CITYOFBOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEES AGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE Review of the 2014 Open Space and Mountain Parks Department
Budget and recommend approval of the 2014 Open Space and Mountain Parks Department
Capital Improvement Program Budget and a portion of the Lottery Fund Capital
Improvement Program Budget.

PRESENTERS
Michael D. Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
Michael Orosel, Financial Services Manager, Central Services

PURPOSE
This is a request for the Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) to:

Review the recommended 2014 Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) Department Budget;
and,

Review, approve and recommend that the Planning Board approve the Open Space and Mountain
Parks Department’s 2014 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) budget of $7,010,000 and make a
recommendation concerning allocation of a portion of the city’s Lottery Fund Capital
Improvement Program Budget in the amount of $343,000 in 2014.
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2014 BUDGET OVERVIEW
(Prepared 6/21/2013)

Proposed 2014

SOURCES OF FUNDS Budget %
Net Sales Tax Income: $26,295,672 91.59%
Investment Income: $325,000 1.13%
Lease & Misc. Income: $485,909 1.69%
Subtotal - OS Fund Sources of Funds: $27,106,581 94.42%
General Fund Appropriation for OSMP: $1,103,480 3.84%
General Fund Appropriation for RE Svcs: $156,062 0.54%
Lottery Fund CIP Appropriation for OSMP: $343,000 1.19%
Subtotal - Non-OS Fund Sources of Funds: $1,602,542 5.58%
Total Sources of OSMP Funds: $28,709,123 100.00%
USES OF FUNDS
Personnel Expenditures: $9,250,308 33.15%
Non-Personnel Expenditures: $3,471,054 12.44%
Subtotal - Management Budget: $12,721,362 45.59%
Cost Allocation Transfer to General Fund: $1,108,400 3.97%
Subtotal Operating Expenditures: $13,829,762 49.56%
Open Space Fund CIP: $7,010,000 25.12%
Lottery Fund CIP: $343,000 1.23%
Debt Service Payments: $6,722,082 24.09%
Subtotal CIP & Debt Pmt Expenditures: $14,075,082 50.44%
Total OSMP Uses of Funds (1) $27,904,844 100.00%
(1) Includes Transfer to the Fire Dept Budget of : $84,854

Includes GF Funding for RE Services of: $156,602
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this agenda item is for the OSBT to review the department’s recommended
budget as it relates to open space matters and operations and to review the 2014 CIP budget and
make recommendations.

Most recently, the Budget Office projected 2013 sales tax revenue to increase 2.27 percent from
2012 actual sales tax revenue and future years' revenue to increase in the range of 3.50 percent in
2014 to 3.20 percent in 2019. The total combined revenue from sales and use tax collected by
the city makes up approximately 92 percent of the department’s revenue. The Open Space (OS)
Fund sales tax base of 0.88 percent is made up of three components: 0.33 percent that will sunset
at the end of 2018; 0.15 percent that will sunset at the end of 2019; and 0.40 percent that has no
sunset and is projected to provide the base for ongoing expenditures in 2020 and thereafter. The
2013 sales tax revenue is currently projected to be $25,406,420, an increase of $563,257 over
actual 2012 sales tax revenue. Through April 2013, sales tax revenues for the year to date are
4.92 percent above 2012 actual revenue year to date.

The proposed 2014 budget reflects OSBT goals of maintaining both stewardship of present open
space lands and preserving additional acres, within the financial sustainability of the Open Space
Fund; the attached Open Space Fund Financial for 2012-2019 reflects the funding that supports
it. The attached Fund Financial models staff recommended expenditures for 2014 and thereafter
which have not yet been approved by either the city manager or the City Council.

The proposed 2014 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) budget for the Open Space and Mountain
Parks Department increases funds for the Real Estate Acquisition CIP to $5,400,000, with the
Mineral Rights and Water Rights CIPs remaining at $100,000 and $200,000 respectively. The
Visitor Infrastructure CIP for 2013 is $1,310,000 and will continue an aggressive implementation
of the West Trail Study Area (TSA) Plan and to fund three projects not associated with the West
TSA Plan (South Boulder Creek Instream Flow Project, the North TSA and Visitor Infrastructure
system wide). These uses of funds will be sustainable under the current Budget Office revenue
projections. The Lottery Fund CIP funding for capital projects within the mountain backdrop
remains at $343,000 in 2014. Lottery funding allocated to OSMP is projected increase to
$355,300 from 2015 through 2019.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends and requests that the Open Space Board of Trustees make the following
motion:

Approve, and recommend that Planning Board approve an appropriation of $7,010,000 in
2014 from the Open Space Fund CIP as outlined in this memorandum and related
attachments; and recommend that $343,000 be appropriated from the city's Lottery Fund
CIP in 2014 as outlined in this memorandum and related attachments.
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COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

e Environmental: Open Space and Mountain Parks is a significant community-based
program that preserves open space land contributing to the environmental sustainability
goal of the City Council.

e Economic: The Open Space and Mountain Parks program contributes to council’s
economic sustainability goal, because it provides the physical context for the diverse and
vibrant economic system that supports services for residents. The land system and the
quality of life it represents attract visitors and help businesses to recruit and retain quality
employees.

e Social: The Open Space land system is accessible to all members of the community and
therefore helps support council’s community sustainability goal because all residents
“who live in Boulder can feel a part of and thrive in” this aspect of their community.

OTHER IMPACTS
e Fiscal: Sufficient funds are available in the Open Space Fund to cover the proposed 2014
Operating and Capital Improvement Program budgets as summarized in the attached
Open Space Fund Financial 2012-2019 (Attachment A).
e Staff Time: The budget is the financial representation of the departmental work plan.
Preparation and management of the budget are part of the normal work plan.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK

This item is being heard at this public meeting advertised in the Daily Camera on July 7, 2013.
On July 25, 2013 the City Planning Board is scheduled to review the 2014-2019 CIP as
recommended by staff. On August 13, 2013 the City Council will hold its CIP study session.
With regards to the 2014 operating budget, City Council study sessions are scheduled on Sept.
10 and Sept. 24. First and second readings of the 2013 Budget ordinances are scheduled for Oct.
1 and Oct. 15 respectively.

ANALYSIS

Services and Operating Expenditures

Background

The department has based its 2014 budget on revenue projections for 2013 and future years. The
2014 budget for OSMP has been prepared recognizing that both the Board and council desire an
expedited implementation of the West TSA Plan, implementation of an enhanced Voice and
Sight Tag Program and implementation of the recently-approved update to the Real Estate
Acquisition Plan. Increases are proposed in standard staff (four-year fixed term), seasonal
funding and nonpersonnel expenses. In addition, council is in the process of determining what
new revenue measures it wants to include on the 2013 ballot, including any extension of taxes
dedicated to fund the Open Space Fund.

2014 Request

Funds totaling $163,000 are requested to implement the enhanced Voice and Sight (dog) Tag
Program in 2014. The Voice and Sight Tag Program was originally provided for in the Visitor
Master Plan (VMP) that was approved by council in April 2005. The program was originally
developed as a pilot program and after six years, changes are needed. OSMP was instructed to
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recommend an enhanced Voice and Sight Tag Program which OSMP has presented to council.
The entire enhanced program was not approved by council; however it is anticipated that a
revised program will be approved in 2013 and these funds represent the maximum required for
continuing the program in 2014.

A total of $61,658 is requested to add mobile data centers (computers) to six ranger vehicles that
do not have them. Included are the cost of the computers and associated hardware, mounts,
timers, power supply, antenna and installation. Funding is also included for the annual cost of
modems and maintenance and operation for the ranger radio frequency. This equipment will
increase the safety and productivity of rangers as well as assist with the implementation of new
voice and sight regulations. The enhanced computer equipment has become the standard for all
emergency response vehicles in the city and provides up to the minute information on location,
nature of calls and officer status to the dispatch center and other officers. In addition, the
computers allow rangers to complete reports and access the ranger database without necessitating
returning to the office, resulting in less travel time and increased ranger presence in the field.

Related to the above, ‘additional computer terminals’ is a request for $25,500 as an increase to
the computer replacement fund (CRF). This increase in the contribution to the CRF is necessary
due to the computers in ranger vehicles, the Resource Information Systems’ new hire and for the
servers housed at the jail - OSMPgis and OSMPmap.

Funds totaling $75,000 are requested to provide resources for Ecological Systems staff to restore
land along South Boulder Creek from Baseline Road to South Mesa Trailhead by removing non-
native trees. In addition, land along east Boulder Creek will be restored by removing nonnative
trees and pond restoration on the Culver, Hartnagel and ERTL properties.

For 2014, it is proposed that a four-year, fixed term standard position of Water Resources
Technician be authorized at an estimated cost of $66,202. OSMP has an extensive water
portfolio and this position will provide for a successor should the incumbent in the standard on-
going position retire. In addition, the expansion of Gross Reservoir and associated memoranda
of understanding will add reporting duties and require infrastructure installations by OSMP;
these additional duties are not identified in the existing job description.

Funds totaling $45,000 are requested to reinstitute the issuance of resource research grants to be
conducted to help guide management actions related to VMP, TSA plans, the Grassland
Ecosystem Management Plan and the Forest Ecosystem Management Plan (FEMP). OSMP at
one time funded this program at approximately $80,000; funds were deleted at the time of the
economic turndown.

A total of $80,000 is requested to purchase a chipper ($70,000) and a trailer ($10,000). At
present, OSMP has two chippers that are used by two FEMP crews and one Integrated Pest
Management crew. A third chipper will be purchased and will preclude the necessity to schedule
work based on the availability of a chipper; each crew will have an assigned chipper.

A 0.50 four-year, fixed term position will update and maintain the Cultural Resource
Management database, including site condition assessments and GPS locations; develop
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accession and collection system; develop archaeology best management practices; and assist
with interdepartmental review of work plans where there may be an intersection with cultural
resources. Funds totaling $30,000 are requested for this 0.50 fixed term position.

Funds totaling $21,700 are requested for the Resource Information Services group for a six-
month seasonal employee to complete fence data collection started in 2013 and to continue
mapping conservation easements and fee properties not managed by OSMP. In addition, funding
for one month of a seasonal employee is included to update the library holdings. The Resource
Information System group supports all groups at OSMP.

Over the past few years, OSMP’s seasonal trails staffing has increased significantly to address
city council directed rapid completion of the West TSA. However, over that same period, the
standard staff overseeing these activities has not increased while, as indicated above, seasonal
trails staffing has increased. This has caused capacity issues in that the standard staff plan
projects, oversee project quality and progress, supervise seasonal staff, assist with the hiring of
the trail crews and provide greater outreach. OSMP needs additional standard positions to
effectively plan and implement maintenance efforts to prevent significant repair costs in the
future. To this end, $128,741 is requested to fund two standard four-year fixed term positions.
In conjunction with the funding of two Maintenance I11/Trails Specialist standard positions,
OSMP will reduce funding for seasonal trail crew leads by $85,400, therefore the net increase to
fund the two new standard positions will be $43,341.

Requested funding of $37,000 will permit repairs to the Weiser House, Stockton and McGilvery
cabins, Viele barn and Hedgecock Milk House within the Cultural Resources Program.
Requested funds to repair the Weiser House total $12,000 and is self funding as the Weiser
House is a rental and the rent will provide the funds for the repairs. Repairs to the structures
include replacing shingles, mortar repair, carpentry and roof repair. Should these repairs not be
made, these structures will continue to deteriorate and future repairs will most likely be more
costly.

It is requested that the existing 0.75 full time equivalent (FTE) Natural Resource Specialist be
increased to a 1.00 FTE within the Integrated Pest Management group at a cost of $25,113.

Under the new “Affordable Health Care Act” regulations that take effect in 2014, it is estimated
that OSMP will employ seven to 15 seasonal employees who meet the minimum requirements
for employer-matched health benefits. It is estimated that OSMP’s share of this cost is $100,000.
The city has not decided how to approach this new requirement and these funds are included as a
place holder for when the costs are determined.

Changes in Staffing Levels

For 2014, staff is recommending a total of 94.35 FTEs. This includes continuation of 88.5
standard on-going FTEs, two existing standard fixed-term FTEs, the additional 3.75 standard
fixed term FTEs described above and 0.1 FTE of a Conservation Coordinator position funded in
the City Manager’s Office. Staff will continue to utilize available funding for seasonal and
temporary workers in order to address other service needs across the department.
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General Fund Transfer

For 2014, the General Fund transfer for Mountain Parks is modeled at $1,103,480, up from the
$1,072,174 approved for 2013. As a point of reference, the transfer was $1,241,722 in 2001, and
was reduced to a low of $921,381 in 2010.

Review of the Open Space Board Contingency Reserve Policy

Approximately 92 percent of the OS Fund revenue is generated by sales tax and the program is
limited in its ability to raise additional revenue from other tax levies or fees. Because of this
situation, the OSBT has recommended that a substantial contingency reserve be maintained.
Each year the OSBT, during the budget process, reviews the reserve amount taking into
consideration national, regional and local economic conditions, debt service needs, proposed
purchases, the program’s projected management costs and projected sales tax revenue growth
rates.

Each year the actual level of debt service may vary due to payoff of old notes and bonds and
issuance of new notes and bonds. Total debt service in 2014 is projected to be $6,722,082.

The staff recommends a contingency reserve in the amount of $6,435,000 for 2014. This
includes $3,500,000 contingency and open space revenue bond reserves, $45,000 for the 27" pay
period reserve, a $490,000 reserve to fulfill TABOR requirements for accrued benefits and a
$400,000 reserve for potential property and casualty liability. Additionally, staff will continue
funding a reserve for the South Boulder Creek Instream Flow project ($1,750,000) and institute
new reserves for vehicle acquisition ($150,000) and facility repair and replacement ($100,000).

Cost Allocation

Cost allocation for OSMP in 2014 is $1,108,400. This is an increase of 3.9 percent from the
$1,066,954 for 2013. The cost allocation model is intended to reflect the department’s utilization
of services from other city departments that it does not pay for directly and is based on a rolling
average of the three previous years.

Capital Improvement Plan

For 2014, the CIP for the Open Space Fund is recommended to include $5,400,000 for land
acquisition, $200,000 for water rights acquisition, $100,000 for mineral rights acquisition and
$1,310,000 for visitor infrastructure (Attachment B). Additionally, the department recommends
appropriation of its share of the Lottery Fund in the amount of $343,000 in 2013 (Attachment C).
Land acquisition capital has, in accordance with the approved update to the Real Estate
Acquisition Plan, been increased by $2,000,000 from previous years; water and mineral rights
capital remain constant.

