
DETERLXINING GROUP POLICY ABOUT OPEN SPACE PRIORITIES 

Der ick  0. ' S te  inmann 

I n s t i t u t e  of Behavioral Science 

U n i v e r s i t y  of Colorado 

' May 1974 



Summary 

A sys t ema t i c  procedure was used t o  formula te  an e x p l i c i t  Group Po l i cy  

about c r i t e r i a  f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  of open space.  The procedure r evea l ed  s p e c i f i c  

a r e a s  of agreement and disagreement  among members of  t he  Open Space Board of 

T rus t ees .  The Group Po l i cy ,  based on seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s ,  (Aes the t i c s ,  

A v a i l a b i l i t y ,  Cost,  Locat ion,  Need f o r  Act ion,  P r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  Environment, 

Use P o t e n t i a l ) ,  r e s u l t e d  i n  p r e d i c t e d  judgments of t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  t h i r t y -  

one land c a t e g o r i e s  which were i n  c l o s e  agreement w i t h  t h e  judgneqts  of  members 

of t h e  Board. The average r e l a t i v e  importance f o r  each of  t h e  seven g e n e r a l  

f a c t o r s  was: Need f o r  Act ion  (20 .6) ,  A e s t h e t i c s  (17.4),  P r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  

Environment (16.4) ,  Loca t ion  (14.61, A v a i l a b i l i t y  (12.4) ,  Cos t  (-11.0), and 

Use P o t e n t i a l  (7 .6) .    he manner i n  which t h e  Group Po l i cy  could be app l i ed  

t o  new land c a t e g o r i e s  was i l l u s t r a t e d ;  i t  was a l s o  emphasized t h a t  t h e  Group 

Po l i cy  could be modified e a s i l y  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  new in fo rma t ion  o r  changing 

va lues  of members of t h e  Board. Changes i n  t h e  Group P o l i c y  would r e s u l t  i n  

changes i n  t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  l i s t e d  above. 

It  was recominended t h a t  t h e  procedures  con t inue  t o  be used a s  a i d s  t o  

I 

1) d i s c u s s i o n  and agreement among members of t he  Board, 2) communication w i t h  

t h e  pub l i c  and c i t y  agencies  about open space  po l i cy ,  3) fo rn lu l a t in s  systsm- 

a t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t he  components of t h e  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  unde r ly ing  judgments 

of  open space  d e s i r a b i l i t y .  



The p red ic t ed  judgments, based on t h e  Group Po l i cy ,  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  

p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  t he  t h i r t y - o n e  land c a t e g o r i e s  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n :  

1. South Boulder Creek from Highway 93 t o  Boulder-Denver 
t u r n p i k e  

2. South Boulder Creek from Eldorado  Canyon t o  Highway 93 

Davidson Mesa sou th  of Boulder-Denver t u r n p i k e  

Mountain Backdrop 

Base l ine  Reservoi r  

Davidson Mesa e a s t  o f  Boulder-Denver t u rnp ike  

I n t e r s e c t i o n  of Four Mile  Creek and Longmont Diagonal 

Marsha l l  Mesa ( i n c l u d i n g  M a r s h a l l  Lake) - - 

Hayden Lake Area 

Boulder Creek from 55 th  S t r e e t  t o  75 th  S t r e e t  

Boulder Creek from 24th  S t r e e t  t o  55th  S t r e e t  

12. South Boulder Creek from Boulder-Denver t u r n p i k e  t o  j u n c t i o n  w i t h  
Boulder Creek 

13. Boulder Creek from 75th e a s t  

14. Valmont Link (from Valmont Road t o  Boulder Creek) 

15. Bear Mountain Link 

16. Mesa Reservoi r  Area, 

17. Link between Boulder Rese rvo i r  and Sawhi l l  Ponds a r e a ,  i n c l u d i n g  
Twin Lakes 

18. White Rocks n a t u r a l  a r e a  

19. Four Mi l e  Creek from Longmont Diagonal  e a s t  

20. Wonderland Creek ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

21. Four Mi l e  Creek t o  Longmont Diagonal  ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

*. 



. 22. Dry Creek 

23. Bear Canyon Creek ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

24. S i x  Mile  Reservoi r  b u f f e r  zone along n o r t h e r n  s i d e  of 
Longmont Diagonal 

25. Wellman Canal ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

26. S i x  Mile  Reservoi r  b u f f e r  zone a long  sou the rn  s i d e  of 
Longmont Diagonal 

27. Valmont Reservoi r  Area  

28. White Rock Di t ch  ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

29. South Boulder Canyon D i t c h  ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

30. V i e l e  Lake Ou t -Fa l l  ( d e n s i t y  t r a n s f e r )  

. 31. Farrier's Di tch ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  environmental  c o r r i d o r  t o  
Six Mile Reservoi r  on t h e  e a s t  and t h e  envi ronmenta l  
c o r r i d o r  t o  Mesa Rese rvo i r  on t h e  wes t  

. - 
I n t r o d u c t i o n  

The Open Space Board of T r u s t e e s  (OSBT) i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  fo rmula t ing  

gene ra l  po l i cy  about  open space and sugges t ing  s p e c i f i c  procedures  t o  i m -  

plement t hese  p o l i c i e s .  The Board i s  a l s o  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  making r eco rnenda t ions  

about whether t h e  c i t y  should a c q u i r e  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l s  of  land.  The e x t e n t  . 

t o  which t h e  recommendations about  s p e c i f i c  p a r c e l s  of land a r e  i n  accord w i t h  

gene ra l  po l i cy  about  open space is of i n t e r e s t  t o  o t h e r  depar tments  and t o  

c i t i z e n s  i n  gene ra l .  Consequently,  a  l i s t  of p r i o r i t i e s  which i s  accompanied 

by t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  i s  impor tan t  n o t  on ly  because i t  f a c i l i t a t e s  

t h e  Board's performance of i t s  d u t i e s  b u t  a l s o  because of  i t s  v a l u e  a s  an a i d  

t o  communication. 



P r i o r i t i e s  s e r v e  a s  a guide  f o r  a c t i o n .  It is  neCessary t o  fo rmula t e  

p r i o r i t i e s  because r e sou rces  a r e  l i m i t e d .  Because of l i m i t e d  r e sou rces ,  a l l  

land p o t e n t i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  open space  cannot  be acqui red .  D i f f e r e n t  land 

p a r c e l s  a r e  d e s i r a b l e  f o r  open space  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  r ea sons .  The t r a d e - o f f s  

between t h e  v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  must be cons idered  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r i o r i t i e s .  

