to reinforce the efforts of existing organiz ations that 

preserve land and to create a broad-based land trust for the LaPorte County area.   

Administration  

This program could easily be tied into existing programs of ownership of open space.   

Advantages  

¶ Conservation easement on property is almost as sure a way of protecting land as owning it.  

¶ Property subject to a conservation easement can remain in productive private use in agriculture 

or other acti vity not involving development.  

¶ Property subject to a conservation easement remains on the tax rolls, although usually at a 

significantly reduced value. 

¶ Most communities with significant greenbelt programs have used this approach. 

¶ This approach can supplement appropriate large-lot and cluster zoning in sensitive areas.   

Disadvantages  

¶ Some (but not all) acquisitions will cost money.  
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Capital Improvements Programs:  Priorities for Infrastructure  

Description  

Because investments in infrastructure will significantly affect the future patterns of growth in the 

County, the major infrastructure providers ï Michigan City, Michigan City Sanitary District, City of La 
Porte, LaPorte County, school corporations and NIRPC (state investments in roads) should begin a 

process of capital improvements programming with at least some coordination among jurisdiction s. 

At a minimum, plans and policies should place future inventory in four categories:  

High priority.   The highest priority is i nfrastructure that is already needed or p art of a targeted 

infrastructure investment program  such as elements on a 5-year Capital Improvements Program. 

Medium priority.   Medium priority infrastructure is that on adopted long-range plans but not in 

the current 5-year Capital Improvements Program.  Often this is infrastructure improvements 

needed by local developers. Local governments should offer to enter into cost recovery 
agreements to encourage developers to provide such infrastructure. 

Low priority.  Low priority i nfrastructure is generally consistent with adopted plans but for which 
there is no clear need and unlikely to be a clear need within the next 10 years.  A local 

government might elect to accept dedication of such infr astructure if it is provided but would 
refuse to enter into cost recov ery agreements for it or otherwise encourage its constru ction. 

Unwanted.  Some infrastructure is simply inconsistent with the Plan and thus unwanted. This may 

be infrastructure that encourages growth in areas that might be environmentally sensitive such 
as floodplains. Local governments should not accept this infrastructure and may require r ecords 

to warn purchasers that improvements would not be  maintained by local government. 

Purposes  

Major development follows major roads and sewer lines ï and, to some extent, parks and schools.  
Infrastructure decisions will shape growth, and it is important that such investments be planned and 

that the plans are coordinated and tied to the Countywide Land Development Plan. 

Adoption  

Such a policy should be adopted by policy resolutions of each of the governing bodies.   

Implementation Strategy  

The implementation strategy must involve representatives from the finance departments , engineers 

and other facility plann ers, planning staff, and whatever countywide group continues t o monitor the 
implementation of this Plan.  Ultimately, the governing bodies of towns, cities and the County, and 

water and sanitary boards and school boards will make the implementation decisions to follow (or not 

follow) the Plan ï so it is essential that each be involved in the decision-making process.   

Advantages  

¶ This is one of the most important tools of plan implementation.  

¶ As elected officials ask developers and others to follow new policies and regulations based on the 

Plan, this same commitment to  the Plan should be demonstrated by elected officials.   

Disadvantages  

¶ None known.   
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Targeted Infrastructure Investment  

Description  

Local governments once actively built major roads and extended sewer and water lines in advance of 

needs. Today, most local governments depend on developers to take the initiative to expand 
infrastructure to meet growth -related needs.  This proposed policy calls for the cities, County and 

other providers to get back into the business of providing some infrastructure in a dvance of needð

but to do so in targeted areas, carefully coordinated with other service and facility providers.  

Purposes  

Major development follows major roads and sewer lines ï and, to some extent, parks and schools.  
By investing in infrastructure in targeted gr owth areas, local government can guide development in 

those areas. 

Adoption  

Such a policy would be adopted through each governmentôs normal budget and capital improvement 

planning process. 

Implementation Strategy  

There are several essential elements to effective implementation of this technique:  

1. A plan that targets priority growth areas.  

2. A capital improvements program based on a map and carefully ordered project prioritiesðnot 
just a politically driven project list.  

3. A program of impact fees, assessment districts or other financing techniques to recover some 

of the costs of these investments as growth occurs.  