Within the Real Estate Acquisition program, properties acquired since 2000, including lands in
Jefferson County, have been purchased under the guidance of the Accelerated Acquisition
Program and the Acquisition and Management Plan 2000 - 2006 as it has been extended through
2011. Staff anticipates acquiring an additional 8,731 acres under the Acquisitions Update 2013-
2019 subject to availability of funds.
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Under this plan, additional open space will be acquired within the following acquisition areas:
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Planning Area, Mountain Parks, Table Mountain and Jefferson
County Partnerships, as approved by the OSBT and City Council.

The Water Rights Acquisition program provides funding to purchase additional water rights from
private owners or others for use on Open Space for agricultural and environmental purposes, as
water becomes available in the Coal Creek, South Boulder, Boulder and Lefthand Creek
watersheds. Funds will also be used for professional, legal and engineering fees, related analysis
and other costs as may be necessary to manage and protect the water rights portfolio. OSMP
staff will continue to work with other city departments to assist in enhancing instream flow
where possible.

The Minerals Rights Acquisition program provides funding to purchase underlying mineral
interests from private owners, as they become available on the real estate market. Many of these
interests in minerals, gas, oil and aggregates were severed from the properties before purchase by
the city and could cause future management issues. Funds are also used for research, mapping
and analysis of potential acquisitions.

The Visitor Infrastructure program provides funding for capital maintenance of existing trails
and trailheads; construction of new trails and trailheads and other facilities that improve the
visitor experience, such as safe road crossings; and to restore areas where visitor impacts are
high. For 2014, it is recommended that the Visitor Infrastructure CIP be allocated $1,310,000.
This allocation will fund expenditures in the West TSA at the level of $710,000 and includes
funding for the following large (>$50,000) projects: Reroute Flagstaff Trail ($120,000); reroute
Green Mountain West Ridge ($60,000); reroute Saddle Rock Trail ($65,000); and reroute Ute
and Range View Trails ($65,000). Projects in the balance of the system are funded at a total of
$500,000. In addition, $100,000 is recommended to continue improvements to South Boulder
Creek in anticipation of the expansion of Gross Reservoir.

Lottery Fund Allocation

The Historic Structures and Trails Stabilization and Restoration program within the mountain
backdrop uses lottery funds to identify, analyze, stabilize and rehabilitate significant historic
structures and trails and protect other sites and artifacts identified in cultural resource
inventories. These funds will be utilized to supplement the Visitor Infrastructure CIP to
implement the West TSA Plan.

OSMP’s appropriation from the Lottery Fund continues at the 2013 level of $343,000 in 2014.

It is expected that funding will be $355,300 per year from 2015 through 2019. Lottery Fund
revenues are evaluated and projected each year and appropriations are adjusted based on an
analysis of revenues and maintaining sufficient reserves in order to offset any short-term funding
shortfall.

Relationship of CIP to Operating Budget

The Open Space and Mountain Parks Visitor Master Plan was adopted in April 2005 and outlines
a significant capital expenditure plan in order to address identified needs within the six-year CIP
schedule. This, together with the Open Space Long-Range Management Policies adopted in
1995, sets the management direction for the OSMP Department. These policy level plans, along
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with area and resource management plans, provide the framework to prioritize and budget
specific resource management actions. In an effort to better support implementation of these
plans, the department developed a Strategic Operating Plan including eight Legacy Programs and
eight Organizational Dynamics Issues as well as a Project Management Model. In April 2008,
the department initiated a related reorganization plan.

Submitted by:

M. Gt by gl

Michael D. Patton,Dﬁrector

Dok (P

Michael Orosel, Financial Services Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
A.  Open Space Fund Financial 2012 through 2019
B.  Summaries of Open Space Fund 2014-19 Capital Improvements Program {(CIP)
C.  Summary of Lottery Fund 2014-19 Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
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CITY OF BOULDER
2012-2019 PROPOSED BUDGET

OPEN SPACE and MOUNTAIN PARKS FUND
ATTACHMENT A

OPEN SPACE AND MOUNTAIN PARKS

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Actual Revised Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Beginning Fund Balance $ 13,219,306 $ 18,917,725 $ 13,034,089 $ 13,838,368 $ 17,065,052 $ 18,952,565 $ 24,041,878 $ 29,761,845
Sources of Funds
Net Sales Tax Revenue $ 24,843,163 $ 25,406,420 $ 26,295,672 $ 27,176,894 $ 28,088,010 $ 29,000,132 $ 29,928,588 $ 30,887,634
Investment Income 324,723 325,000 325,000 325,000 325,000 325,000 325,000 325,000
Lease and Miscellaneous Revenue 733,655 485,909 485,909 485,909 485,909 325,000 325,000 325,000
Sale of Property 893,731 - - - - - - -
Funds from CDOT for Granite acquisition 1,300,000
General Fund Transfer 1025753 1,072,174 1,103,480 1,114,515 1,125,660 1,136,917 1,148,286 1,159,769
Grants 222,983 25,500 - - - - - -
Total Sources of Funds $ 28,044,008 $ 28,615,003 $ 28,210,061 $ 29,102,318 $ 30,024,579 $ 30,787,049 $ 31,726,874 $ 32,697,403
Uses of Funds
General Operating Expenditures $ 10,061,560 $ 11,930,231 $ 11,785,916 $ 12,959,859 $ 13,228,951 $ 13,625,820 $ 14,034,594 $ 14,455,632
Increase to 2013 base $779,384
Operating Supplemental and Carryover 260,087
Voice & Sight Tag Program Enhancements 94,000
Vehicle Acqusition - - - - 300,000 - - -
Administrative Transfer 1,070,853 1,066,954 1,108,400 1,163,820 1,222,011 1,283,112 1,347,267 1,414,630
Capital-Real Estate Acquisition CIP 1,599,195 3,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000
Capital-Real Estate Acquisition Carryover 5,571,422 - - - - -
Capital-Water Rights Acquisition CIP 21,761 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
Capital-Water Acquisition Carryover - 187,817 - - - - - -
Capital-South Boulder Creek Instream Flow - 100,000 100,000 150,000 2,000,000 - - -
Capital-So Bldr Crk Instream Flow Carryover - 50,000 - - - - - -
Capital-North TSA - 50,000 50,000 50,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 50,000
Capital-Reroute Flagstaff Trail - - 120,000 - - - - -
Capital-Reroute Green Mtn. West Ridge - - 60,000 - - - - -
Capital-Reroute Saddle Rock Trail - - 65,000 - - - - -
Capital- Reroute Ute and Range View Trails - - 65,000 - - - - -
Capital-West TSA 169,486 450,000 500,000 550,000 550,000 450,000 600,000 50,000
Capital-East TSA - - - - - 50,000 50,000 200,000
Capital-Mineral Rights Acquisition - 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Capital-Mineral Acquisition Carryover - 261,184 - - - - - -
Capital-Visitor Infrastructure CIP 826,114 400,000 350,000 300,000 250,000 200,000 200,000 500,000
Capital-VI CIP Carryover - 803,712 - - - - - -
Capital-Highway 93 Underpass - 1,000,000 - - - - - -
Debt Service - BMPA 1,734,407 1,597,457 1,500,969 1,110,243 996,341 395,842 169,282 69,366
Debt Service - Bonds & Notes 6,862,213 7,069,775 5,221,113 3,797,712 3,789,762 3,792,962 3,805,763 2,025,231
Total Uses of Funds $ 22,345,589 $ 34,498,639 $ 27,405,782 $ 25,875,635 $ 28,137,066 $ 25,697,736  $ 26,006,907 $ 24,464,860
Ending Fund Balance Before Reserves $ 18,917,725 $ 13,034,089 $ 13,838,368 $ 17,065,052 $ 18,952,565 $ 24,041,878 $ 29,761,845 $ 37,994,388
Reserves
OSBT Contingency Reserve $ 5,475,000 $ 5,475,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 2,400,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 1,100,000
Pay Period 27 Reserve 287,270 - 45,000 95,000 145,000 195,000 - -
Sick/Vacation/Bonus Reserve 490,000 490,000 490,000 490,000 490,000 490,000 490,000 490,000
Property and Casualty Reserve 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
South Boulder Creek Flow Reserve 1,150,000 1,450,000 1,750,000 2,000,000 - - - -
Vehicle Acquisition Reserve - - 150,000 300,000
Facility Maintenance Reserve - - 100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000 600,000
Total Reserves $ 7,802,270 $ 7,815,000 $ 6,435,000 $ 5,985,000 $ 3,735,000 $ 3,485,000 $ 3,390,000 $ 2,590,000
Ending Fund Balance After Reserves $ 11,115,455 $ 5,219,089 $ 7,403,368 $ 11,080,052 $ 15,217,565 $ 20,556,878  $ 26,371,845 $ 35,404,388
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ATTACHMEN IB

2014-2019 Capital Improvements Program

Open Space Fund 19-Jun-13
Est Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 6-year Prev Alloe | Unfunded
Cost Recommended Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Total Funding Amount

Capital Enhancement

OSMP North Trail Study Area (NTSA) 50,000 50,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 50,000 550,000 50,000 0

OSMP West Trarl Study Area (WTSA) 530,000 550,000 550,000 450,000 600,000 50,000 2,700,000 850,000 0

Visitor Infrastructure - System Wide 350,000 300,000 250,000 200,000 200,000 500,000 1,800,000 400,000 0

OS5MP East Trail Study Arza (ETSA) a 1] 1] 50,000 50,000 200,000 300,000 0 0
Project Type Total: 900,000 900,000 900,000 900,000 950,000 800,000 5,350,000 1,400,000 0
Capital Maintenance

OSMP ReRoute Flagstaft Trail bt Crown Ro 120,000 0 0 0 0 D 120,000 of 0

OSMP ReRoute Green Mountain West Ridg 60,000 o 0 0 0 0 §0,000 o 0

CESMP ReRouts Saddle Rock Trail 65,000 0 0 a ] 0 85,000 0 0

(SMP ReRoute Ute and Range View Trails 65,000 0 0 ¢ 0 h} 85.000 0 ]
Project Type Total; 310,000 0 0 0 0 0 310,000 1] 0
Land and Asset Acquisition

Mineral Rights Acquisition 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 00,000 0 0

(5MP Real Hatats Acquisition Program 5,400,000 §,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 32,400,000 0 0

Water Rights Acquisition 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 1,200,000 i 0
Project Type Total: 5,700,000 5,700,000 5,700,000 5,700,000 5,700,000 5,700,000 34,200,000 0 0
New Capital Project

South Boulder Creek Instream Flow 2,400,000 100,000 150,000 2,000,000 0 0 a 2,250,000 150,000 0
Project Type Total: 2,400,000 100,000 150,000 2,000,000 0 0 0 2,250,000 150,000 0

Page 1 of 2
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2014-2019 Capital Improvements Program

Open Space Fund 19-Jun-13
Est Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 6-year Prev Alloc Unfunded
Cost Recommended Projected FProjecied Projected Projected Projected Total Funding Amount
Funding Source Total: - 2,400,000 7,010,000 6,750,000 8,600,000 6,600,000 6,650,000 6,500,000 42,110,000 1,550,000 0
Grand Total for all Funding Soure 2,400,000 7,010,000 6,750,000 8,600,000 6,600,000 6.650,000 8,500,000 42,110,000 1,550,000 0
Page 2 of 2
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ATTACHMENT C

2014-2019 Capital Improvements Program

Lottery Fund 19-Jun-13
Est Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 6-year Prev Alloc | Unfunded
Cost Recommended Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Total Funding Amount
Capital Enhancement
OSMP - Historieal Stevotures & Trails - 3ta 343,000 365,300 355,300 355300 355,300 355,300 2,118,500 343,000 0
Project Type Total: 343,000 355,300 355,300 355,300 355,300 355,300 2,118,500 343,000 0
Funding Source Total: 343,000 355,300 355,300 355,300 355,300 355,300 2,119,500 343,000 0
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CITY OF BOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEESAGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to approve the purchase of the ERTL
property consisting of 685 acres of land, the oil and gas mineral estate and water rights
located at 8323 Valmont Road, Boulder, CO from ERTL, Inc. for $7,500,000 for Open
Space and Mountain Parks purposes.

PRESENTER/S

Michael Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
James Schmidt, Property Agent

Heather Swanson, Wildlife Ecologist

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The ERTL, Inc. (Energy Resource Technology Land) property is a large holding in eastern
Boulder County on which the city acquired conservation easements/developments rights in
1982 and 1984. These agreements essentially stripped the land of its former development
potential and sought to preserve and protect the natural resources found on the property, but
did not prohibit the drilling of new oil and gas wells. The ERTL property borders four other
Open Space lands and its acquisition would give the city fee ownership of the entire two and
a half mile reach of Boulder Creek between 75" Street and 95™ Street, forming a land
assemblage of over 2,700 contiguous acres. Unfortunately, these old conservation
easement/development rights agreements were drafted at what was the “dawn” of the
conservation easement era and the language employed in these early documents leave much
to be desired when viewed from a 2013 perspective; e.g. the agreements do not directly
acknowledge the existence of the extensive water rights appurtenant to the property, much
less specify if the water is forever tied to the land or if it could be sold off separate from the
ground. Compounding matters, during the years immediately succeeding these agreements,
a number of informal “side-agreements” (for lack of a better phrase) were entered into
between the City Open Space Department and ERTL representatives which modified,
interpreted and/or elaborated on how different issues concerning usage of the property
would be handled. Some of these side agreements were reduced to written correspondence
but many of these were simply verbal “understandings.” Beginning in 2009, Open Space and
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Mountain Parks (OSMP) staff attempted to consolidate all of these old agreements — the
conservation easements, the development rights agreement, together with the written and
verbal “side agreements” into one new all-inclusive conservation easement agreement that
would utilize a modern-era format and its attendant language so that restrictions on the
property could be readily understandable by future staff and the fee owners. This attempt
was unsuccessful; the owners subsequently listed the property for sale with a local realtor
and sold off some of the extensive water rights on the land (entering into a dry-up covenant
on some 29 acres of its irrigated fields along Valmont Road) — an action that caused the city
a great deal of consternation. Realizing that the existing agreements and arrangements vis-a-
vis the city and the fee owner were not sustainable into the future, staff had ERTL holdings
(land, water rights and oil and gas mineral estate) appraised to assist both parties in
negotiations for a possible acquisition by Open Space. The subsequent appraisal indicated
that the land value, exclusive of the water rights, is $1,113,000; the water rights are valued
at $4,693,500; and the oil and gas mineral estate (royalty interest only) at $2,164,000, for a
total valuation of $7,970,500. The negotiated purchase price, based upon this appraisal
information, is $7,500,000.