,Formula t ing  p r i o r i t i e s  about open space  r e q u i r e s  judgment; members of  

t he  Board must c o n t i n u a l l y  e x c e r c i s e  t h e i r  judgment w i t h  r ega rd  t o  a c q u i s i t i o n  

of  p o t e n t i a l  open space land.  Research  on human judgment has  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  

people a r e  o f t e n  i n c o n s i s t e n t  i n  making judgments and f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

d e s c r i b e  a c c u r a t e l y  how they make t h e i r  judgments. The l i m i t a t i o n s  of human 

judgment become more s e v e r e  as t h e  moil?t  of in format ion  on which t h e  judgment 

i s  based inc reases .  Computer g r a p h i c s  procedures  have Seen developed t o  ame l io ra t e  

t h e ~ e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of judgment. I n  b r i e f ,  computer g r a p h i c s  procedures make i t  

p o s s i b l e  f o r  people t o  d e s c r i b e  i n  an  e x p l i c i t  and a c c u r a t e  manner how they  

make judgments ,  and permit  them t o  make c o n s i s t e n t  judgments. Computer g raph ic s  

procedures  were used by t h e  OSBT i n  o r d e r  t o  fo rmula t e . an  e x p l i c i t  ~ o a r d  p o l i c y  

w i t h  regard t o  c r i t e r i a  f o r  open space  a c q u i s i t i o n  and t o  r e v e a l  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  

of agreement and disagreement  among members of t he  Board. The p o l i c y  of t h e  

Board was formulated w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i c  i n t e n t  t h a t  t h e  p o l i c y  could  be e a s i l y  

modified t o  i nco rpora t e  neT. i n fo rma t ion  o r  t o  r e f l e c t  changes i n  v a l u e s  by 

members o f .  t h e  Board. 

I n  summary, t h e  purpose of u s i n g  computer g r a p h i c s  procedures  was t o  

formulate  a  group p o l i c y  which I )  was e x p l i c i t ,  2) r evea l ed  d i f f e r e c c e s  i n  

judgments among members of t h e  Board, and 3) cocld  e a s i l y  be modif ied.  A 

b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  procedures  used,  t h e  r e s u l t s  ob ta ined ,  and recom- 

mendations f o r  f u t u r e  work foi low.  



Method 

The gene ra l  method used pe rmi t t ed  each Board member t o  d e s c r i b e  h i s  po l i cy  

wi th  regard t o  c r i t e r i a  f o r  open space  a c q u i s i t i o n  i n  an e x p l i c i t  manner, t o  

s e e  t h e  consequences of t he  po l i cy ,  and permi t ted  t h e  Board t o  a r r i v e  a t  a 

compromise Group Pol icy .  Each Board member then  had t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  modify 

h i s  i n d i v i d u a l  po l i cy ;  a  new, modif ied Group Po l i cy  was obta ined  and app l i ed  

t o  a c t u a l  land c a t e g o r i e s  t o  de te rmine  t h e  consequences of t h e  Group Po l i cy  

i n  a r e a l i s t i c  way. 

A po l i cy  r e f e r s  t o  a  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  manner i n  which a  person p u t s  

information toge the r  t o  make a  judgment. The p a r t i c u l a r  i tems of in format ion  

which a r e  used t o  make t h e  judgment a r e  c a l l e d  f a c t o r s .  I n  t h i s  case ,  t h e  

judgment was a  r a t i n g  of t h e  o v e r a l l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  a  p a r c e l  of land on a  

s c a l e  from 1 (undes i rab le)  t o  20  ( d e s i r a b l e ) .  The g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  (or  c r i t e r i a )  

used were: Aes the t i c s ,  A v a i l a b i l i t y ,  Cos t ,  Locat ion,  Need f o r  Act ion,  P r o t e c t i o n  

of  t he  Environment, and Use P o t e n t i a l  (with regard  t o  r e c r e a t i o n ) .  Each p a r c e l  

of  land was descr ibed  by r a t i n g s  from 1 (low) t o  10 (h igh)  on each  of t h e  

seven gene ra l  f a c t o r s .  For example, a  p a r t i c u l a r  land ca t egory  (South Boulder 

Creek from Eldorado Creek t o  ~ i g h w a y  93) might be desc r ibed  by t h e  r a t i n g s  
' 

l i s t e d  below: 



Factor  

Aes the t i c s  

Cost 

Location 

Need f o r  Action 

Use P o t e n t i a l  

P ro tec t ion  of the  Environment 

A v a i l a b i l i t y  

Ra t ing  

9.0 

5.2 

Af ter  Board members made judgments about a  v a r i e t y  of land pa rce l s  on the  

bas i s  of the  f a c t o r s ,  a  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  permit ted s e v e r a l  types of 

information t o  be obtained. 

The weight of each f a c t o r  r e f l e c t s  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of the  f a c t o r  

t o  the judgment. A f a c t o r  which is  very important  and has a  l a r g e  in f luence  

on the judgment has a high weight;  a f a c t o r  which i s  no t  very  important and 

has l i t t l e  inf luence  on the  judgment has a  low weight.  The funct ion  f o r a  

of each f a c t o r  r e l a t e s  the  va lues  of the  f a c t o r  t o  the  va lues  of the  judgment. 

A p o s i t i v e  l i n e a r  funct ion  form i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  judgment inc reases  a s  t h e  

value of the  fa.ctor  increases .  For example, a  p o s i t i v e  l i n e a r  func t ion  form 

f o r  the  f a c t o r  Aes the t i c s  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  judgment of o v e r a l l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  

of a pa rce l  inc reases  a s  the  r a t i n g  on Aes the t i c s  inc reases .  On the  o the r  

hand, a  negat ive  l i n e a r  funct ion  form i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  judgnents of d e s i r a b i l i t y  

dec rease  as  the  va lues  of t h e  f a c t o r  inc rease .  For example, a  nega t ive  l i n e a r  



. function form f o r  the  f a c t o r  Cos t  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  judgments of d e s i r a b i l i t y  

decrease  a s  Cost i n c r e a s e s  ( see  F igu re  1 ) .  There a r e  o t h e r  types  of  func t ion  

forms; f o r  example, non- l inea r  f u n c t i o n  forms i n  which t h e  judgment i s  h i g h e s t  

f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e rmed ia t e  v a l u e  o f  a  f a c t o r  - a h i g h e r  o r  lower va lue  of 

t h e  f a c t o r  r e s u l t s  i n  lower judgments. However, only p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  

l i n e a r  func t ion  forms were needed t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e  seven 

f a c t o r s  t o  judgments about  open space  d e s i r a b i l i t y ;  

The combination r u l e  s p e c i f i e s  how t h e  f a c t o r s  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  judgment. 