4. Intergovernmental agreements to ensure that multiple service pr oviders are targeting the 

same or at least compatible areas for growth.  

Optimally, such a system would include two other elements:  

1. An adequate public facilities program, reinforcing the growth -influencing effect of the 

infrastructure investments.  

2. A variable impact fee program that charges reduced fees or offers other financial incentives 

for development in targeted growth a reasðincluding already developed areas with excess 
infrastructure capacity. 

Advantages  

¶ This is the most powerful of all plan implementation tools.  

¶ Developers support it and are likely to cooperate with such a programðwith mor e enthusiasm 

than with some other programs.  

¶ Such a program is absolutely essential to the economic development goals of the cities and the 

County. 

Disadvantages  

¶ It costs money.  
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Community Development  

Description  

Successful revitalization of an economy, a community or a downtown requires a pro -active public 

role.  Traditionally, ñcommunity developmentò has been applied to the role of local governments in 
helping to finance housing and providing neighborhood improvements to revitalize disadvantaged 

neighborhoods.  Today, it is important to recognize that local governments may take a role in 

financing infrastructure for economic development  and strategic improvements in a downtown area, 
land acquisition for important private projects, and more traditional items like housing and 

neighborhood improvements.  All of th is falls under the general category of ñcommunity 
developmentò as the term is used in this report.   

Purposes  

¶ Revitalizing urban neighborhoods 

¶ Providing for a diversity of housing types 

¶ Maintaining vital downtown areas 

¶ Expanding the economic base 

¶ Implementing strategic plans, such as the Marquette Plan 

¶ Coordinating transportation systems with above efforts  

Adoption  

Community development programs are adopted in multiple ways.  Local governments that recei ve 

federal funding for community development must go through a prescribed planning and allocation 
process.  Community development initiatives are sometimes strategic ones that arise unexpectedly 

and that require out -of-cycle budget allocations.  Some community development initiatives simply 
require commitments of the time of staff and public officials.  A successful community development 

program is an attitude and commitment on the part of local government as much as it is a specific 
policy or operating agenda. 

Implementation  

Maintaining viable downtowns in both City of La Porte and Michigan City is important to the entire 
County. The City of La Porteôs recent ñDowntown Action Agenda 2006ò is a significant step toward 

reinvigorating the business climate of the downtown by identifying the market niche the area could 
possibly capture of the Countyôs retail, office and residential uses. A healthy and appealing Downtown 

also serves to further stabilize and enhance the adjacent, long-established residential areas 
surrounding the Downtown. The Michigan City has undertaken a number of initiatives to improve its 

downtown, one of which is improving multi-modal transportation connections. 

The NIRPC-coordinated Marquette Plan includes significant recommendations to revitalize and 
enhance the Lake Michigan shoreline.  Successful implementation will require significant public and 

public-private partnerships.  Local governments will need to allocate funding for acquisition of 
strategic parcels, development of public trails and access points, and creation of pedestrian and 

automobile linkages.  There will be opportunities for strategic partnerships with private enterprise to 

create compatible private uses. 

Economic development in the County will require cooperation by all major local governments.  For 

example, a major intermodal facility in LaPorte County might involve adjustment to NIRPC plans for 
transportation systems, INDOT investments in road improvements, zoning decisions by LaPorte 

County, an intergovernmental agreement with the City of La Porte or the Michigan City Sanitary 
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District (depending on the location of the proposed facility) to handle wastewater treatment, and 

cooperative efforts to build connecting roads and other necessary facilities. 

Although there is a surplus of housing in LaPorte County at this time, continued second-home 

development along Lake Michigan has displaced residents and is encroaching on what were once 
viable working-class neighborhoods.  Michigan City and its neighbors must be proactive in the 

traditional community development role of seeking partnerships to provide housing for those for 

whom the private sector does not or cannot provide.  Both Michigan City and the City of La Porte 
have on-going commitments to neighborhood revitalization ï programs that must continue.  

Advantages  

The only way to achieve many of the goals of this Plan today involve public-private cooperation, a 

type of activity that falls under the broad definition of community development.  

Disadvantages  

Community development can be expensive.  Because it may involve a significant allocation of 
resources to a particular geographic area or a particular cause, it may be politically contentious.  

Elected officials must be prepared to deal with these issues.   