The location, topography and geology of the ERTL property create a variety of different
habitats that support an exceptionally diverse suite of wildlife and plant communities
including rare and protected species. Many of these features are shared with the adjoining
Windhover Ranch property immediately to the west. Restoration potential and ecological
value is very high in this area.

Two of the rarest species OSMP manages breed on or near the ERTL property. A pair of
bald eagles has nested just west of ERTL since 2002 and northern leopard frogs have bred
on the property for at least the last several years. Bald eagles are very sensitive to
disturbance during the nesting season and will rarely initiate nesting in an area where they
experience disturbance. The extensive riparian and wetland complexes on ERTL provide
ideal breeding, foraging and over-wintering habitat for northern leopard frogs, a species in
decline in Colorado and throughout the western U.S. Crevices on the cliff face of the White
Rocks harbor the black spleenwort fern which is one of the rarest ferns in North America,
and wet meadows provide habitat for the federally-listed Ute ladies’-tresses orchid. In
recognition of these and other significant resource values, staff is proposing the ERTL
property be managed similar to the Windhover Ranch property.

If approved, the city will be acquiring:

1) Approximately 685 acres on which it currently holds either a conservation easement or a
development rights agreement;

2) Extinguishing ERTL’s leasehold interest on the city’s 325 acres acquired back in1982;
3) All water rights used to irrigated the land being acquired in this transaction; and

4) All the oil and gas mineral estate owned by ERTL except for the royalty interest in the
five currently producing wells on the property (which ERTL will continue to own).
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Open Space Board of Trustees approve a motion
recommending that the Boulder City Council approve the purchase of 685 acres of land,
the oil and gas mineral estate and water rights located at 8323 VValmont Road, Boulder,
CO from ERTL, Inc. for $7,500,000 for Open Space and Mountain Parks purposes.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTSAND IMPACTS

o Environmental: Open Space and Mountain Parks is a significant community-
supported program that is recognized worldwide as a leader in preservation of open
space lands contributing to the environmental sustainability goal of the City Council.
The department's land acquisition, land and resource management and visitor service
programs help preserve and protect the Open Space values of the surrounding
publicly-owned lands.

e Economic: Open Space and Mountain Parks contributes to the economic vitality goal
of the city as it provides the context for the diverse and vibrant economic system that
sustains services for residents. The land system and the quality of life it represents
attract visitors and help businesses to recruit and retain quality employees.

e Social: Because Open Space and Mountain Parks lands, facilities and programs are
equally accessible to all members of the community, they help to support the city's
community sustainability goal because all residents "who live in Boulder can feel a
part of and thrive in" this aspect of their community.

OTHER IMPACTS

e Fiscal: the purchase price for the ERTL property being acquired is $7,500,000
payable as follows: $2,500,000 at closing (scheduled for Oct. 31, 2013), the balance
of $5,000,000 is payable over 10 years at 3.25% interest with yearly payments of
$593,655.37. There are sufficient monies in the Open Space Fund for this
acquisition; a Cash Flow Projection is included as Attachment C.

e Staff time — This acquisition is part of the normal work plan for the OSMP real estate
property agents.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS
This item is being heard as part of this public meeting advertised in the Daily Camera on
July 7, 2013.

ANALYSIS

The ERTL property is a large holding in eastern Boulder County along Boulder Creek
bordered roughly by Valmont Road on the south, the Boulder Valley Farm Open Space on
the east, Heatherwood subdivision on the north and the Weiser (Windhover Ranch) Open
Space property on the west. In the early 1980s, the OSMP Department acquired interests in
this property to preserve its unique ecological habitats and the rare species of flora and fauna
found thereon. A series of acquisitions resulted in Open Space acquiring a conservation
easement on the northerly 195.5 acres (which included the White Rocks area) in 1982 along
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with a fee purchase of 325 acres (which fee land was leased back to the Ertls for the life of
Mrs. Ertl plus 20 years); another conservation easement was acquired in 1984 on the 230
acres in the lakes area; and also in 1984 a “Development Rights Agreement” was placed on
the 221 acres lying south of the railroad right-of-way. The total purchase price for the three
acquisitions came to $1,488,000 (in today’s dollars that would equate to $3,378,000).

These agreements reserved for ERTL the right to explore, drill and produce oil and gas on
the property; there are thirteen more potential and yet undeveloped well sites on the
property. These agreements were drafted at the dawn of the conservation easement era and
the language employed in these primitive documents leave much to be desired when viewed
from a 2013 perspective, e.g. the agreements do not acknowledge or enumerate the existence
of water rights being appurtenant to the property. During the years immediately succeeding
this series of acquisitions, a number of informal “side-agreements” (for lack of a better
phrase) were entered into between the City Open Space Department and the ERTL
representatives which modified, interpreted and/ or elaborated on how different issues that
had arisen concerning usage of the property would be handled. Some of these side
agreements were reduced to written correspondence — usually unilaterally by only one of the
parties — but many of these were simply verbal “understandings.” As the years went by and
the people who actually made and knew of all these “side agreements” were no longer
present or involved in the day to day operations of their respective organizations, the context
of the agreements began to take on an “oral history” flavor.

The Open Space Real Estate group approached the ERTL management team in 2010 to
attempt to consolidate all of the old agreements — the conservation easements, the
development rights agreement, and the written and verbal “side agreements” into one all-
encompassing conservation easement using a modern-era format that would be readily
understandable by future staff for both organizations. This consolidation attempt proved
ultimately futile as the two sides could not reach agreement on the current status on a
number of very substantive issues, each believing that the other was seeking to change the
agreements to benefit their organization and to the detriment of the other side. The ERTL
organization ultimately proposed that the city buy its interests out but for a price which the
city found to be out of line with the property’s actual market value. When the city rejected
the price demanded, the ERTL organization listed the property for sale with a local realtor
and sold off some of its extensive water rights on the land (entering into a dry-up covenant
on some 29 acres of its irrigated fields along Valmont Road). Open Space staff realized that
the existing agreements and arrangements vis-a-vis the city and the ERTL organization (or a
new purchaser) were not sustainable into the future and had ERTL holdings (land, water
rights and oil and gas mineral estate) appraised to assist both parties in negotiations for
acquisition by Open Space.

The appraisal of the property being acquired indicated that the land value, exclusive of the

water rights, is $1,113,000; the water rights are appraised at$4,693,500; and the oil and gas
mineral estate (royalty interest only) is $2,164,000, for a total valuation of $7,970,500. The
negotiated purchase price, based upon this appraisal information, is $7,500,000.
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In this transaction the city will be acquiring: 1) approximately 685 acres on which it already
holds either a conservation easement or a development rights agreement; 2) all water rights
used to irrigated the land being acquired in this transaction; 3) all the oil and gas mineral
estate owned by ERTL except for the royalty interest in the five currently producing wells
on the property (which ERTL will continue to own); and extinguishing ERTL’s leasehold
interest on the city’s 325 acres acquired back in 1982,

There is a farmstead on the property consisting of a two story home, a smaller auxiliary
home, a mobile home, an equipment shed, corrals, loafing sheds and workshop which are
occupied by the extended family of Drake and Brene Sullivan pursuant to a life estate which
ERTL had given to the Sullivans (their predecessor in title). This life estate runs for the life
of Brene Sullivan, who is in her mid-eighties.

Ecological Significance

The ERTL property contains an unusual outcropping of Fox Hills Sandstone, a unique
geologic formation known locally as the White Rocks. It is a continuation of the formation
found on the Windhover Ranch property to the west. In addition, one of the largest relatively
undeveloped remnants of the Boulder Creek floodplain sets the stage for the

extremely rich diversity of plant and animal life found there. This property is one of the last
remaining private parcels in the Boulder Creek floodplain and its acquisition will create
nearly seven miles of publicly owned and protected riparian habitat from 75™ Street to the
confluence of Boulder and Coal Creeks.

Rare Plants and Plant Communities

Sandstone cliffs: At the top of the White Rocks cliffs where soil has collected between
rocks, habitat for the forktip three-awn grass (listed by the Colorado Natural Heritage
Program as critically imperiled in Colorado) occurs along with an unusual mix of tallgrass
prairie and sand prairie plant species. Crevices on the cliff face harbor the black spleenwort
fern which is one of the rarest ferns in North America. Seeps in the White Rocks cliff face
provide habitat for moisture-loving Great Plains species including great blue lobelia and
American groundnut, as well as an uncommon liverwort (Phaeoceros laevis). Sandy soils at
the base of the cliffs support some of the farthest western occurrences in Colorado of sand
prairie species like sand sage, narrowleaf four o’clock, silky sophora, lemon scurfpea and
the plains black nightshade. Native shrub stands and a large grove of western hackberry add
to the plant diversity and provide important structure and food for birds and other wildlife
species.

Floodplain wet meadows and agricultural vegetation: The Boulder Creek floodplain portion
of the property is a mosaic of riparian forest, native wet meadow vegetation in old stream
channels, artificial lakes and fields dominated by European pasture grasses. The plains
cottonwood was historically the dominant canopy species along plains streams in the
Boulder Valley and still occurs in remnant stands along Boulder Creek. Nonnative Russian
olive and crack willow trees now occupy much of the floodplain. The Ute ladies’-tresses
orchid, a federally protected wetland species, occurs on the ERTL property in an area that
has not been gravel mined. Additional habitat for the rare orchid and other native wetland
species could be restored on the ERTL property through prescriptive cattle grazing,
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irrigation water management and nonnative tree removal. Gravel mining has created
artificial aquatic habitat in two large lakes and approximately seven smaller ponds in the
floodplain. While these are not natural features in the landscape, they provide open water
habitat with aquatic vegetation and marsh-like wetland habitat along their shorelines.

Wetland communities dominated by native species support the prairie gentian, an
uncommon species in Colorado with declining habitat across the Great Plains. The prairie
gentian habitat is concentrated in wet meadows south of the railroad tracks. The Weiser and
ERTL prairie gentian population represents the farthest western occurrence of this species in
Colorado.

Wildlife Resources

Bald eagles have nested on the adjacent Weiser property since 2002. Because the currently-
occupied eastern nest is very close to the ERTL/Windhover Ranch property line, a large
portion of the area directly surrounding the nest lies on ERTL. The eagles have experienced
nest failures twice during the last nine years, making it important to manage the property in
a way most likely to support successful nesting.

The cliffs of the White Rocks support multiple uncommon species including four rare ants,
one of which (Aphaenogaster huachucana) is considered globally imperiled; a species of
solitary bee that burrows into the soft sandstone of the rocks and feeds on prickly pear
pollen; tiny fairy shrimp and crawling water beetles both of which live in ephemeral pools in
depressions on top of the cliffs; and six-lined racerunner lizards, found locally only on the
White Rocks, that live in the saltbush at the base of the cliffs. The White Rocks cliffs on
ERTL have also provided one of the county’s only natural nesting sites for barn owls and
have been the center of recent prairie falcon activity during the nesting season. The
extensive wetland and aquatic habitat on ERTL provide ideal breeding, foraging and over-
wintering habitat for northern leopard frogs, a species in decline in Colorado and throughout
the western U.S. Boulder Creek provides habitat for uncommon species like the American
dipper and wood duck and may support extremely rare species like the northern river otter.
The artificial lakes and ponds on the property provide open water habitat for waterfowl and
shorebirds and shoreline emergent marshes for wading birds such as little blue and great
blue herons and great egrets.

The diversity of habitats on the property supports a wide variety of bird communities during
summer and winter. According to the annual Boulder Christmas Bird Count, one of the
highest species richness and total bird counts is consistently recorded on the survey route
that includes ERTL. In the summer, American bitterns, Virginia rails, marsh wrens and
yellow-headed blackbirds are some of the rare/ uncommon species that have been seen on
the property. Because of this, the Colorado Office of the National Audubon Society is in the
process of officially designating the lower Boulder Creek area, including ERTL as an
“Important Bird Area.”

The exact location and extent of prairie dogs on the property, although known to be limited

is not certain. If acquired, prairie dog colonies will be mapped and assigned a management
designation according to the criteria in the OSMP Grassland Ecosystem Management Plan.

AGENDA ITEM 6 PAGE 6



Threats and Sensitivity of Resources

Previous intensive grazing on the property has likely had a negative impact on grassland-
and shrub-nesting birds. Habitat for these species can be improved through initiating
prescriptive grazing techniques and removing nonnative species. Improving habitat
conditions, along with minimizing human disturbance, can increase bird community
diversity and lead to higher nesting success. Organisms such as the boring bees, fairy
shrimp and six-lined racerunner occupy small, restricted and fragile habitats that could be
impacted by extensive use of the area. In addition, the presence of New Zealand mudsnails
in Boulder Creek requires restricted access to the creek in an effort to avoid further spread of
the snails to other waterways.

Bald eagles can be very sensitive to disturbance during nesting. The pair nesting at Weiser
has been accustomed to an area with minimal human presence, making them more likely to
respond negatively to even low levels of disturbance. Protection under the Federal Eagle
Protection Act prohibits disturbance to birds that could result in nest abandonment or
negative impact to their reproductive success. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
recommendations to protect nesting eagles in open landscapes such as those on the ERTL
property are based on Colorado Division of Wildlife buffers for protecting nesting raptors.
These recommendations include no surface occupation within ¥ mile of nest sites at any
time and no human presence within %2 mile of the nest seasonally during the nesting season
(November - July).

White Rocks in the Grassland Ecosystem Management Plan

In recognition of the unique ecological importance of the White Rocks cliffs, staff included
the White Rocks (on both the ERTL conservation easement and the Windhover Ranch
property to the west) as one of eight conservation targets in the Grassland Ecosystem
Management Plan approved by OSBT and City Council. Within the Grassland Plan
framework, issues, threats, management considerations and strategies were identified for
each conservation target.

Agricultural Values

There is a long history of agricultural activity on the ERTL property. The Sullivan family
farmed and ranched the property for more than 60 years before the current agricultural
tenants began farming the property. The Sullivans generally operated a traditional family
farming and ranching operation. They grew various grain crops, hay and forage crops and
had a small cow herd to utilize the grazing land. The Schwartz family has been leasing the
irrigated agricultural land on the ERTL property for approximately 10 years and have
recently taken over the grazing land as well. The Schwartz family also leases the OSMP
Manchester and King Hodgson properties located in the same vicinity as the ERTL property.
Their agricultural operation primarily focuses on grass and alfalfa hay production, although
they have recently added cattle to their operation.