When t h e  combination r u l e  i s  a d d i t i v e ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  f a c t o r  on 

t h e  judgment does not  depend on o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  Non-addi t ive combination r u l e s  

are more complicated than  a d d i t i v e  r u l e s ;  however, a d d i t i v e  r u l e s  a r e  o f t e n  

adequate t o  account f o r  t h e  judgments. 

The weights  and func t ion  forms f o r  each f a c t o r ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  combination 

r u l e ,  d e s c r l b e  a  person ' s  judgmental po l i cy .  The cons i s t ency  of  t h e  judgmental 

p o l i c y  can be assessed ,  and t h e  p o l i c y  can  be app l i ed  . t o  a new s e t  o f  o b j e c t s  

(e.g., land p a r c e l s ]  which pe rmi t s  t h e  consequences of t h e  p o l i c y  t o  be 

examined i n  d e t a i l .  The t h r e e  s t a g e s  of  t h e  procedure followed by Board 

members a r e  l i s t e d  below. 

The procedures  a r e  desc r ibed  i n  g r e a t e i  d e t a i l  i n  Appafidix 1 of t h e  paper  by 
Steinmann, S tewar t  & Hammond (1973). Genera l  background i n f o r m a t i o n . a b o u t  
human judgment may be found i n  S l o v i c  & L i c h t e n s t e i n  (1973); s t a t i s t i c a l  d e t a i l s  
i n  Hursch, Hammond & ITursch (1964); and an example of an a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  Balke, 
Harmnond & Meyer (1973). 



Figure  1. Funct ion  form r e l a t i n g  judgments of d e s i r a b i l i t y  

t o  Cost f a c t o r .  



Stage  1: E l i c i t i n g  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  and s u b f a c t o r s .  The s e t  of g e n e r a l  

f a c t o r s  were obta ined  by a sk ing  t h e  members of t h e  OSBT t o  l i s t  a l l  f a c t o r s  

which inf luenced  t h e i r  judgments about  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of  p a r c e l s  o f  land f o r  

open space. A l l  sugges t ions  were c o l l a t e d  and d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  group. 

, D i s c u s s i o n  r e s u l t e d  i n  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  which were judged t o  be compre- 

hensive and independent of each o t h e r .  Subfac to r s  f o r  each f a c t o r  were a l s o  

l i s t e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  d e f i n e  each g e n e r a l  f a c t o r  i n  a  sys t ema t i c  manner. (General 

f a c t o r s  and s u b f a c t o r s  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 1 . )  

S t ape  2: Formulat ing a  Group P o l i c y .  Each Board member made judgments 

about  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i ' t y  of 40 h y p o t h e t i c a l  p a r c e l s  of land which v a r i e d  w i t h  

' r e s p e c t  t o  va lues  of t h e  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  A f t e r  t h e  40 judgments, each 

member saw a p i c t o r i a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of h i s  p o l i c y  i n  terms o f  we igh t s  and 

func t ion  forms f o r  each f a c t o r .  The p o l i c y  was then  app l i ed  t o  t h e  p a r c e l s  

and "p red ic t ed  judgments" were ob ta ined .  The p r e d i c t e d  judgments a r e  t h e  

judgments t h a t  would be  made by a p e r f e c t l y  c o n s i s t e n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  po l i cy .  

Consequently, each person saw t h e  consequences of h i s  po l i cy .  

A Group Po l i cy  was a l s o  c o n s t r u c t e d  by t ak ing  t h e  average of  t h e  weights  

ob ta ined  from t h e  f i v e  Board members. The average Group P o l i c y  was a l s o  a p p l i e d  

t o  t h e  40 p a r c e l s  s o  t h a t  members could  observe t h e  consequences of a  p o t e n t i a l  
t 

compromise p o l i c y  which inco rpora t ed  t h e  views of each member of t h e  group. 

A f t e r  s e e i n g  h i s  own p o l i c y  and i t s  consequences, examining t h e  o t h e r  

members1 p o l i c i e s  (2nd judgments), a s s e s s i n g  t h e  Group P o l i c y  (and p r e d i c t e d  

judgments), each member had t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  modify h i s  p o l i c y  by changing 

h i s  weigh t s  on each o f  t h e  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  

a 



.Stage 3: Applying the  new Group P o l i c y  t o  r e a l  p a r c e l s  of  land.  Board 

members cons t ruc t ed  a  l i s t  of  land  p a r c e l s  p o t e n t i a l l y  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a s  

. . open space. Each member r a t e d  t h e  t h i r t y  one p a r c e l s  of  land on t h e  seven 

gene ra l  f a c t o r s  and made-an o v e r a l l  judgment about  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of each 

pa rce l .  .The Group Po l i cy  w a s  t hen  app l i ed  t o  t h e  average  r a t i n g  of t h e  

f ive .Boa rd  members, which r e s u l t e d  i n  a p r e d i c t e d  judgment. 

R e s u l t s  

S tage  .I. ( F a c t o r s l .  

The g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  and s u b f a c t o r s  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 1. 

Stage  2 (Group Pol icy) .  

Weights. Table 1 c o n t a i n s  t h e  Group Pol icy .  The r e l a t i v e  importance weight  

f o r  each of t h e  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  was: Need f o r  Act ion  (20.6),  A e s t h e t i c s  

(17.4), P r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  Environment (16.4),  Loca t ion  (14.6) ,  A v a i l a b i l i t y  (12.4),  

Cost (11.0) and Use P o t e n t i a l  (7 .6) .  The s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n  r e f l e c t s  t h e  e x t e n t  

0' 

t o  which t h e  weights  f o r  a  g iven  f a c t o r  d i f f e r e d  among members of t h e  Board. 

Members of  t h e  Board tended t o  have similar weights  f o r  Use P o t e n t i a l  ( s tandard  

d e v i a t i o n  = 2.19) but  n o t  Need f o r  Act ion  ( s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  = 13.33).  

The major changes from t h e 4 i n i t i a l  weights  t o  t h e  modif ied weights  c o n s i s t e d  

of dec reases  i n  t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of Cost  and Use P o t e n t i a l ,  and i n c r e a s e s  

in t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of Need f o r  Act ion  and Locat ion .  



. . 