 

Intergovernmental Agreem ents  

Although included as an implementation technique, intergovernmental agreements do not represent a 

truly separate technique.  They represent an effective way to coordinate implementation of most of the 
techniques listed here across jurisdictional boundaries and across substantive areasðthus coordinating 

actions of schools and sewer providers, city and county, special districts and planning entities. 
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Zoning Techniques  

General Zoning Update  

Description  

The new Countywide Land Development Plan calls for patterns and styles of development that differ 

from what has occurred over the last 30 years in LaPorte County.  New development types often 
require new rulesðnot only to encourage or mandate the new types but to ensure that the rules 

themselves do not create obstacles to the types of development suggested by the Plan. 

In that context, it is time for LaPorte County, the Cities of Michigan City and La  Porte, and several of 

the towns in the northern part of the County to consider major updates to their zoning ordinances. 

Purposes  

The over-arching purpose of the updates would be to ensure that the zoning regulations in the cities 

and County are consistent with the Countywide Land Development Plan. Some specific purposes of 
the update, suggested by principles set out in the Plan, include: 

Á Ensuring that most uses and structures in stable areas of the cities and the towns are 
ñconformingò under the zoning regulations and thus can be improved and reused. 

Á Encouraging cluster zoning to preserve sensitive lands and natural areas in open space. 

Á Ensuring that parking and other standards in the downtown and other core areas are 
consistent with the types of development d esired in those areas. 

Á Implementing aesthetic values established through neighborhood plans.   

Á Implementing pedestrian-friendly and bike-friendly site plans, including requirements for 

secure bicycle parking. 

Á Encouraging mixed-use development in appropriate areas, including the historic core areas of 
the cities.   

Adoption  

Zoning updates would be adopted as amendments to or replacements for the zoning ordinances. 

Implementation Strategy  

Zoning updates of the type needed to implement the Plan are major projects that should involve 

significant participation by stakeholders.  The work program for such updates can take from 12 to 18 

months, depending on the resources available and the degree of involvement of stakeholders.  
Successful accomplishment of such a program usually requires the dedication of a substantial part of 

the time of a professional staff member and/or the hiring of consultants to assist with the process.  
Although much of the work is su bstantive and thus falls logically in the planning field, the final rules 

must be reviewed and approved by the City Attorneys and County Attorney, respectively. 

Because this is a joint Plan and because few of the issues stop at the municipal boundaries, the two 

cities and the County should at least consider a joint or coordinated effort to update their regulations.  

Although there are certainly some diffe rences among the three, there is also a good deal of overlap 
of standards and criteria in the developing areas. 
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Administration  

A new set of zoning regulations need not be any more complex to administer than the current ones.  
There are often opportunities to streamline the system and to simplify administration with a new 

zoning code. 

Advantages  

It is difficult to use the term ñadvantagesò in referring to this technique.  Some of the Planôs goals 
and objectives can be implemented only through taking this step.  

Disadvantag es 

There will be a one-time cost associated with the staff and/or consultant time necessary to prepare 
the updates. 

 

Zoning: Minimum Density Standards  

Description  

La Porte, Michigan City and LaPorte County would establish minimum densities, as well as the 
traditional maximum densities, in selected urban, suburban and exurban zoning districts. 

Purposes  

This approach ensures that urban development is sufficiently dense to be support public sewer 

service and to support appropriate neighborhood shopping, schools and parks; it also limits the 
pressure on rural land, by ensuring that more d evelopment is absorbed within the urban area.  

Adoption  

Like any zoning amendment, this would be adopted by ordinance, adding new minimum density 
standards to selected zones. 

Im plementation Strategy  

This zoning technique should be implemented with a zoning ordinance amendment as part of a 

comprehensive set of amendments to the local zoning ordinances, to be adopted as soon as 
reasonably practicable after adoption of the Plan. 

Adm inistration  

Administration of the minimum density would be identical to the admin istration of existing zoning 
districts.   

Advantages  

¶ This would ensure a generally more compact form of development, with sufficient development 

intensity in neighborhoods to support neighborhood parks, schools and shopping. 

¶ This would reduce development pressure on some rural areas by absorbing more development in 

the urban area. 

¶ This approach would facilitate utility and street planning, by establis hing a relatively narrow 

range of probable future land use intensities in each area of the cit ies and Countyðthus 

increasing the predictability of future facilities demand.  