The soils underlying the irrigated land of the ERTL property are primarily sandy loam in
texture with gentle slopes and are well suited for agricultural production. The irrigated lands
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are considered to be of high quality when evaluating the soil texture and the water rights
associated with the property. OSMP will be acquiring water rights from the Green, Jones
and Donnelly, Cottonwood No. 2, and the Andrews-Farwell Ditches. The Jones and
Donnelly Ditch has the longest average operational season of 174 days. The Andrews-
Farwell Ditch has the shortest operational season of 52 days. OSMP will be acquiring 199
acres of irrigated land, much of which will be most suited to livestock grazing because of
previous mining activities. There are about 65 acres of productive cropland suitable for a
wide variety of agricultural activities, including the production of organic vegetables for
local sale.

Restoration and Weed M anagement

Historic land management, including disturbance related to mining, site hydrology and
presence of invasive species on adjacent lands, lead to known and likely populations of
various invasive species on the ERTL property. Russian olive currently occupies over 60
acres of the property. Purple loosestrife, a Colorado List — A noxious weed, occupies 15
acres of the property, but was managed by the landowner in 2010 and 2011. Eurasian
watermilfoil is common in Boulder Creek, the Green Ditch and likely some of the ponds that
receive water from the Green Ditch. Other species likely present on the property include
common teasel, perennial pepperweed, perennial sowthistle, whitetop, crack willow, Canada
thistle, musk thistle, yellow toadflax (mandatory eradication), garlic mustard, diffuse
knapweed, houndstongue, reed canarygrass, yellow iris and tamarisk. Additional mapping
and monitoring of the property to obtain estimates of cover and occupied area for the above
and other invasive species is required. Given past mining operations, it is likely that
planting and seeding of native plants species is needed in areas following invasive species
management.

Cultural Resources

While no professional cultural resource inventories have been conducted on this property, it
IS adjacent to the White Rocks/Weiser property where numerous Native American and
historical archaeological sites are located. It is expected that similar resources would be
located on the ERTL property.

Visitor Use

As with all OSMP property acquisitions not previously open to the public, the ERTL
property will be closed until a property inventory and site management plan are developed.
This plan will recommend how to provide appropriate visitor infrastructure and services
while protecting the natural and cultural resources on the site. OSMP intends to complete
this plan over the next 12 months, and the acquisition budget will fund the development of
this plan. Given what staff knows about the property, actions to protect resources will be
especially important. Staff recommends that the property be designated as a Habitat
Conservation Area similar to adjoining Windhover Ranch. This designation recognizes the
known resource values of the property and is consistent with the Habitat Conservation Area
designation of the surrounding and nearby lands in the Boulder Creek floodplain. Given the
seasonality of nesting bald eagles, the property has been, and will be recommended to be
closed to the public and most staff from November 1 to July 31. However, with OSMP’s
purchase of this property a new opportunity for the public would exist in the seasonal

AGENDA ITEM 6 PAGE 8



window of August to October, when staff would lead scheduled, guided hikes on subjects
ranging from wildflowers to geology. These visits would be carefully arranged to protect
vulnerable biological and cultural resources on the property. The East Boulder-White Rocks
trail is located on the eastern edge of the property. There are no plans for further trail
development.

Open Space Charter Purposes
This acquisition meets all of the following Charter purposes:

e Preservation of natural areas characterized by or including terrain, geologic
formations, flora, and fauna that are unusual, spectacular, historically important,
scientifically valuable, or unique.

e Preservation of agricultural uses and land suitable for agricultural production.

e Preservation of water resources in their natural or traditional state, scenic areas or
vistas, wildlife habitats, and fragile ecosystems.

e Preservation of land for its aesthetic and passive recreational value and its
contribution to the quality of life of the community.

Submitted by: W\/
Michael Patton, Direetor
es Schmidt, Property Agent
CL;((L‘/ N \Mv‘ﬂi v ),u,; -

Heather Swanson, Wildlife Ecologist

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Vicinity Map

B. Location Map

C. Cash Flow Projection
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ATTACHMENT A - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks

VICINITY MAP - ERTL Property
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ATTACHMENT B - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks

LOCATION MAP - ERTL Property

o
o
&
k=
valmont Dr. 3
yaimont P
ERTL Purposed Purchase —— OSMP Managed Multi-Use Trail
ERTL Leasehold Termination Area OSMP Fee Property
E ERTL Irrigation Dry-Up Area OSMP Conservation Easement
Seasonal Bald Eagle Closure - Nov 1 -July 31 _
Bald Eagle Nest 1/2 Mile Buffer %5 Miles

AGENDA ITEM# ©  pace 13

Document Path: E:\MapFiles\Property\ERTL\ERTLLocationMap10.mxd


fenic1
Typewritten Text
6

fenic1
Typewritten Text
13

fenic1
Typewritten Text


This page is intentionally left blank.

AGENDAITEM 6 PAGE 14


fenic1
Typewritten Text

fenic1
Typewritten Text

fenic1
Typewritten Text

fenic1
Typewritten Text
AGENDA ITEM 6 PAGE 14


A wWN R

© o~ U

=
o

11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
20
21
22

23
24

PROJECTED SALES TAX GROWTH
2010-2017 Sales Tax forecast 06/06/2011
2011-2018 Sales Tax forecast 05/08/2012
2013-2019 Sales Tax forecast 04/05/2013
BEGINNING CASH BALANCE

SOURCES OF FUNDS

OS Sales Tax Revenue

OS Fund - Investments/Leases/Misc.

Proceeds from RE sale

Funds from CDOT for Granite acquisition

General Fund Transfer for Mountain Parks:

General Fund Appropriation for Real Estate Services:
Lottery Fund Appropriation for CIP Purposes:
Unexpended Lottery Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
Grants

Total Annual Sources of Funds:

Total Sources of Funds Available:

USES OF FUNDS
Total Debt Service for Bonds & Notes:
BMPA Payment ERTL (2014-2023)

Capital Available for Land Acquisitions & Preservation
Unexpended Acquisition Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
Capital Available for Land Acquisitions & Preservation:

RE Acquisition 2013

ERTL

Dagle property and water acquisition by 8/14/2014
Remaining Land Acquisition Capital Available:

Capital for Visitor Infrastructure:

Unexpended Visitor Infrastructure Funds Carried Over from Previous Year

Highway 93 Underpass

Capital for Water Rights Acquisition:

Unexpended Water Rights Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
South Boulder Creek Flow In Stream Flow:

Capital for Mineral Rights Acquistion:

Unexpended Mineral Rights Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
Lottery Capital for MP Restoration:

Unexpended Lottery Funds Carried Over from Previous Year

Total CIP Expenditures:

Management Operating Expenditures - OSMP Program:
Operating Supplemental and Carryover

Management Operating Expenditures - RE Services:
Sub Total Management Operating Expenditures:
Administrative Budget Transfer - Cost Allocation:

Total Management Operating Expenditures:

Total Uses of Funds:

ENDING CASH BALANCE:

Less Reserves:

Less Reserve for 27th Pay Period

Sick/Vacation/Bonus Reserve

Property and Casualty Reserve

South Boulder Creek Flow Reserve

ERTL BMPA Post Sales Taxes Sunsetting Reserve
Vehicle Acquisition Reserve

Facility Maintenance Reserve

UNRESTRICTED CASH BALANCE AFTER RESERVES:

ATTACHMENT C

Projected Open Space Cashflow 2013-2019

ERTL
7/10/2013
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
4.22% 3.42% 3.30% 3.30% 3.14%
3.90% 3.48% 3.28% 3.29% 3.20% 3.15% 3.15%
2.27% 3.50% 3.35% 3.35% 3.25% 3.20% 3.20%
$18,917,725 $13,034,089 $13,244,713 $15,971,741 $17,565,600 $22,061,257 $27,187,569
$25,406,420 $26,295,672 $27,176,894 $28,088,010 $29,000,132 $29,928,588 $30,887,634
$810,909 $810,909 $810,909 $810,909 $650,000 $650,000 $650,000
$1,300,000
$1,072,174 $1,103,480 $1,114,515 $1,125,660 $1,136,917 $1,148,286 $1,159,769
$152,346 $156,062 $157,623 $159,199 $160,791 $162,399 $164,023
$343,000 $343,000 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300
$144,094
$25,500
$29,254,443 $28,709,123 $29,615,241 $30,539,078 $31,303,139 $32,244,573 $33,216,725
$48,172,168 $41,743,212 $42,859,953 $46,510,819 $48,868,739 $54,305,829 $60,404,295
$8,667,232 $6,722,082 $4,907,955 $4,786,103 $4,188,804 $3,975,045 $2,094,597
$593,655 $593,655 $593,655 $593,655 $593,655 $593,655
$3,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000
$5,571,422 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$8,971,422 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000
$6,825,000
$2,500,000
$525,000
($878,578) $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000
$850,000 $1,210,000 $900,000 $900,000 $900,000 $950,000 $800,000
$803,712
$1,100,000
$200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
$187,817
$100,000 $100,000 $150,000 $2,000,000
$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
$261,184
$343,000 $343,000 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300
$144,094
$13,061,229 $7,353,000 $7,105,300 $8,955,300 $6,955,300 $7,005,300 $6,855,300
$11,930,231 $12,565,300 $12,959,859 $13,228,951 $13,625,820 $14,034,594 $14,455,632
$260,087
$152,346 $156,062 $157,623 $159,199 $160,791 $162,399 $164,023
$12,342,664 $12,721,362 $13,117,482 $13,388,150 $13,786,611 $14,196,993 $14,619,655
$1,066,954 $1,108,400 $1,163,820 $1,222,011 $1,283,112 $1,347,267 $1,414,630
$13,409,618 $13,829,762 $14,281,302 $14,610,161 $15,069,723 $15,544,260 $16,034,285
$35,138,079 $28,498,499 $26,888,212 $28,945,219 $26,807,482 $27,118,260 $25,577,837
$13,034,089 $13,244,713 $15,971,741 $17,565,600 $22,061,257 $27,187,569 $34,826,457
$5,475,000 $3,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,400,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,100,000
$0 $45,000 $95,000 $145,000 $195,000 $0 $0
$490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000
$400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
$1,450,000 $1,750,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
$593,655 $1,187,310 $1,780,965 $2,374,620
$150,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
$100,000 $200,000 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000 $600,000
$5,219,089 $6,809,713 $9,986,741 $12,936,945 $17,088,947 $21,716,604 $29,561,837
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CITY OF BOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEESAGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to approve disposal of Open Space and
Mountain Parks land described as two permanent easements on 6,405 square feet (.15
acres) and four temporary construction easements on 18,500 square feet (.42 acres) to
Public Service Company of Colorado for a natural gas pipeline and valve set on the Jewel
Mountain Open Space land at the immediate northwest corner of State Highways 72 and
93. This is a disposal of open space land under City Charter Section 177.

PRESENTER/S
Michael Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
James Schmidt, Property Agent

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The granting of two new easements to Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) for a
valve set and a buried gas pipeline covering 6,405 square feet and the associated
temporary construction easements necessary for the project, will enable PSCo to abandon
in place its existing gas pipeline that traverses the Jewel Mountain Open Space property.
The existing gas line is in need of being replaced. However, if the new line were to be
buried within the existing easement, construction activity would cause serious surface
disturbances on the Open Space parcel, which is characterized by its extremely rare xeric
tallgrass prairie. It would also cause impacts to the Coal Creek drainage lying
immediately west of the Jewel Mountain property on land that is owned by Jefferson
County Open Space. Staff believes that the realignment option is a much-preferred
alternative to having PSCo replace its gas line within its existing easement. Staff is
recommending that the city not seek compensation from PSCo for the new easements in
exchange for PSCo terminating its existing gas line easement across the Jewel Mountain
Open Space.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Open Space Board of Trustees pass a motion and also
recommends that council pass a motion approving the disposal of Open Space land
described as two permanent easements on 6,405 square feet (.15 acres) and four
temporary construction easements on 18,500 square feet (.42 acres) to PSCo for a natural
gas pipeline and valve set on the Jewel Mountain Open Space land, conditioned upon
PSCo quit claiming its existing gas line easement back to the City of Boulder.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTSAND IMPACTS

« Environmental: Open Space and Mountain Parks is a significant community-
supported program that is recognized worldwide as a leader in preservation of
open space lands contributing to the environmental sustainability goal of the City
Council. The department's land acquisition, land and resource management and
visitor service programs help preserve and protect the Open Space values of the
surrounding publicly-owned lands.

e Economic: Open Space and Mountain Parks contributes to the economic vitality
goal of the city as it provides the context for the diverse and vibrant economic
system that sustains services for residents. The land system and the quality of life
it represents attract visitors and help businesses to recruit and retain quality
employees.

« Social: Because Open Space and Mountain Parks lands, facilities and programs
are equally accessible to all members of the community, they help to support the
city's community sustainability goal because all residents "who live in Boulder
can feel a part of and thrive in" this aspect of their community.

OTHER IMPACTS
e Fiscal — none
e Staff time — This disposal process is part of the normal work plan for the Open
Space staff.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS

This item is being heard as part of this pubic meeting advertised in the Daily Camera on
July 7, 2013. A Notice of Disposal of Open Space lands was published in the Daily
Camera on June 28 and June 29, 2013 pursuant to Section 177 of the City Charter.

ANALYSIS

Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) holds an easement for a gas pipeline

across the Jewel Mountain Open Space land in Jefferson County. The easement is 20 feet
in width and runs approximately 4,000 feet westerly from State Highway 93. A gas line
was installed within this easement in 1969, which now needs to be replaced. PSCo
approached Open Space staff about securing a new 30-foot wide easement parallel to its
existing gas line easement in order to install the replacement pipeline without disrupting
service through the existing one. In order to avoid surface disturbance on Jewel
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Mountain that would be caused by replacing the gas line in its current location, staff
requested PSCo to explore alternatives.

PSCo has determined that it could reroute the gas line to run south from its current
location inside Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) Highway 93 right-of-
way and then proceed westerly within CDOT’s Highway 72 right-of-way, totally
avoiding any new surface disturbance on the Jewel Mountain land. Once the new
pipeline is built, the existing buried pipeline could be abandoned in place in accordance
with industry standards. In order to accomplish this reroute, PSCo needs to secure a new
easement from the City of Boulder for an above grade valve-set installation and an
casement for buried gas pipeline at the very southeast corner of the Jewel Mountain Open
Space lands. Additionally, PSCo needs temporary construction easements totaling
roughly 18,500 square feet (.42 acres) for staging and bore pit areas.