Table 1 

.t.leans' and Standard Deviat ions 

of b n i t i a l  Weights and 

Modi f ied Weights ( ~ r o u p  Pol icy)  

Modi f ied Weights 
I n i t i a l  Weights ( ~ r o u p  Pol i c y )  

Standard Standard 
Mean Dev ia t ion Mean Dev ia t ion 

Aesthetics 

Cost 

Loca t'i on 

Need f o r  Act ion 16.0 12.63 20.6 13.33 

Use Potent ia l  10.8 2.59 7.6 2.19 

Protect ion o f  the . 
Environment 14.4 8.90 16.4 6.88 

A v a i l a b i l i t y  14.4 . 5.03 12.4 6.80 



Stage  3 ( P r i o r i t i e s l .  

Rat ings  of gene ra l  f a c t o r s  and p r e d i c t e d  r a t i n g s .  The average  r a t i n g  of 

each land ca tegory  on t h e  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  i s  p resented  i n  Tab le  2. The 

1 
s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  r e f l e c t s  t h e  agreement among t h e  f i v e  Board members. (The 

r a t i n g s  of each Board member a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 2.)  The a p p l i c a t i o n  of  

t h e  modified weights  (Group P o l i c y )  t o  t h e  average r a t i n g s  of t h e  seven g e n e r a l  

f a c t o r s  r e s u l t s  i n  a  p r e d i c t e d  judgment. P red ic t ed  judgments f o r  each  of  t h e  

t h i r t y - o n e  land c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  p re sen ted  i n  Table  2. (An example of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  

of t h e  procedure t o  a  s p e c i f i c  land  ca t egory  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table  3 . )  The 

predic ted  judgments a r e  ve ry  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  o v e r a l l  judgments. The 

c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  between t h e  p red ic t ed  judgments and t h e  average of 

t h e  o v e r a l l  judgments i s  . 94 .  A graph of  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  average  

o v e r a l l  judgments and t h e  p r e d i c t e d  judgments i s  presented  i n  F igu re  2. The,. 

h igh  c o r r e l a t i o n  means t h a i  t h e  consequences of t h e  Group Po l i cy  a r e ,  i n  f a c t ,  

The s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n  i s  a  measure of t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  r a t i n g s  (or  
judgments) of  t h e  f i v e  members d i f f e r  from one another .  The s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n  
w i l l  be z e r o  when t h e r e  i s  agreement w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t he  r a t i n g s  o r  judgments. 
llhen t h e r e  i s  a  maximum amount of disagreement  about '  a  r a t i n g  ( f o r  example, two 
r a t i n g s  of "1" and t h r e e  r a t i n g s  of "101'), t h e  s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  i s  4.41. When 
t h e r e  i s  a  maximum amount of d i sagreement  about  a  j udgmen t ' ( fo r  example, two 
r a t i n g s  of "I" and t h r e e  r a t i n g s  of "201'), t h e  s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n  i s  9 .31 .  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  degree  t o  which two s e t s  of s c o r e s  
( i n  t h i s  case ,  p red ic t ed  judgments and o v e r a l l  judgments) a r e  l i n e a r l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  each o the r .  A c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  of z e r o  i n d i c a t e s  no  l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p ;  
a c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  of +1 ( p o s i t i v e )  o r  -1 (nega t ive )  i n d i c a t e s  a  p e r f e c t  
r e l a t i o n s h i p .  A high  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two s e t s  of s c o r e s  means 
t h a t  t h e  t h i r t y - o n e  land c a t e g o r i e s  were r a t e d ' i n  t h e  same way by 1 )  t h e  Group 
Pol icy ,  and 2) t h e  average o v e r a l l  judgment. The s i m i l a r . i t y  between two s e t s  o f  
s co res  i nc reases  a s  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  approaches 1. 

C o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  w i l l  be used l a t e r  t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  amount of 
agreement between members of t h e  Board. 



' -1 Means and standard ~eviations' of Ratings 

on General Factors, Overall Judgments, 

and Predictions Derived from Croup Policy 

--- - -- - - 

General Factors Judgments 

Protect ion 
Need for Use of the Overall Predicted 

Land Categories Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potential Environment Availability Judgment Judgments 

South Boulder Creek from 9.00- 5.20 9.40 6.40 8.40 9.40 7.40 . 17.00 18.25 
Eldorado Canyon to 1.41 2.17 -55 1.52 1.52 89 2.30 I .41 
Highway 93 

South Boulder Creek from 
Highway 93 to Boul der- 
Denver Turnpike 

South Boulder Creek from 
Turnpike to Junction w i t h  
Boulder Creek 

Davidson'Mesa South of 
Tu rnp i Ice 

Davidson Mesa East OF 
Turnpike 

Baseline Reservoir 

-- - - - 

The top entry is the average, or mean score; the lower entry is the standard deviation, 



-- -- 

General Factors Judgments 

Protect ion 
Need for Use of the Overall Predicted 

Land Categories Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potential Environment Availability Judgment Judgments 

Mountain Backdrop 9.20 7.20 9.20 5.80 8.00 8.20 . 5.40 16.40 15.60 
1.10. 3.11 ' 1.10 3.42 1-67 1.48 2.07 1.14 

Hayden Lake Area 

Boulder Creek' from 30th 
Ftreet to 55th Street 

Valmont Reservoir Area 

Valmont Link ,from 
Valmont Road to Boulder 
creek)' 

Marshal 1 Mesa (Including 
Marshal 1 ~ake) 

Boulder Creek 55th Street 7.20 4.80 7.60 3.80 , 5.80 7.40 . 5.20 .11.00 . 12.17 
to 75th Street 1.30 2.17 2.41 1.30 1.92 2.-19 -79 2.83 

Link between Boulder 
Reservoir and Sawhill 
Ponds area, including 6.00 6.40 8.00 4.60 4.40 4.80 3.80 10.80 9-35 
Twin Lakes 1.87 1.52 71 1.14 1 .14 2.28 1.10 2.59 



Table 2 (einued) 

General Factors Judgmen ts 

Protect ion 
Need ,for Use of the Overall Predicted 

Land Categories Aesthetics Cost Location ' Action Potential Environment Availability Judgment Judgments 

Six Mile Reservoir buf- 
fer zone along northern 
side of Longmont 
D i agona 1 

Six Mile Reservoir buf- 
fer zone along'southern 
s i de of Longmon t 
D i agona 1 

Dry Creek 

Intersection of Four 
M'le Creek and Longmont 
Diagonal 

Bear Mountain Link 

Bear Canyon Creek 
(density transfer) 

Boulder Creek from 75th 7.00 5.40 6.40 4.20 .4.60 6.80 5.00 9.20 10. 85 
East 2.35 1.52 1.52 1.79 2.07 .84 2.12 3.35 

White Rock Ditch 4.60 3.00 6.60 2.80 3.20 4.40 3.80 7.80 7.39 
(density transfer) 1.14 2.35 2.07 1.30 1.48 1.95 1.79 1.79 



Genera 1 Factors Jud~ments'  . 