Staff believes that the realignment option is a much-preferred alternative to having PSCo
replace its gas line within its existing easement. This alternative however, is more
expensive for PSCo to build, thus staff has recommended that the city not seek
compensation from the utility for the new easements, conditioned upon PSCo abandoning
its existing gas line easement across the Jewel Mountain Open Space property. Staff will
require that PSCo follow staff’s recommended Reclamation Plan and to utilize Best
Management Practices during the construction activities.

Submitted by:

RIS

Michael Patton, Director

@s Schmidt, Property Agent

ATTACHMENTS:

Aftachment A: Vicinity Map

Attachment B: Location Map

Attachment C: Valve-set Depiction
Attachment D: Legal Descriptions
Attachment E: Maps of the Easement Areas
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ATTACHMENT A - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks

VICINITY MAP - Jewel Mountain Property

D Jewel Mountain Land Co.
- City of Boulder OSMP

E:Mapfiles\Property\ Wicinity- .mxd

0051 2 3 4 5
sy w1 Miles

Approximate property boundaries from
Boulder County Assessor’s data.
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ATTACHMENT B - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks

LOCATION MAP - JEWEL MOUNTAIN Property

Van Vleet Open Space

Jewel Mountain Open Space

Cog)
Cro
@4. A
N
iz
O/)O,.
72 1
Temporary Work Easment Existing Gasline Easement
B Permanent Easement OSMP Fee Property
0 0.125 0.25 0.5 Miles NOT TO SCALE

AGENDAITEM# ! pace /

Document Path: E:\MapFiles\Property\Jewel Mountain\JewelLocationMap.mxd


fenic1
Typewritten Text
 7

fenic1
Typewritten Text
7


This page is intentionally left blank.

AGENDAITEM 7 PAGES8


fenic1
Typewritten Text
AGENDA ITEM 7 PAGE 8


AGENDAITEM 7 PAGE?Y


fenic1
Typewritten Text
AGENDA ITEM 7 PAGE 9


This page is intentionally left blank.

AGENDAITEM 7 PAGE 10


fenic1
Typewritten Text
AGENDA ITEM 7 PAGE 10


Attachment D: Legal Descriptions

Exhibit A Sheet1 of 2

Permanent Easement
PARCEL A

A parcel of land lying in the northeast one-quarter (NE1/4) of Section 20, Township 2 South, Range 70
West, of the 6th Principal Meridian, County of Jefferson, State of Colorado, dascribed as follows:

Beginning at a point that lies 30 feet west of the west right-of-way line of State Highway 93 and 30 feet
north of the north right-of-way line of State Highway 72, said point being on the west line of that Utility
Easement described in Reception Number 2010069287, Jefferson County Records;

thence N0Q°12'04°E, 50.04 feet, along said west line;
thence N87°51'586"W, 50.04 feet, along a line that lies 50 feet north of and parallel with the north

ling of said Utllity Easement;
thence S00°12'04"E, 50.04 feet, along a line that lies 50 fest west of and parallel with said west

line, to said north line;
thence S87°51'56"E, 50.04 feet, along said north line, to the Point of beginning.

Contalning 2,500 square feet (057 acres), more or less,
As shown and described on Exhibit A Sheet 2 of 2 attached hereto and made a part hereof.

The author of this description Is Norman L. Simonson, PLS 28288, prepared on behalf of SEH Inc.,
390 Union Boulevard, Suite 630, Lakewood, CO 80228, on May 3, 2013, under Job No. PSCOC 115144
3.0, for Public Service Company of Colorade, and is not to be construed as representing a monumented

land survey. W iy,
N REQ fl%
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Norman L. Simonson, PLS 28288

S:\survey land projects 124 _(PSCOC 115144-3.0) Highway 72 - Candelas\DesciBCOS - VS.doc

380 Unlon Boulevard, Sulte 630, Lakewood, CO 80228-1557
SEH is an equal opportunity employer | www.sehlnc.com | 303.586.5800 | 303.586.5801 fax

AGENDAITEM 7 PAGE 11


fenic1
Typewritten Text
AGENDA ITEM 7 PAGE 11

fenic1
Typewritten Text


Exhibit A Sheet 2

Permanent Easement
PARCEL A

A parcel of land lying in the northeast one-quarter (NE1/4) of Section 20, Township 2 South, Range 70
West, of the 6th Principal Meridian, County of Jefferson, State of Colorado, described as follows:

Beginning at a point that lies 30 feet west of the west right-of-way line of State Highway 83 and 30 feet
horth of the nerth right-of-way line of State Highway 72, said point being on the west line of that Utility
Easement described in Reception Number 2010069287, Jefferson County Records;

thence N00°12'04"W, 50.04 feet, along said west line;

thence S87°51'56”E, 30.02 feet, to the west right-of-way line of State Highway 93;

thence S00°12'04°E, 80.07 feet, along said west right-of-way line, to the north right-of-way line of
State Highway 72;

thence N87°51'56"W, 80.07 feet, along said north right-of-way line;

thence N0O°12'04™W, 30.02 feet, to the north line of said Utility Easement;

thence S87°51'56"E, 50.04 feet, along said north line, to the Point of beginning.

Containing 3,905 square feet (.090 acres), more or less.
As shown and described on Exhibit A Sheet 2 of 2 attached hereto and made a part hereof.

The author of this description is Norman L. Simonson, PLS 28288, prepared on behalf of SEH Inc,,
380 Union Boulevard, Suite 630, Lakewood, CO 80228, on May 3, 2013, under Job No. PSCOC 115144
3.0, for Public Service Company of Colorado, and is not to be construed as representing a monumented

land survey. iRy,
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Nomman L. Simonson, PLS 28288

S:\survay fand projects r2\_(PSCOC 116144-3.0) Highway 72 - Candslas\Desc\BCOS - PE.doc

390 Unlon Boulevard, Sulte 630, Lakewood, CO 80228-1557
BEH Is an equal opportunity employer | www.sehine.com | 303.586.5800 [ 303.586.5801 fax
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CITY OF BOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEESAGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion approving the disposal to the State of
Colorado, the Colorado Department of Transportation, of Open Space and Mountain Parks
land and temporary easements, including a land exchange, to accommodate the U.S. 36
Managed Lanes Project Phase 2. The proposed disposal is generally described as 8.753
acres of land adjacent to U.S. Highway 36 between Table Mesa Drive and Louisville and
0.173 acres of temporary construction easement also adjacent to U.S. Highway 36 in the
same area and one 4.9-acre temporary construction easement on the Opal Open Space and
Mountain Parks property at 5770 Baseline Road. Approximately one acre of the 8.753
acres of land proposed for disposal would be exchanged for an equal amount of land
owned by the State of Colorado adjacent to the east side of U.S. Highway 36 near South
Boulder Creek, instead of receiving monetary compensation for that one acre. The total
compensation to the city for the proposed disposals and land exchange is $256,377 plus
title to approximately one acre of new Open Space and Mountain Parks land. This is a
disposal of open space land under City Charter Section 177.

PRESENTER/S
Michael Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
Doug Newcomb, Property Agent

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To accommodate Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) U.S. 36 Managed
Lanes Project Phase 2, between Table Mesa Drive and Louisville, CDOT has requested
land for right-of-way (ROW) purposes and temporary easements for construction
purposes from the city. The general vicinity of this project and the requested land and
temporary easements are shown on Attachment A. The land parcels needed permanently
by CDOT are land parcels owned by the city and designated as Open Space and
Mountain Parks (OSMP). The temporary easements for construction needed by CDOT
are located on city-owned land designated as OSMP. Compensation for the proposed
disposals is at fair market value rates. This disposal is proposed under Section 177 of the
City Charter.
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Sixteen parcels of land totaling approximately 8.753 acres along and immediately
adjacent to the existing U.S. Highway 36 (U.S. 36) ROW are proposed for disposal to
CDOT. One acre of the 8.753 acres is proposed to be exchanged for an equal amount of
CDOT land adjacent to U.S. 36 instead of receiving monetary compensation for that acre.
Attachment B is a map showing the locations of the parcels of land proposed for disposal
and the location of the additional one acre to be conveyed in fee by the State of Colorado
to the city for OSMP.

Also, 11 temporary construction easements totaling approximately 0.173 acres along the
U.S. 36 ROW are proposed to be disposed of to CDOT. These temporary easements are
generally located where drainages cross U.S. 36 and in locations where staff thought
minor construction travel might occur just outside the ROW. Land under the temporary
easements will be restored by CDOT after use.

Lastly, one 4.9-acre temporary easement on the OSMP Opal parcel is proposed for
disposal to CDOT for use as a staging area for a CDOT project on the adjacent 29-acre
OSMP Granite property located at approximately 5770 Baseline Road. The damage to the
Opal property will be restored and the easement returned to the city. The project on the
Granite property is to create replacement habitat for the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid and the
Prebles’ meadow jumping mouse. The project is required mitigation for unavoidable
impacts associated with the U.S. 36 Managed Lanes Project Phase 2. Please see
Attachment C, a map of the Opal property proposed to be used as a staging area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Open Space Board of Trustees pass a motion approving the
disposal to the State of Colorado, CDOT, of Open Space and Mountain Parks real estate
described as 16 parcels of land totaling approximately 8.753 acres and 11 temporary
easements totaling approximately 0.173 acres for construction purposes and one
approximately 4.9-acre temporary easement for a staging area on the Opal property
located generally at 5770 Baseline Road, in the locations described by the legal
descriptions in Attachment D; and further recommending that council approves said
disposal.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTSAND IMPACTS

e Environmental: Disposal of these land parcels and temporary easements will
result in the loss of habitat for the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid and the Prebles’
meadow jumping mouse. New habitat for these endangered species will be
constructed by CDOT on OSMP land to replace the habitat lost to the U.S. 36
project. No significant long-term environmental loss due to this disposal is
anticipated.

e Economic: The proposed disposal does not significantly alter OSMP’s overall
positive contribution to the economic vitality goal of the city. The sale proceeds
will be returned to the acquisition fund and used to purchase new property for
Open Space and Mountain Parks.
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o Social: Disposal of these land parcels and temporary easements will allow the
U.S. 36 Managed Lane Project Phase 2 to proceed in accordance with state- and
local-approved plans for improved transportation. Two of the project’s purposes
are to provide traffic congestion relief and to expand travel modes.

OTHER IMPACTS
e Fiscal — $256,377 monetary compensation and one acre of new land.
e Staff time — This disposal process is part of the normal work plan for the Open
Space staff.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS

At its March 13, 2013 meeting, the Open Space Board of Trustees unanimously
recommended the City Council approve the purchase of the Opal property and the
Granite property. CDOT funded the entire $1,300,000 purchase price for the Granite
property subject to it being used for a nonwetland mitigation project related to the U.S.
36 project.

At its meeting on April 2, 2013, the City Council unanimously approved the purchase of
the Granite and Opal properties with the Granite parcel being subject to the mitigation
project.

This item is being heard as part of this pubic meeting advertised in the Daily Camera on
July 7, 2013. A Notice of Disposal of Open Space lands was published in the Daily
Camera on June 28 and June 29, 2013 pursuant to Section 177 of the City Charter.

ANALYSIS

The locations and configurations of the land and temporary easement parcels proposed
for disposal along U.S. 36 are typical of highway projects. Staff believes the
compensation for the sale of the parcels is at fair market value and considers the
environmental impacts to OSMP are acceptable.

The compensation for these disposals is based on the rate of $33,000 per acre, fair market
value for OSMP land along U.S. 36. In comparison, CDOT recently paid $30,000 per
acre to the city for OSMP land on Highway 93.

The unavoidable environmental impacts to OSMP land resulting from the disposal of the
land and temporary easements for the U.S. 36 project will be mitigated by CDOT’s
development of replacement habitat for two endangered species. More area of habitat for
the Prebles’ meadow jumping mouse and the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid is planned to be
created on OSMP land, than will be lost on OSMP land due to this disposal.

On OSMP land, construction activity will be restricted to the existing U.S. 36 ROW, the
new U.S. 36 ROW (the disposed 8.753 acres) and the temporary easements’ 0.173 acres.
All damage to the land within the temporary easements, including the staging area, will
be restored at CDOT’s expense to a condition satisfactory to OSMP. Staff will work to

AGENDA ITEM 8 PAGE 3



require CDOT to use the department’s recommended Best Management Practices during
the construction activities.

Conclusion: OSMP staff supports the disposal of the requested land and temporary
easements to CDOT under the terms identified in this memo.

Submitted by:

M. s Sy Ao

Michael Patton, Pirector, Open Space and Mountain Parks

ngl;cbﬂ»(& Tlwrcontd byt

Doug Newcomb, Property Apént

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Vicinity map of the disposal and addition parcels
B. Location Map of the disposal and addition parcels
C. Map of the Opal property staging area

D. Legal Descriptions of the disposal parcels
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ATTACHMENT B - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks
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ATTACHMENT C - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT “A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11 of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH 0361 -
103, Segment F, containing 15,141 square feet (0.348 Acres), more or less, lying in the NE 1/4
of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P,M., being a portion of a parcel of
land described in Reception No. 1786726, recorded on April 1, 1998, in the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a witness corner for the East 1/4 of said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Brass Cap
stamped “T1S R70W 8-65 SEC 13 SEC 14 ROW LINE RLS 4846"), Whence the Center 1/4
Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “T18 CEN 14 R70W”) bears
S.84°51'35"W., a distance of 2648.74 feet (basis of bearing ~ grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.63°04'24"W ., coincident with the northeasterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No.
36 as delineated on Project No. T-170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012, a distance of 712.91 to

the POINT OF BEGINNING; '

THENCE continning coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following three (3)
courses:

N.63°04'24"W., a distance of 278.90 feet;

N.18°04'24"W., a distance of 70.71 feet;

N.63°04'24"W., a distance of 160.22 feet;

THENCE N.82°00'17"E., a distance of 87.56 feet:

THENCE 8.64°00'22"E., a distance of 59.47 feet;

THENCE 8.29°27'58"E., a distance of 137,70 feet;

THENCE 8.67°09'42"E., a distance of 131.96 feet;

THENCE §.45°59'17"E., a distance of 116.70 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

NS LN -

The above described parcel contains 15,141 square feet (0.348 Acres), more or less.
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For and on'the behalf-of .
Jacobs Engineeting Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17™ Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

WDEL-507Jobs NOWVXW000-US36CDOTLBIOTAR OW,_ SurveyinR oads\Legals\11.doc
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER; 11A '
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parce] No.11A of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 27,140 square feet (0.623 Acres), more or less, lying in the NE
1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No.1786726, recorded on April 1, 1998, in the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 ¥4” Brass Cap in concrete
base stamped “NOV. 1982 R.L.S. 4846 SEC.11 1/4 SEC.14”), Whence the Center 1/4 Corner of
said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “T1S CEN 14 R70W™) bears
5.00°14'33"W., a distance of 2533.99 feet (basis of bearing - grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence 8.06°13'25"E., a distance of 964.93 feet to the northeasterly right of way line of U.S.
Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T-170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012, and the
POINT OF BEGINNING:

THENCE 5.77°05'24"E., a distance of 87.86 feet;

THENCE S.63°08'03"E., a distance of 188.82 feet:

THENCE 8.79°35'36"E., a distance of 269.43 feet;

THENCE §.27°36'13"E., a distance of 169,05 feet to said northeasterly right of way line;
THENCE N.63°04'24"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance
of 670.04 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

el S

The above described parcel contains 27,140 square feet (0.623 Acres), more or less, for the
construction of an irrigation box culvert structure; irrigation pipe, imrigation ditch, and slope.

a7
(B POl ]
For and on ghiebhalf of -
Jacobs Engitisering Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202

o
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11B
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11B of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 7,171 square feet (0.165 Acres), more or less, lying in the NE
1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No.01582048, recorded on February 6, 1996, in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Brass Cap in concrete
base stamped “NOV, 1982 R.L.S. 4846 SEC.11 1/4 SEC.14""), Whence the Center 1/4 Corner of
said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “T1S CEN 14 R70W”) bears
S.00°14'33"W., a distance of 2533.99 feet (basis of bearing — grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence 5.13°31'49"E,, a distance of 1587.44 feet to the southwesterly right of way line of U.S.
Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T-170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012, and the

POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE 8.63°04'24"E., continuing coincident with said southwesterly right of way line,
a distance of 379.85 feet;
2. THENCE N.75°55'32"W., a distance of 145,95 feet;

3. THENCE N.63°04'24"W., a distance of 61.91 feet;
4. THENCE N.52°36'06"W., a distance of 178.62 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 7,171 square feet {0.165 Acres), more or less,

For and onﬁhé;ﬁ&hﬁ'lf of o5
Jacobs Engineeling Giotip, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 2496]
707 17" Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11C
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11C of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 15,287 square feet (0.351 Acres), more or less, lying in the
NW 1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a
parcel of land described in Reception No.00826649, recorded on February 12, 1987, in the
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Brass Cap in concrete
base stamped “NOYV. 1982 R.L.S. 4846 SEC.11 1/4 SEC.14”), Whence the Center 1/4 Corner of
said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “T1S CEN 14 R70W™) bears
8.00°14'33"W., a distance of 2533.99 feet (basis of bearing - grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence 8.10°11'27"W., a distance of 1261.30 feet to the southwesterly right of way line of U.S,
Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No, T-170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012, and the
POINT OF BEGINNING;

1, THENCE N.71°43'42"W., a distance of 368.39 feet;

2. THENCE N.46°35'18"W., a distance of 195.36 fect to said southwesterly right of way
line;

3. THENCE §.63°0424"E., coincident with said southwesterly right of way line, a distance
of 551.52 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING,

The above described parcel contains 15,287 square feet (0.351 Acres), more or less.

For and on ]iﬁ'%‘::ﬂ{é@a_lf_gﬁ_rf’
Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc
Marla M, McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17% Strect, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXIIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11D
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11D of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 2,838 square feet (0.065 Acres), more or less, lying in the NW
1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land desctibed in Reception No.01475246, recorded on October 3 1, 1994, in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 '4” Brass Cap in concrete
base staraped “NOV. 1982 R.L.S. 4846 SEC.11 1/4 SEC.14"), Whence the Center 1/4 Comer of
said Section 14 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “T1S CEN 14 R70W”) bears
5.00°14'33"W., a distance of 2533.99 feet (basis of bearing ~ grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence $.17°2030"W ., a distance of 819.31 feet to the northeasterly right of way line of U.S.
Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T-170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012, and the

POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE N.63°04'24"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance

of 217.60 feet;
2. THENCE S.72°40'42"E., a distance of 156.30 fect;
3. THENCE $.40°44'33"E., a distance of 68.64 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 2,838 square feet (0.065 Acres), more or less.

Jacobs Enginéeririg Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961 -
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11E
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11E of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 4,392 square feet (0.101 Acres), more or less, lying in the NW
1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parce]
of land described in Reception No,01018579, recorded on December 14, 1989 and a parcel of
land described in Reception No, 01074392, recorded on November 16, 1990 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Northwesterly Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap
stamped “FRANK R. DREXEL SW 1/4 SEC 11 T1S R70W 2140™), Whence the North 1/4
Corner of said Section 14 (a found 2 %4 Brass Cap in conctete base stamped “NOV. 1982 R\L..S.
4846 SEC.11 1/4 SEC.14”), bears N.87°14'56"E., a distance of 2642.64 feet (basis of bearing -
grid bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.87°14'56"E., coincident with the northerly line of the NW 1/4 of said Section 14 and
the southerly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0),
as it existed in March 2012, a distance of 384.86 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE N.87°14'56"E., continning coincident with said southerly right of way line, a
distance of 20.20 feet to the southwesterly right of way line of U.S, Highway No. 36;
THENCE coincident with said southwesterly right of way line the following two (2) courses;
2. S.63°04'24"E., a distance of 425.40 feet:
3. S.18°04'24"E,, a distance of 14.14 feet;
4. THENCE N.63°04'24"W ., paralle! with and 10.00 feet southwesterly of said
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 452,95 feet to the POINT OF

BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 4,392 square feet (0.101 Acres), more or less.

Vo 055 545
For and, mithe behalf of & &
Jacobs Engineering-Group, Inc
Marla M, MoOriiber, PLS 24961
707 17 Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11F
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11F of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 30,326 square feet (0.696 Acres), more or less, lying in the SW
1/4 of Section 11, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No. 419318, recorded on October 27, 1980 in the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Southwesterly Comer of said Section 11 (afound 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap
stamped “FRANK R. DREXEL SW 1/4 SEC 11 T1S R70W 2140”), Whence the West 1/4
Corner of said Section 11 (a found 2 %" Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 §10
S11 1999 PLS 11434”), bears N.00°13'36"E., a distance of 2616.14 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.00°13'36"E., coincident with the westerly line of the SW 1/4 of said Section 11, a
distance of 496.04 feet to the POINT QF BEGINNING:;

1. THENCE S.62°53'08"E., a distance of 414.32 feet:

2. THENCE 8.65°01'52"E., a distance of 621.40 feet to the southerly line of the SW 1/4 of
said Section 11;

3. THENCE S.87°14'56"W., coincident with said southerly line, a distance of 92,55 feet to
the northeasterly right of way line of U.S, Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T
170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012;

4, THENCE N.63°04'24"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance
of 941.90 feet to the westerly line of the SW 1/4 of said Section 11;

5. THENCE N.00°13'36"B., coincident with said westerly line, a distance of 29.05 feet to
the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 30,326 square feet (0.696 Acres), more or less,

i g (s
li'?;‘e-’! "‘.':‘; }’:’
vo N por o]

~

o

For and on the behalf of .~
Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17™ Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

' PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11G
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11G of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH

- 0361-103, Segment F, containing 8,825 square feet (0.203 Acres), more or less, lying in the SE
1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No.01239625, recorded on November 13, 1992 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Southeasterly Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap
stamped “FRANK R. DREXEL SW 1/4 SEC 11 T18 R70W 2140”), Whence the East 1/4 Cormer
of said Section 10 (a found 2 ¥4 Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 S10S11
1999 PLS 11434”), bears N.00°13'36"E., a distance of 2616.14 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.00°13'36"E., coincident with the easterly line of the SE 1/4 of said Section 10 and the
southwesterly right of way line of U.S, Highway No, 36 as delineated on Project No, T-170-1(0),
as it existed in March 2012, a distance of 211.06 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING:;

1. THENCE N.63°04'24"W., parallel with and 10.00 feet southwesterly of said
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 735.44 feet to the westerly line of said
parcel of land described in Reception No, 01239625; _

2, THENCE N.00°12'26"E., coincident with said westerly line, a distance of 13.43 feet to
said southwesterly right of way line of U,S. Highway No. 36; _

THENCE coincident with said southwesterly right of way line the following two (2) courses: -

3. §5.63°04'24"E., a distance of 735.45 feet to the easterly line of the SE 1/4 of said Section
10

4. 5.00°1336"W., a distance of 13,43 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 8,825 square feet (0.203 Acres}, more or less,

For and on thé-etalf of 7,
Jacobs EngineermpGroup,iic
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202

WDE1-807Uobs NOWVXW7000-US36CDOTVI 8907A1R OW._ Survey\InRoads\Legalstl 1G.doc
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11H
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11H of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 81,099 square feet (1.862 Acres), more or less, lying in the SE
1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No.01147310, recorded on December 9, 1991 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Southeasterly Corner of said Section 10 (a.found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap
stamped “FRANK R. DREXEL SW 1/4 SEC 11 T1S R70W 2140”), Whence the Bast 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 ¥4” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T18 R70W 1/4 §10 811
1999 PLS 11434"), bears N,00°13'36"E., a distance of 2616.14 feet (basis of bearing - grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.00°13'36"E., coincident with the easterly line of the SE 1/4 of said Section 10, a
distance of 496.04 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING: '

1. THENCE §.00°13'36"W., continuing coincident with said easterly line, a distance of
47.67 feet to the northeasterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated
on Project No, T 170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012;

THENCE coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following two (2) courses:

2. N.63°0424"W., tangent with the following described curve, a distance of 1111.78
feet;

3. Along the arc of a curve to the right, having a radius of 11359.11 feet, a central angle
of 3°37'05", the chord of said arc bears N.61°15'52"W., a distance of 717.18 feet, and
an arc distance of 717.30 feet to the northerly line of the $ 1/2 of the SE 1/4 of said
Section 10;

4. THENCE N.89°35'47"E., coincident with said northerly line and non-tangent with the
previously described curve, a distance of 89.48 feet;

5. THENCE S.61°25'44"E., a distance of 268,81 feet;

6. THENCE 8.60°31'04"E., a distance of 208.91 feet; ’

7. THENCE §8.62°5308"E., a distance of 1250.30 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 81,099 square feet (1.862 Acres), more or less.

0 - I D TN,
For and on thezf.;bghﬁlf O R
Jacobs Bngineering Group, Inc 7 &7
Marla M. McOinbek, PLS 24961 <
707 17" Street, Suife 2300+ = 5
Denver, CO 802022y, . 5.7
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 111
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parce] No.111 of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH 0361~
103, Segment F, containing 27,035 square feet (0.621 Acres), more or less, lying in the SE 1/4 of
Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel of
land described in Reception No.287026, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder County Clerk
and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows: ,

Commencing at the South 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 §10 S15 1999 PLS 11434” in range box), Whence the North 1/4
Corner of said Section 10 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W S3 1/4 S10
1986 LS 23047), bears N.00°09'00"E., a distance of 5298.06 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.39°32'59"E., a distance of 1725.39 feet to a point on the northerly line of the § 1/2 of
the SE 1/4 of said Section 10, being the POINT OF BEGINNING; ' ‘

1. THENCE 8§.89°3547"W., coincident with said northerly line and non-tangent with the
following described curve, a distance of 89.48 feet to the northeasterly right of way line
of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No, T 170-1(0) as it existed in March
2012;

THENCE coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following three (3) courses:

2. Along the arc of a curve to the right, having a radius of 11359.11 feet, a central angle of

00°34'50", the chord of said arc bears N.59°09'54"W., a distance of 115,11 feet, and an
arc distance of 115.11 feet;

N.58°5229"W., tangent with the previously described curve, a distance of 356,90 feet;
N.37°4321"W.,, a distance of 165.91 feet;

THENCE 5.56°31'46"E., a distance of 513.14 feet;

THENCE 8.61°26'01"E., a distance of 190.48 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

A

The above described parcel contains 27,035 square feet (0.621 Acres), more or less.

1 A ke 3
; A
4

L Crog
fhic'bebalf of s

Jacobs Engiééring. Group, Inc”
Marla M. McOamibet, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suiitz 2300
Denver, CO 80202

WDE1-807Uobs NOWVX W7000-US36CDOT\ 8307RROW. Survey\InRoads\Legals\] 11.doc
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11)
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11J of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 28,609 square feet (0.657 Actes), more or less, lying in the W
172 of Section 10, Township | South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of land described in Reception No. 287026, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W S9 $10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372™), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 8§10 S11
1999 PLS 11434™), bears N.89°54'55"E., a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing - grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 ( 1992));

Thence N.89°54'55"E., coincident with the east-west center line of said Section 10, a distance of
1547.45 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE S§.57°13'55"E., a distance of 298.52 feet;
2. THENCE §.60°27'37"E., a distance of 417.94 feet to the northeasterly right of way line
of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0) as it existed in March
2012;
THENCE coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following two (2) courses:
3. S.76°40'19"W., a distance of 53.30 feet; - :
4. N.58°52'29"W., a distance of 913.13 feet to the westerly line of said parcel of land
described in Reception No., 287026;
5. THENCE N.00°21'17"E., coincident with said westerly line, a distance of 28.67 feet;
6. THENCE S.61°05'48"E., a distance of 249,84 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 28,609 square feet (0,657 Acres), more or less,

0K P o
For and on thébelialf-of ...« ¢+ 7
Jacobs Engineeritig, Group, Inc ~
Marla M. McOmber, PILS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11K
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11K of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 17,080 square feet (0,392 Acres), more or less, lying in the SW
174 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel
of Jand described in Reception No.287026, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder County Clerk
and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 {a found 2 1/2” Alurninum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W 89 §10 1/4 1996 RLS#] 1372"), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 S10 S11
1999 PLS 11434™), bears N.89°54'S5"E., a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing ~ grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992);

Thence N.89°54'55"E., coincident with the east-west center line of said Section 10, a distance of
1053.34 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE N.89°54'S5"E., continuing coincident with said east-west center line, a distance

of 41,91 feet to the southwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated
on Project No. T 170-1(0) as it existed in March 2012;

THENCE coincident with said southwesterly right of way line the following two (2) courses:

$.58°52'29"E., a distance of 1215.46 feet;

5.35°06'41"E., a distance of 25.88 feet;

THENCE N.,58°59'03"W., a distance of 943.07 feet;

THENCE N.61°29'08"W., a distance of 279.92 feet:

THENCE §.89°23'17"W., a distance of 32,17 feet;

THENCE N.19°53'05"W., a distance of 32,08 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Nossw

The above described parcel contains 17,080 square feet (0.392 Acres), more or less.