P r o t e c t i o n  
Need f o r  Use of  t h e  Overa l l  Pred ic ted 

Land Categories Aesthet ics  Cost Locat ion  Ac t ion  Po 'en t ia l  Environment A v a i l a b i l i t y  Judgment J~dgments 

Farmer's Di tch,  i n -  
c lud ing  the  
env i  ronmental c o r r i d o r  
to S i x  M i l e  Reservoi r  
on the east  and the  
envi ronmental c o r r i d o r  
t o  Mesa Reservoi r  t o  
the  west 

Four M i l e  Creek t o  
D i agona 1 (dens i t y  
t r a n s f e r )  

Four M i l e  Creek from 
Diagonal East 

Mesa Reservoir Area 

Wonderland Creek 
(dens i t y  t rans fe r )  

South Bou 1 der Canyon 1 
D i t c h  (dens i ty  t rans fer )  

V i e l e  Lake Out-Fal l  ' 

(dens i t y  t r a n s f e r )  



\L) 
l n m  
h .  



Ohle 
Example of Application of Group 

Policy to Ratings of South Boulder 

Creek (From Eldorado Canyon to 

Highway 93) 

Factor 
Average Raring Group Policy 

on Factor (Average weight) Product 

Aesthetics 

Cost - 
Loca t ion 

Need for Action 

Use Potent i a I 

Protection of the Environment 

Availability .I24 + .9176 

Sum = 6.7824 

The sum of the product of each factor rating multiplied by the factor weight is 
transformed to have the same mean 'and standard deviation as the overall judgments by 
the formula: 3.255 (Sum) - 3.827. In this example 3.255 (6.7824) - 3.827 = 18.25, the 
predicted judgment. It should be noted that this transformation does not change the 
order of the judgments. 

I-' 
CD 



OVERALL JUDGMENT 

F igu re .2 .  C o r r e l a t i o n  between O v e r a l l  Judgments and 

P r e d i c t e d  Judgments 



: -what they should be. That is ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of the  Group Po l i cy  t o  a c t u a l  

land ca tegor ies  r e s u l t s  i n  p red ic ted  judgments which a r e  i n  accord w i t h  t h e  

average o v e r a l l  judgment of the  group. The predic ted  judgments a re ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  

t he  consequences of an e x p l i c t  Group Pol icy ,  which can be modified t o  r e f l e c t  

e i t h e r  changing values of Board members, or  t o  t ake  i n t o  account new information.  

Agreement among members. The procedure i s  u s e f u l  because an e x p l i c i t  

Group Policy which can b e  e a s i l y  modified is  formulated. I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  

procedure can r e s u l t  i n  increased understanding between members of t h e  Board. 

A s  previously indica ted ,  t h e  s tandard  dev ia t ions  i n  Table 1 r e f l e c t  t h e  

ex ten t  of agreement about the  r e l a t i v e  importance of the  seven f a c t o r s .  Areas 

of disagreement o f t en  provide f r u i t f u l  t o p i c s  f o r  d iscuss ion.  
. . 

The standard dev ia t ions  i n  Table 2 a l s o  r e f l e c t  disagreement among Board 

members for ratings on the seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s  and for t h e  overal l .  judgment. 

I n  order t o  determine the  sources of disagreement, c o r r e l a t i o n s  between members 

of the Board were obtained. Tables  4 - 10 r e v e a l  the  e x t e n t  t o  which each 

Eoard member's s e t  of r a t i n g s  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  the  r a t i n g s  of o t h e r  members; 

Table 11 cont.ains the  same measures w i t h  regard t o  o v e r a l l  judgments. I n  

general ,  agreement was h igher  f o r  the  Overa l l  Judgment (.68), Need f o r  Action 

(. 651, and Use P o t e n t i a l  (. 5 4 ) ,  and lower f o r  r a t i n g s  of Location (.40) and 

A v a i l a b i l i t y  (.41). The averag? i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n  among t h e  f i v e  members of 

the  Board f o r  the  remaining genera l  f a c t o r s  i s :  Aes the t i c s  (.43), P r o t e c t i o n  

of  the Environment (. 44), and Cost ( .48) .  



Table 4 

Agreement among Board Members w i th  

regard t o  Ratings on Aesthetics 

- 

CMcC 



Table 5 

Agreement among Board Members w i t h  

regard t o  Ratings on A v a i l a b i l i t y  

I 

CD . RJ J G C M CMcC 

CD 1.000 397 .215 -437  9331 

RJ ,397 1 .OOO ' .340 -595 .493 

J G .215 .340 1 .OOO 4-23. . . .284 

C M .437 ,595 .423 1.000 .546 

CMcC -331 -493  .284 .546 1.000 



Table 6 

Agreement among Board Members w i t h  

regard to Ratings on Cost 

C D RJ J G C M CMcC 

CMcC ,849 -. 054 .612 772 1.000 



Table 7 

Agreement among Board Members w i t h  

regard to Rat i ngs on Loca t ion 

CD RJ  JG - CM CMcC 

CM .606 .546 .259 1 .OOO .240 

CMcC ,527 ,175 .205 .240 1.000 



Table  8 

Agreement among Board Members w i t h  

regard t o  Rat ings on Need f o r  Act ion 

CD RJ J G CM CMcC 

- 

CMcC 



Table 9 

Agreement among Board Members w i  t h  

regard t o  Ratings on Pro tec t ion  o f  

the Environment 

C D RJ JG C M CMcC 

C D 1 .ooo ,556 .477 -639 -479 

R J .556 1.000 .396 .449 - .287 

. . C M -639 .449 .277 1 .000 .277 

.479 .287 ,457 .277 1 .OOO CMcC 



Table 10 

Agreement among Board Kembers w i th  

regard t o  Ratings on Use Potent ia l  

C D RJ JG CM CMcC 

CMcC -513 -53 1 .240 .534 1 .OOO 



Table 1 1  

Agreement among Board Members w i t h  

regard t o  Rat ings on Overall Judgments 

P r e d i c t e d  
C D R J JG CM CMcC Rat ings 

CD 1.000 -527 .716 .771 .742 773 

RJ ,527 1 .OOO .524 ,733 577 .865 
- 

JG .716 .524 1.000 .681 .753 0758 

CM. -771 733 .681 1.000 -723 -859 

CMcC .742 -577 -753 .723 1 ,000 .753 

Predi cted 
Ratings .773 ' 



' 

Dif fe rences  i n  o v e r a l l  judgments between Board members can r e f l e c t  
. . 