AN T S
For and on the behalfaf-55>"
Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11L
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11L of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 18,363 square feet (0.422 Acres), more or less, lying in the
NW 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a
parcel of land described in Reception No, 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W 89 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372”), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 810 8§11
1999 PLS 11434"), bears N.89°54'55"E,, a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.89°54'55"E., coincident with the east-west center line of said Section 10, a distance of
1053.34 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE N.19°53'05"W., a distance of 4.32 feet:

2. THENCE N.58°52'29"W., parallel with and 19.00 feet southwesterly of the southwesterly
right of way of U.S, Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No, T 170-1(0), as it
existed in March 2012, a distance of 724.03 feet;

3. THENCE 5.76°07'31"W., a distance of 28.28 feet:

4. THENCE N.58°52'29"W., parallel with and 39.00 feet southwesterly of said
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 72.00 feet; |

3. THENCE N.13°52'29"W.,, a distance of 55.15 feet to said southwesterly right of way i
line;

6. THENCE 8.58°5229"E., coincident with said southwesterly right of way line, a distance
of 894.24 feet to the east-wost centetline of said Section 10;

7. THENCE §.89°54'55"W., coincident with said east-west centerline, a distance of 41.91
feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 18,363 square feet (0,422 Acres), more or less.

/8 Pyt Y
For and &y thie behalf of ' & 27
Jacobs Enfiifieeting Group, Ing’
Marla M. McOimber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "“A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
PARCEL NUMBER: 11M
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.11M of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH 0361-
103, Segment F, containing 30,641 square feet (0.703 Acres), more or less, lying in the NW 1/4 of
Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a parcel of land
described in Reception No. 287023, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder County Clerk and
Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T18 R70W 59 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#11372”), Whence the East 1/4 Corner of
said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1§ R70W 1/4 §10 511 1999
PLS 11434"), bears N.89°54'55"E., a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing — grid bearings of the
UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.37°14'36"E., a distance of 819.20 feet to a point 47.00 feet northeasterly of the
northeasterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36, as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0), as it
existed in March 2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE S.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 47.00 fect northeasterly of said northeasterly right
of way line, a distance of 113,57 feet:

2. THENCE N.76°07'31"E., a distance of 11.31 feet;

3. THENCE S8.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 55.00 feet northeaster y of said northeasterly right
of way line, a distance of 50.00 feet; :

4. THENCE S§.13°52'29"E., a distance of 11.31 feet;

5. THENCE §.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 47.00 feet northeasterly of said northeasterly right
of way line, a distance of 124.11 feet;

6. THENCE §.29°24'48"E., a distance of 32.32 feet;

7. THENCE 8§8.56°49'34"E., a distance of 427.75 feet;

8. THENCE §,61°05'48"E., a distance of 227.41 feet to the easterly line of said parcel of land
described in Reception No, 287025:

9. THENCE 5.00°21'17"W., coincident with said easterly line, a distance of 28.67 feet to the
northeasterly right of way line of said U.S. Highway No. 36;

THENCE coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following two (2) courses:
10, N.58°52'29"W., a distance of 1001.20 feet; :
11, N.31°07'31"E., a distance of 47.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 30,641 square feet (0.703 Acres), more or less.

st s,
27 - G%'a/}-'-i{ﬁ:":«?{,:"-'{i}
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Jacobs Engineering Grif: dné R
Marla M. McOmber, }LS 24 61400 vl gl }
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT I
PARCEL NUMBER: 11N
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parce] No.11N of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH
0361-103, Segment F, containing 25,217 square feet (0.579 Actres), more or less, lying in the
NW 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of a
parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W S9 510 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372”), Whence the NW 1/4 Corner-
of said Section 10 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEIT1S R70W 54 S3 S9 S10 1986
LS 23047”), bears N.00°33'40"E., a distance of 2630.74 feet (basis of bearing — grid bearings of
the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.02°06'46"E., a distance of 877.67 feet to a point on the northeasterly right of way line
of U.S. Highway No. 36, as delineated on Project No, T 170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012,
whence the intersection of said northeasterly right of way line and the westerly line of the NW
1/4 of said Section 10 bears N.58°52'29"W., a distance of 27.60 feet, said point being the POINT
OF BEGINNING;

. THENCE N.45°53'01"E., a distance of 82.31 feet;
2. THENCE N.67°56'57"E., a-distance of 51.83 feet;
3. THENCE §.70°13'35"E,, a distance of 65.71 feet;
4. THENCE 8$.60°15'30"E., a distance of 96.55 feet to said northeasterly right of way line of
U.S. Highway No. 36;
THENCE coincident with said northeasterly right of way line the following two courses:
5. 8.31°07'31"W., a distance of 136.35 feet; ‘
6. N.58°52'20"W., a distance of 212.98 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described parcel contains 25,217 square feet (0.579 Acres), more or less.

gLy
: {v X
. [ 24
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For and oﬁ the hehalf.of "/,
Jacobs Engineeting Group, Inc
- Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT ¥
PARCEL NUMBER: 110
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Parcel No.110 of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project Number NH 0361~
103, Segment F, containing 38,126 square feet (0.875 Actes), more or less, lying in the NE 1/4 of
Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M.,, being a portion of a parcel of land
described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder County Clerk and
Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the East 174 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T15 R70W S9 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372”), Whence the Northeast Corner of
said Section 9 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W $4 §3 S9 S10 1986 LS
230477), bears N.00°33'40"E., a distance of 2630.74 feet (basis of bearing ~ grid bearings of the
UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992)); _
Thence N.00°33'40"E., coincident with the easterly line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 9, a distance of
635.89 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE N.58°5229"W., parallel with and 20.00 feet southwesterly of the southwesterly
right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0), as it
existed in March 2012, a distance of 414.30 feet;

2. THENCE N.50°39'41"W., a distance of 35.00 feet;

3. THENCE N.58°52'29"W.,, parallel with and 15.00 feet southwestetly of said southwesterly
right of way line and non-tangent with the following described curve, a distance of 1528.64
feet to said southwesterly right of way line as delineated on Project No. S-SU 0157(1) Sec. 1,
as it existed in March 2012, and described in Reception No.010051, recorded March 8, 1972;

THENCE coincident with the southwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated
on said Project No. 5-SU 0157(1) Scc.1 and said Project No, T 170-1(0) the following three (3)
courses:

4. Along the arc of a curve to the right, having a radius of 768.50 feet, a central angle of
2°45'51", the chord of said arc bears §.69°31'51"E. a distance of 37.07 feet, and arc distance
of 37.08 feet;
5.61°44'44"E,, non-tangent with the last described curve, a distance of 162.62 feet:
5.58°5229"E., a distance of 2018.25 feet; '

THENCE 5.36°27'40"W., a distance of 42.15 feet;
THENCE N.53°32'53"W., a distance of 236.61 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

L

The above described parcel contains 38,126 square feet (0.875 Acres), more or less.

DR B 5

Forid onthe e 12
Jacobs Engineering Group; dog 03B

ia H .l,‘-.T V,K‘ LT
Marla M. McOmber, PLS #4981 44" £7; ¢
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT I
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No. TE-11 of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project
Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 600 square feet (0.014 Actes), more or less, lying
.in the SE 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion
of a parcel of land described in Reception No.01239625, recorded on November 13, 1992 in the
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows;

Commencing at the Southeasterly Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2 Aluminum Cap
stamped “FRANK R. DREXEL SW 1/4 SEC 11 T18 R70W 2140™), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 8§10 S11
1999 PLS 11434”), bears N.00°13'36"E., a distance of 2616.14 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.43°28'43"W., a distance of 562.23 feet to a point 12,00 feet southwesterly of the
southwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36, as delineated on Project No. T 170-
1(0), as it existed in March 2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE 5.26°55'36"W., a distance of 10.00 feet;

2. THENCE N.63°04'24"W., parallel with and 22.00 feet southwesterly of sajd
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 60.00 feet;

3. THENCE N.26°55'36"E., a distance of 10.00 feet;

4. THENCE 5,63°04'24"E., parallel with and 12.00 feet southwesterly of said southwesterly
right of way line, a distance of 60.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement contains 600 square feet (0.014 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation
concrete box culvert.

For and on the hehalf-of -+« ~7r
Jacobs Engineering:Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11A
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No.TE-11A of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 3,928 square feet (0.090 Acres), more or
less, lying in the SE 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being
a portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No.01559048, recorded on October 31, 1995
in the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as

follows:

Commencing at the South 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ZBS INCT1S R70W 1/4 510 S15 1999 PLS 11434” in range box), Whence the North 1/4
Corner of said Section 10 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W 83 1/4 §10
1986 LS 23047), bears N.,00°09'00"E., a distance of 5298.06 feet (basis of bearing ~ grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.31°31'00"E., a distance of 1459.43 feet to a point on the southwesterly right of way
line of 1.8, Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0), as it existed in March
2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING; -

THENCE coincident with said southwesterty right of way line the following two (2) courses:

1. 5.58°52'29"E., tangent with the following described curve, a distance of 51.43 feet;

2. Along the arc of a curve to the left, having a radius of 11559.11 feet, a central angle of
1°33'06", the chord of said arc bears 5.59°39'02"E., a distance of 313,01 feet, and an arc
distance of 313.02 feet;

THENCE S5.29°34'25"W ., radial to said curve, a distance of 11.00 feet;

THENCE N.60°02'18"W., a distance of 156.66 feet;

THENCE N.59°10'00"W., a distance of 208.09 feet;

THENCE N.31°07'31"E., a distance of 11.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Sk w

The above described Temporary Easement contains 3,928 square feet (0.090 Acres), more or
less, for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation
concrete box culvert, pipe, ditch, and slope.

A T
/24 iR ol
For and on thébehal%f of oy

f:

Jacobs Enginearifiz Group, Ing" &7
Marla M. McOmiber} PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2800 « =7
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CGODE; 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11B
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No. TE-11B of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 280 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or
less, lying in the NW 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M.,
being a portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287028, recorded on July 5, 1978

in the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as
follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W 59 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 S10 811
1999 PLS 11434™), bears N.89°54'55"E., a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.85°28'23"E., a distance of 1361.24 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE N.61°05'48"W., a distance of 28.00 feet;

THENCE N.28°54'12"E., a distance of 10.00 feet:

THENCE 8.61°05'48"E., a distance of 28.00 feet;

THENCE 5.28°54'12"W., a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Pl S

The above described Temporary Easement contains 280 squate feet (0.006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

) J‘f‘ 5‘:?‘“%"', ,1-‘‘-“\)‘?;‘.,’-‘31‘-‘r
For and o G b of
Jacobs Engingeting. Groiyp, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11C
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Basement No. TE-11C of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 300 square feet (0.007 Acres), more or
less, Iying in the NW 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M.,
being a portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 2870235, recorded on July 5, 1978
in the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as
follows:

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminurm Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T15 R70W $9 §10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372"), Whence the Bast 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS INC T1S R70W 1/4 §10 S11
1999 PLS 11434”), bears N.89°54'55"E,, a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 ( 1992));

Thence N.64°07'15"E., a distance of 654.02 feet to a point 19.00’southwesterly of the
southwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0),
as it existed in March 2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE S.58°52'29"E., paralle] with and 19,00 feet southwesterly of said southwesterly
right of way line, a distance of 30.00 fect;

2. THENCE S.31°07'31"W., a distance of 10.00 feet;

3. THENCE N.58°5229"W., paralle] with and 29,00 fest southwesterly of said
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 30.00 feet;

4. THENCE N.31°07'31"E.,, a distance of 10,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement contains 300 square feet (0.007 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

alr
For and &l the behalf .'(j')jff*%_‘f-{;{
Jacobs Engifesting Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17" Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11D
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No.TE-11D of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 240 square feet (0,006 Acres), more or
less, lying in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a
portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the East 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M, SAYRE T1S R70W S9 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372), Whence the Northeast
Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T18 R70W 84 §3 S9S10
1986 LS 23047”), bears N.00°33'40"E., a distance of 2630.74 feet (basis of bearing — grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.22°04'38"W., a distance of 914.10 feet to a point 20.00 feet southwesterly of the
southwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0),
as it existed in March 2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING;

1. THENCE S.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 20.00 feet southwesterly of said southwesterly
right of way line, a distance of 24.00 feet;

2, THENCE S.31°07'31"W., a distance of 10.00 feet;

3. THENCE N.58°52'29"W,, parallel with and 30.00 feet southwesterly of said

southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 24.00 feet;
4. THENCE N.31°07'31"E., a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement containg 240 square feet (0,006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

Yo C' o el
O~ G PO D
For and on the beha]fof /'
Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc
Marla M, McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11E
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No.TE-11E of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or
less, lying in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a
portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No, 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the East 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W 89 S10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372”), Whence the Northeast
Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W 84 S3 S9 8§10
1986 LS 23047"), bears N.00°33'40"E., a distance of 2630.74 fect (hasis of bearing ~ grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.11°33'43"W., a distance of 1044.17 feet to a point on the northeasterly right of way
line of U.S. Highway No. 36, as delineated on Project No, T 170-1(0), as it existed in March
2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING;

1., THENCE N.58°52'29"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance

of 24.00 feet;
2. THENCE N.31°07'31"E., a distance of 10.00 feet;
3. THENCE S.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 10.00 northeasterly of said northeasterly line,

a distance of 24.00 feet; '
4. THENCE S.31°07'31"W., a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.,

The above described Temporary Easement contains 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

{9 o
/221} “ ", ‘
For and on the behalf of
Jacobs Engthéering Group, Inc
Marla M, McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11F
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION -

Temporary Easement No.TE-11F of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), mote or
less, lying in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a
portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on J uly 5, 1978 in the
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Bast 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W $9 $10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 1372"), Whence the Northeast
Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3 1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T18 R70W S4 §3 89 S10
1986 LS 23047™), bears N.00°33'40"E., a distance of 2630.74 feet (basis of bearing - grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence N.31°04'05"W., a distance of 1184.45 feet to a point 15.00 feet southwesterly of the
sonthwesterly right of way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0),
as it existed in March 2012, being the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE S.30°28'09"W.,a distance of 10,00 feet;

2. THENCE N.58°52'29"W.,, paralle] with and 25.00 feet southwesterly of said
southwesterly right of way line, a distance of 24.00 feet;

3. THENCE N.30°28'09"E.,a distance of 10.00 feet; :

4. THENCE 8.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 15.00 feet southwesterly of said southwesterly
right of way line, a distance of 24.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.,

The above described Temporary Basement contains 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

For and on ﬂ@bﬁhaifof A
Jacobs Engineésing Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Snite 2300