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of  t h e  f a c t o r s  (or  incons i s  tency ) and 

a r e  no t  unexpected, However, l a r g e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h  regard  t o  t h e  r a t i n g s  of  

' t h e  gene ra l  f a c t o r s  can be due t o  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  t h e  f a c t o r s  

o r  the degree of f a m i l i a r i t y  w i t h  o r  knowledge about  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  land 

ca t egor i e s .  I t  i s  suggested t h a t  s y s t e m a t i c  methods which dec rease  t h e  

v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  r a t i n g s  be used.  

Table 11 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  each p e r s o n ' s  o v e r a l l  judgments c o r r e l a t e  more 

h ighly  wi th  t h e  p red ic t ed  r a t i n g s  than  they  do  w i t h  t h e  r a t i n g s  of any o t h e r  

Board member. T h i s  i s  because t h e  p r e d i c t e d  r a t i n g s  a r e  t h e  consequence of 

a compromise pol icy ,  and because t h e  Group P o l i c y  i s  p e r f e c t l y  c o n s i s c m t .  

Consequently, t h e  consequences of t h e  Group Po l i cy  should be accep tab le  t o  

each member of  t h e  Board. 

. I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  among t h e  f a c t o r s .  Table  12  c o n t a i n s  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

among t h e  seven gene ra l  f a c t o r s .  The c o r r e l a t i o n  between A e s t h e t i c s  and 

P ro tec t ion  of t h e  Environment i s  . 9 3  ( land  c a t e g o r i e s  tend t o  r e c e i v e  t h e  s a n e  

r a t i n g s  on each of ' these  two f a c t o r s ) .  The Board should d i s c u s s  whether  t h e  

,two f a c t o r s  mean t h e  same th ing ,  o r  whether  a h igh  r a t i n g  on A e s t h e t i c s  i s  

t h e  only way i n  which a  h igh  r a t i n g  on P r o t e c t i o n  of  t he  Environment can be 

obtained.  I n  any event ,  t h e  two f a c t o r s  do  n o t  appear  t o  be independent.  

a .  



Table  12 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  among . . General Fac tors  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Genera 1 Factor 

cos t  '.318 1.000 ,392 .629 .154 .280 .415 

'Locat ion 

Need for  Act ion 

Use P o t e n t i a l  ,443 . I54  .436 .514 1 .OOO 579 .651 

Pro tec t i on  of the  Environment .927 .280 .555 .489 ,579 1 .OOO .448 

Avai l a b i  1 i t y  .341 .415 ,451 .749 .651 ,448 1 .OOO 

I 



Modif ica t ions  t o  t h e  Group P o l i c y  

Changes i n  t h e  p o l i c y  of t h e  Board c a n  be  made by 1) adding  and/or  d e l e t i n g  

gene ra l  f a c t o r s ,  2) modifying t h e  we igh t s  of  t h e  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s ,  3) d e f i n i n g  

t h e  gene ra l  f a c t o r s  more p r e c i s e l y  i n  terms of  s u b f a c t o r s  so  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  r a t i n g s  of  t h e  gene ra l  f a c t o r s  a r e  minimized. Of course ,  t h e  r a t i n g s  of  

each land ca t egory  i n  terms of  t h e  seven f a c t o r s  c a n  and should be changed t o  

r e f l e c t  whatever new in fo rma t ion  becomes a v a i l a b l e .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t  is  ex- 

pected t h a t  such f a c t o r s  a s  Cost ,  A v a i l a b f l i t y ,  and Need f o r  Act ion  are s u b j e c t  

t o  g r e a t e r  change than  f a c t o r s  such  a s  A e s t h e t i c s  and Use P o t e n t i a l .  The Group 

Po l i cy  can  be  e a s i l y  a p p l i e d  t o  o l d  l and  c a t e g o r i e s  when changes in r a t i n g s  o n  

t h e  seven gene ra l  f a c t o r s  a r e  made and can  a l s o  be  a p p l i e d  t o  new l a n d  p a r c e l s  

which come t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of t h e  Board. 

Recommends t i o n s  

The t h r e e  recommendations are t h a t  t h e  Board 1 )  con t inue  t o  u s e  t h e  pro- 

cedures  developed t o  make each member's p o l i c y  e x p l i c i t  and t o  f a c i l i t a t e  agree-  

ment among members of t h e  Board, 2) u s e  t h e  Group P o l i c y  a s  a n  a i d  t o  cornmuni- 

c a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  depar tments ,  a g e n c i e s ,  and t h e  p u b l i c ,  3) develop s y s t e m a t i c  

procedures  f o r  r a t i n g  l a n d  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  terms of t h e  seven  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  

Continued use  by OSBT. The p r e d i c t e d  r a t i n g s  o f  t h e  Group P o l i c y  were i n  

v e r y  c l o s e  agreement w i t h  t h e  avprage  o v e r a l l  judgment. The Group P o l i c y ,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  i s '  a good d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  views of t h e  Board. S p e c i f i c  areas of 

agreement and disagreement  a r e  c l e a r l y  r e v e a l e d  and can be used t o  s t r u c t u r e  

group d i scuss ion .  Consequently,  t h e  Board should con t inue  t o  u s e  t h e  procedures  

as an  a i d  t o  judgments abou t  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of open space  l and  c a t e g o r i e s .  



. . . .  

Aid t o  communication. The Group P o l i c y  p rov ides  a n  - e n p l i . c i t ' . r a t i o n a l e  f o r  

. t h e  judgments of  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o r  sho r t - ,  medium- and long-range p r i o r i t i e s .  
C 

Therefore ,  t he  Group P o l i c y  can  s e r v e  t o  e x p l a i n  t o  such c o r n i t t e e s  a s  t h e  Open 

Space Adminis t ra t ive  Review Committee o r  t h e  C i t y  Counci l ,  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  of , 

t h e  Open Space Board o f  T r u s t e e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  Group P o l i c y  should prove  

t o  be v a l u a b l e  i n  s t r u c t u r i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  w i t h  t h e  p u b l i c ,  f o r  example, a t  pub l i c .  

hear ings .  Discuss ions  about  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l s  of  l and  should always f o c u s  o n  - - -- 
t h e  seven g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  -- 

The Board might a l s o  r e q u e s t  t h a t  o t h e r  c i t y  agenc ie s  and depar tments  pro- 

v i d e  t h e  Board w i t h  in fo rma t ion  about  t h e i r  p o l i c i e s  i n  a c l e a r  and sys t ema t i c  

manner. 

Measu , r ing  l and  p a r c e l s  on  t h e  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  S ince  t h e r e  was d i sag ree -  

ment about t h e  r a t i n g s  on t h e  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s ,  a sys t ema t i c  procedure  f o r  r a t i n g  

t h e  f a c t o r s  should be  developed.  Assessing t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of  t h e  sub- 

f a c t o r s  used t o  d e f i n e  each g e n e r a l  f a c t o r  would r e s u l t  i n  a  c h e c k l i s t  which 

would provide unambiguous r a t i n g s  o n . t h e  g e n e r a l  f a c t o r s .  

Members o f  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Behaviora l  Sc ience  w i l l  con t inue  t o  c o n s u l t  

w i th  t h e  Open Space Board of T r u s t e e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  community 

p r o j e c t s  . 
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Appendix 1 

General and Specfic Factors 

Specific Factors More Detai led Factors 

General Factor: AESTHETICS (~atural features that are pleasing to the 
senses) 

1. Slopes over 50 feet 
2. Water (lakes and streams) 
3. Trees/forest/vegetation 
4. Rock formations 
5. Scenic vistas 
6. General uniqueness 
7. Visibi 1 i ty (e.g., ~ackdro~) 

General Factor: COST (Appraised market val ue) 

1 .  Cost with respect to past ' a) out of scope of budget 
Gresnbel t (GB) purchases b) reasonable with regard to staff 

and committee knowledge of 
current market conditions 

c) in line with KAI appraisal 

2. Purchase price include other a) development rights 
than cash considerations b) tax break for gift 

c) zoning adjustments of adjacent 
holdings 

d) terms of purchase 
e) purchase opt ions 

3. Maintenance costs (~econ- a) trash removal 
struction and initial b) fire 

. maintenance costs included) c)  required staffing 
d) GB rules enforcement 
e) facility removal 
f) envi ronmenta 1 reconstruct ion 

General Factor: A V A l  L A B 1  L I T Y  (~egree of resistance to acqu,i s i t ion) 
a 

1. Seller willing to sell 'a) condemna t ion requ i red 
e b) unwilling 

c )  wi 1 1  ing 
d) anxious 



Append i x 1 (Cont i nued) 

General and Specific Factors 

Speci f i c Factors More Detai led Factors 

General Factor: LOCATION (~eograph ical pos i t ion in regard to contiguity 
to other Open Space and relevance to urban shaping) 

1. Contiguous with existing or 
proposed holdings 

2. Designated Greenbelt (GB) on a) on circumferential loop 
Boulder Comprehensive Plan b) defines urban areas 
(BC~') c) defines sub-commun i t i es 

3. Location with regard to 
existing development 

4. Entranceway to city 

5. Accessibility 

6. Envi ronmental corridor 

7. Provides line of definition 
Boulder Valley 

General Factor : NEED FOR IMMED l ATE ACT l ON (Imni nence of permanent 
unavai 1 ab i 1 i ty) 

I .  Imminence of development a) plotted 
b) zoning 
c) current 1 y under development 
d) proposed development 
e) 1 og i ca 1 next deve 1 opmen t 

General Factor: USE POTENTIAL (Abi 1 i ty of the land to be used for 
recreational purposes) 

8 .  Recreational use a) water (lakes, streams, boating, 
fishing, picnicking, ice. skating) 

b) trails (bicycl ing, hiking, horse 
a riding) 

c) rock cl imbi ng 
d) flora and fauna observation 
e) non-structural recreation 

2. Co-ordination with other a) flood control 
programs b) storm damage 

c) parks system 
d) land use pol icies 
e) .land management plans 

'. 



Appendix 1 (continued) 

General and S p e c i f i c  Factors 

S p e c i f i c  Factors More D e t a i l e d  Factors  

General Factor:  PROTECTION AND PRESERVATION OF THE UNIQUE FEATURES OF 
THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

1. Types o f  n a t u r a l  environment a) mountain 
b) t r e e s  
C) mesa 
d) l a k e  
e) stream 
f)  meadow 
g) vege ta t i on  

2. W i l d l i f e  environment a) l a r g e  animals 
b) small  animals 
c) b i r d s  . 

d) f i s h  

3. Present environmental d) s t a t e  o f  d i s r u p t  ion  o r  n a t u r a l -  
c o n d i t i o n  ness 

b) recons t ruc tab le  
c )  roads 
d) e x i s t i n g  w i l d l i f e  popu la t i on  
e) b e e t l e  problem 

4 ,  S p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a) dra inage area 
env i ronmen t 



Overall Judgments and   at ings on General . 
Factors f o r  each Board Member 

General Factors 

Board Overa 1 1 Need f o r  Use Protect  ion of  
Land Category Member Judgment Aesthet ics Cost Location Act ion Potent ia l  the Environment A v a i l a b i l i t y  

C D 17 10 Soutll Boulder Creek from 
Eldorado Canyon t o  R J 17 10 
Highway 93 J G 17 7 

.CM 15 8 
, CMcC 19 10 

South Boulder Creek from C D 
Highway 93 t o  Boulder- RJ 
Denver  turnp pi ke J G 

C M 
CMcC 

south Boulder Creek from C D 
Turnpike t o  junc t ion  w i t h  R J  
Boulder Creek J G 

C M 
CMcC 

Davidson Mesa South of 
I 
I Turnp i ke 

CD 
RJ 
JG. . 

CM 
CMcC 

I Davidson Mesa East o f  C D 13 7 
1 Turnpike RJ 

J G 20 8 
I 

CM 8 6 
CMcC 14 9 



Overall Judgments and Ratings on General 

1 Factors for each Board Member 

---.cL- 

\ , I  

General Factors 

Board Overall Need for Use Protection of 
I Land Category Member Judgment' Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potential the Environment Availability 

Baseline Reservoir C D 12 8 
RJ 17 10 
J G 18 5 
CM - 16 8 

CMcC 16 7 

Mountain Backdrop 

Hayden Lake Area , 

CD 
RJ 
J G 
CM 

CMcC 

CD 
RJ 
J G 
C M 

CMcC 

1 Boulder Creek from 30th C D 12 7 ' 5 .  6 : 6 7 8 5 
Street to 55th Street KJ ' 6 6 9 6 2 3 2 2 

J G 15 7 4 1 0  5 8 1 0  5 
CM 10 8 5 5 5 5 8 3 

CMcC 15 9 .  5 9 5 5 9 5 
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Overal l  Judgments and Ratings on General 

Factors f o r  each Board Member 

Genera 1 Factors 

Board Overal l  . Need f o r  Use Protect ion of 
Member Judgment Aesthetics Cost Location Act ion Po ten t ia l  the Environment A v a i l a b i l i t y  Land Category 

Valmont Reservoir Area C D 
R J 
J G 
CM ' 

CMcC 

Valmont L ink  (from Valmont CD 
Road to  Boulder creek) RJ 

J G 
CM 

CMcC 

Marshall Mesa ( inc lud ing  C D 
Marshal 1 ~ a k e )  R J 

J G 
C M 

CMcC 

Boulder Creek 55th St reet  CD 
t o  75th St reet  RJ 

J G 
C M 

CMcC 



Appendix 2 @ nt I nued) 

Overall Judgments and Ratings on General 

Factors for each Board Member 

General Factors 

Board Overall - Need for Use Protection of 
Land Category Member Judgment Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potentlal the Environment Availability 

Link between Boulder 6  6  8 6  6  5 5' CD 13 
Reservoir and Sawhill 8 4 8 8 5 5 1 3 R J 
Ponds area, including 6  5 9 4 4 5 5 J G 13 
Twin Lakes CM ' 8 5 5 7 3 4 7 3 

CMcC 12 9 8 8 5 3 6 3 

Six Mile Reservoir CD 9 7 8 6 6  4 
buffer zone along northern RJ 8 4 10 8 , 3  6 
side of Longmont Diagonal JG  12 4 7 3 ' 7 2 

10 7 9 . 7  3 C M 4 
CMcC 15 9 10 9 3 3. 

Six Mile Reservoir CD 1 1  7 6 . 6  5 4 
buffer zone along southern RJ 7 4 10 8 3 2 
sideofLongrnontDiagona1 J G  12 4 6 7 3 2 

CM 6 5 9 , 6  3 3 
CMcC 15 9 10 9 3 3 
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Append i x 2 (con t i nued) 
3 
s 

Overal l  Judgments and Ratings on General 

Factors f o r  each Board Member 

- - -  - 

I Genera 1 Factors 1 
I 

Land Category 
Board Overal l  Need f o r  Use Protect ion o f  
Member Judgment Aesthetics Cost Location Act ion Po ten t ia l  the Environment A v a i l a b i l i t y  

In te rsec t ion  o f  Four 
M i l e  Creek and Longmont 
D i agona 1 

CD 10 5 
R J 16 7 
J G 15 6 
CM - 10 7 

CMcC 1 1  8 

Bear Mountain L ink  C D 12 7 4 8 4 5 5 2 
R J 10 5 8 10 5 5 4 5 
J G 10 8 4 7 2 6 6 

% 5 
C M 8 5 5 6 3 3 7 3 

CMcC 12 8 5 8 3 8 7 3 

Bear Canyon Creek . C D 
(dens i t y  t rans fe r )  R J 

J G 
C M 

CMcC 

Boulder Creek from 75th C D 
East RJ 

J G 
CM 

CMcC 



Append i x  2 (con t i nued) 

ove ra l l  Judgments and Ratings on General 

Factors f o r  each Board Member 

i 

General Factors 

Land Category 
Board Overal l  . Need f o r  Use Protect ion . 

Member Judgment Aesthet ics Cost Location Act ion Po ten t ia l  the Environment A v a i l a b i l i t y  

Whi t e  Rock D i  t ch  (densi t y  CD 
t rans fe r )  RJ 

J G 
CM ' 

I CMcC 

Farmer's Ditch, inc lud ing CD 
the environmental co r r i do r  RJ 
t o  Six M i l e  Reservoir on JG 
the East and the C M 
3nvironrnental co r r i do r  t o  .CMcC 
Mesa Reservoir t o  the 
WesJ ' 

Four M i l e  Creek to  C D 
D i agonal (dens i t y  RJ 
t rans fe r ) ,  JG 

C M 
CMcC 

1 Four M i l e  Creek from CD 3 
Diagonal East RJ 10 

J G 13 
C M 4 

CMcC ' 8 



Overall Judgments and Ratings on General 

Factors for each Board Member 

General Factors 

Board Overall Need for Use Protection o f  

.and Category Member Judgment Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potential the Environment Availability 

lesa Reservoir Area 4 5 3 6 3 6 CD 6 4 
7 5 7 5 .  10 R J 14 7 ' 2  

J G 5 G 5 5 5 5 10 7 
CM - 8 6 3 6 3 6 6 3 

CMcC 6 5 4 2 5 7 3 10 

1 5, .4 5 2 5 CD 2 3 
7 8 5 5 ' 4 5 RJ 10 5 

8 2 9 2 6 7 5 J G 10 
4 2 6 3 3 6 3 c M 6 

CMcC 6 1 ' 2  5 2 8 7 .  I 
I 
South Boulder Canyon 1 4 2 3 2 5 CD 3 3 - - - 8 - - - R J - D i  tch (densi ty 
transfer) 6 2 7 2 4 5 5 JG 1 1  

4 2 4 3 3 6 3 CM 6 
1 .  6 :  1 2 5 2 CMcC 3 7 

1 Viele Lake Outfall 2 3 5 ; 2 6 CD 
(density iransfer) R J 7 " 5 9 9 2 3 

JG 8 4 2 9 2 8 
c M . 6 6 3 6 3 3 

CtkC 6 4 1 4 2 1 



Appendix 2 m t i n u e d )  

Overall Judgments and Ratings o n  General 

Factors for each Board Member 
I . i 

I Genera 1 Factors 
1 

Boa rd Ove ra 1 1 Need for Use Protection o f  
Land Category Member Judgment Aesthetics Cost Location Action Potential the Environment Availability 

We1 lman Canal (density CD 3 3 1 5 2 6 2 - - - - - - 5 
transfer) RJ 8 - 

J G 9 5 ' 2 9 2 8 6 5 
c M 8 . 4 3 6 3 8 4 3 

CMcC _ 7 8 1 5 1 1 5 2 

-., 
White Rocks Natural Area CD 12 7 4 5 4 4 8 5 

RJ 7 8 8 1 1 1 10 2 
J G 14 10 2 3 3 8 ' 10 5 
C M 8 8 8 4 3 4 8 

CMcC 
3 

10 8 5- 8 2 2 6 1 