Denver, CO 80202

\\DEI—SO'?\JobsI\DWVXW’TOOO-US36C2DO'I\1BQD?E\ROW_Sul'vey\lanads\f.cgais\TE—I 1R.doc
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" ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11G
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No.TE-11G of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,

Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or

. less, lying in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a
portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the

Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2” Brass Cap stamped “LS
11372 49 1975 1/4 T18 R70W™), Whence the Northeast Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3
1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W $4 $3 89 S10 1986 LS 23047"), bears
N.89°44'00"E., a distance of 2666.17 feet (basis of bearing - grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence 5.55°49'57"E., a distance of 2052.03 feet to the northeasterly right of way line of U.S,
Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1 (0), as it existed in March 2012, being the
POINT OF BEGINNING; '

I. THENCE N.58°52'20"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance
of 24.00 feet; i

2. THENCE N.31°07'31"E., a distance of 10,00 feet;

3. THENCE 8.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 10.00 feet northeasterly of said northeasterly
right of way line, a distance of 24.00 feet;

4. THENCE 8.31°07'31"W., a distance of 10,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement contains 240 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

,-‘ "'.:'r‘. ,‘fg ‘n'"".:-:"".(j‘;
For and on the behalf of ..« o7

Jacobs Engineertng Grotp, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

WDE1-507Uobs NOW VX WI000-US36CDOTI 8967 AROW, Survey\InRoads\Legals\TE-11G.dac
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-11H
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No,TE-11H of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 430 square feet (0,010 Acres), more or
less, lying in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a
portion of a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the
Boulder County Cletk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 {a found 2” Brass Cap stamped “LS
113724 9 1975 1/4 T1S R70W™), Whence the Northeast Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3
1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W $4 3 §9 S10 1986 LS 23047, bears
N.89°44'00"E., a distance of 2666.17 feet (basis of bearing - grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992)); ' :

Thence 8.55°01'20"E., a distance of 1620.89 feet to the intersection of the northeasterly right of
way line of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0), as it existed in March
2012, and the easterly line of GARDEN PROFESSIONAL CONDOMINIUMS, P-10 F-1 #4
&5, Reception No. 397018, recorded on May 28, 1980, being the POINT OF BEGINNING:

1. THENCE N.00°18'13"E., coincident with said easterly line, a distance of 11.64 feet;

2. THENCE $.58°52'29"E., parallel with and 10.00” northeasterly of said northeasterly right
of way line, a distance of 45,97 feet;

3. THENCE S.31°07'31"W., a distance of 10.00 feet to said northeasterly right of way line;

4. THENCE N.58°52'29"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance
of 40.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement contains 430 square feet (0,010 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation box -
culvett structure,

G S
For and on the hehalf of."vi. &
Jacobs Engineeting Group, Inc
Marla M. McOmber, PLS 24961
707 17th Street, Suvite 2300
Denver, CO 80202

WOR1 —SO?\JD])S1\0WV‘XW7000-US36CDO']\1 BIOTAROW. Survey\inRoads\Legal\TE-11H.doc
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT "A"
PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
. TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER: TE-111
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No.TE-11I of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado, Project
Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, containing 282 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or less, lying
in the NE 1/4 of Section 9, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th P.M., being a portion of
a parcel of land described in Reception No. 287025, recorded on July 5, 1978 in the Boulder
County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the North 1/4 Corner of said Section 9 (a found 2” Brass Cap stamped “LS
11372 49 1975 1/4 T1S R70W™), Whence the Northeast Corner of said Section 9 (a found 3
1/4” Aluminum Cap stamped “CEI T1S R70W 54 S3 S9 $10 1986 LS 23047), bears
N.89°44'00"E., a distance of 2666.17 feet (basis of bearing — grid bearings of the UTM System
Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence S5.43°47'33"E., a distance of 1300.44 feet to a point on the southwesferly right of way line
of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. §-SU 0157(1) Sec. 1, as it existed in March
2012, and described in Reception No.010051, recorded March 8, 1972, being the POINT OF
BEGINNING; . :

I.- THENCE coincident with said southwesterly right of way line and along the arc of a
curve to the right, having a radius of 768,50 feet, a central angle of 2°05'16", the chord of
said arc bears $.74°15'37"E., a distance of 28.00 feet, and an arc distance of 28.00 feet;

2. THENCE 8.15°44'23"W., non-radial with the last described curve, a distance of 10.00
feet;

3. THENCE N.74°15'37"W., a distance of 28.00 feet;

4. THENCE N.15°44'23"E., a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING,

The above described Temporary Easement contains 282 square feet (0.006 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction including the extension of an existing drainage pipe.

AT aey

23 c"\ 5
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For and on tﬁ‘é befialf of e
Jacobs Engineeling ‘Group; Inc.-
Marla M. McOmbei, PES 24961
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202
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ATTACHMENT D

EXHIBIT A"

PROJECT CODE: 18907
PROJECT NUMBER: NH 0361-103, SEGMENT F
TEMPORARY EASEMENT NUMBER; TE-11]
DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2012
DESCRIPTION

Temporary Easement No. TE-117 of the Department of Transportation, State of Colorado,
Project Number NH 0361-103, Segment F, contajning 764 square feet (0.018 Acres), more or
less, lying in the NW 1/4 of Section 10, Township 1 South, Range 70 West of the 6th PM.,
being a portion of a parcel of Jand described in Reception No. 287026, recorded on July 5, 1978
in the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office, being more particularly described as
follows: ‘

Commencing at the West 1/4 Corner of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped
“ROBERT M. SAYRE T1S R70W S9 $10 1/4 1996 RLS#1 13727), Whence the East 1/4 Corner
of said Section 10 (a found 2 1/2” Aluminum Cap stamped “ZBS$ INC T18 R70W 1/4 S10 S11
1999 PLS 11434”), bears N.89°54'55"E., a distance of 5286.89 feet (basis of bearing - grid
bearings of the UTM System Zone 13 North, NAD 1983 (1992));

Thence S.80°24'32"E., a distance of 2192.74 feet to a point on the northeasterly right of way line
of U.S. Highway No. 36 as delineated on Project No. T 170-1(0), as it existed in March 2012,
being the POINT OF BEGINNING:;

1. THENCE N.60°27'37"W., a distance of 70.99 feet;

2. THENCE N.29°32'23"E., a distance of 10.00 feet; °

3. THENCE $.60°27'37"E., a distance of 81.76 feet to said northeasterly right of way line of
U.S. Highway No. 36;

4. THENCE 8.76°40'19"W., coincident with said northeasterly right of way line, a distance
of 14.70 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

The above described Temporary Easement contains 764 square feet (0.018 Acres), more or less,
for roadway construction incloding the realignment and extension of an existing irrigation pipe.

“,'\ {: \(‘igf
Jacobs Enginéﬁr;\r% Grrou ;jpc
Marla M. McOmber P18 724961
707 17 Street, Suite 2300

Denver, CO 80202
WDE1-807Uobs1\0WYXW7000-US36CDOT\8907AR OW_Survey\InRoads\Legals\TE-1 11.doc
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CITYOFBOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEES AGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to recommend to City Council the
Elements of the Monitoring Component of the Voice and Sight Tag Program.

PRESENTER/S:
Michael Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
Mark Gershman, Environmental Planning and Monitoring Supervisor

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Adaptive management is an iterative process of decision making aimed at meeting objectives by
adjusting actions based upon experience and measures of success. Adaptive management is one
of the guiding principles of the Visitor Master Plan (VMP).! Consequently, developing and
implementing monitoring is an important part of Open Space and Mountain Parks’ (OSMP)
adaptive management.

The Voice and Sight Tag Program (Tag Program) is a strategy described in the VMP to improve
the visitor experience and reduce impacts to natural resources. Staff worked with community
members to develop a general approach to measuring the success of the Tag Program, then
translated that approach into a detailed protocol, which was subsequently used as the basis for
data collection. Data were collected before the program went into effect, approximately six
months after the program began and again three and a half years after the program’s start (2006,
2007 and 2010). Monitoring included use of OSMP-sponsored surveys of Boulder residents,
interviews of dog guardians and observations of visitor parties that included dogs. The
monitoring report was released in December 2011.

Some members of the community, the Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) and City Council
expressed concerns about the approach taken for monitoring of the Tag Program, especially
elements of observational monitoring. In response to community concerns, staff developed a

1 . . . . .. .

Flexible, Adaptive Management. Implement an adaptive management approach that: monitors visitor experience,
visitor infrastructure, and resource conditions, assesses the effectiveness of management actions, and revises them
based on new information gained from research and experience. (p. 30)
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revision to Tag Program monitoring which was recommended to the OSBT in October 2012.
The Board chose instead to recommend that staff develop an adaptive management and
monitoring program prior to the implementation of the Tag Program changes now set to take
effect during early 2014.

Staff initiated the Tag Program monitoring review by inviting members of the community to
provide input and by hosting a meeting of stakeholders to develop recommendations about how
best to improve the situation. The responses to OSMP’s requests for feedback as well as the
recommendations of the stakeholders group were used by staff to develop the recommendations
below.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff proposes that the Open Space Board of Trustees recommend that the success of the
Tag Program be assessed by:
e Retaining the following elements of the monitoring conducted from 2006-2010:

o Inclusion of questions regarding awareness of the Tag Program in the OSMP
resident survey (2015)

o Interviews with dog guardians to measure degree of compliance with the leash
possession requirement. (The decision to repeat interviews implementation will
depend upon the level of compliance measured in the baseline.)

o Observation

* Visible Display of Voice and Sight Tag
* Dog in Sight of Guardian
* No more than two dogs off leash
» Dogs respond appropriately to guardian's command
e Omitting the following elements of the previous monitoring
o Observational monitoring of conflictive behaviors
o Excrement removal (as part of Tag Program monitoring)
e Adding the following information:
o A tally of:
= Voice and Sight summonses, convictions and incidents
= Related summonses, convictions and incidents

o A summary of unsolicited comments received related to the voice and sight
program

o Modifications of future resident and visitor surveys to collect a broader range of
information about the perceived benefits and downsides of recreating with dogs.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

e Economic - Overall economic impacts on the business community are unknown but are
anticipated to be minimal. The Tag Program assessment recommendations were developed to
be cost effective by taking advantage of readily available information while retaining
continuity with past monitoring and the value of previously collected data.

e Environmental — Overall impacts on environmental resources are likely to be indirect. The
assessment program, as proposed, will have a very marginal effect upon environmental
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sustainability. However, the monitoring is intended to lead to management decisions that in
turn improve environmental conditions.

e Social — Boulder places a high value on informed decision making and this is made possible
by assessing the Tag Program. Indirectly, the assessment is intended to lead to management
actions which improve the visitor experience.

OTHER IMPACTS

e Fiscal —The monitoring program is intended to be repeated three times (before Tag Program
enhancements go into effect, after the implementation of the enhancements and then two to
three years after the second round of monitoring). The monitoring component is anticipated
to cost approximately $170,000. The costs will be incurred during three different years. The
majority of cost (58 percent) is salary for existing staff to develop, oversee and report the
results (see below). Approximately 38 percent of the cost will be used to fund seasonal
employees who will collect data in the field and summarize unsolicited comments, summons,
incident as well as conviction information. About four percent of the cost is for materials
and supplies.

e Staff time — As described above, standard staff time makes up an estimated 58 percent of the
project costs. In 2013 the standard staff will need to develop a detailed protocol and sampling
schedule, hire, train and supervise seasonal employees, field test methodologies and
participate in the baseline condition assessments. This is estimated to require the equivalent
of one half of a currently funded standard full-time position.

BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK

In October 2012, staff recommended that the OSBT endorse a revision to the monitoring
component of the Tag Program. Staff recommended limiting further monitoring to observations
of whether guardians were successful at controlling dogs with voice command. The Board did
not support staff’s recommendation, choosing instead to direct staff to develop an adaptive
management and monitoring program prior to the implementation of the Tag Program changes.
This memo contains staff recommendations for that program.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK

Staff designed a two-part review process. First, OSMP asked for comments from those willing to
share their ideas about: a) issues or concerns about OSMP’s approach to Tag Program
monitoring (as contained in December 2011 report) and b) what OSMP could do to improve Tag
Program monitoring. Staff contacted several thousand people via email, including Tag Program
participants, community interest groups and those who had signed up to be kept informed about
OSMP issues. A notice was also placed on the OSMP web page.

Approximately 140 comments were submitted.” Many (110) referred to the Tag Program but did
not specifically address monitoring. Those that included comments specifically addressing the
monitoring program can be found in Attachment A.

The second part of the monitoring review involved a small group of stakeholders who have been
involved with OSMP management and the Tag Program. OSMP staff invited Friends Interested

* The full set of comments (27 pages) is available on the city Website at this address:
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/openspace/pdf VMP/overarching/v-s-monitoring-comments.pdf
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in Dogs and Open Space (FIDOS), local environmental organizations, the Humane Society of the
Boulder Valley and a former member of the OSBT to meet and discuss how to provide useful
monitoring information to inform future Tag Program policy decisions.

FIDOS responded with a written statement and did not participate in the meeting. Their
recommendation (Attachment B) was that the city should use convictions for selected voice and
sight and related offenses as the measure of Tag Program compliance. FIDOS also
recommended that staff invest in research to better understand the ecological effects of dogs.
Staff shared FIDOS’ recommendations with the other members of the group in advance, and
participants made an effort to include and consider those recommendations in the discussion.

Details of the public process can be found in Attachment C.

ANALYSIS

Based upon feedback from the OSBT, City Council and community members, staff listed options
for inclusion in Tag Program monitoring and evaluated each to determine which staff considered
most cost effective and appropriate for the context of the project (Attachment D).

The criteria for analysis were benefit, feasibility and cost. In the context of a monitoring
indicator, benefit included not only the importance of the measure in terms of tracking an
important component of the program, but the accuracy, sensitivity, clarity and reliability of that
measure as well. Feasibility included a determination if OSMP staff could actually implement
the method, as well as the degree to which the monitoring was expected to appeal to the various
constituencies (staff, community members, interest groups, the OSBT and City Council). Staff
recognizes that a successful approach to Tag Program monitoring requires techniques
appropriate to the community context.

The evaluation matrix (Attachment D) includes two categories of monitoring components. The
first set contains the components used in the monitoring summarized in the December 2011
report. The second set contains additions suggested through feedback on the OSMP Website or
that arose during discussion with the stakeholder group convened in June 2013. The information
below explains the recommendations in the evaluation matrix.

Recommendations on Components of the 2006-2010 Tag Program Monitoring

Resident and Visitor Surveys

Continue the use of the OSMP resident survey as a cost effective tool to gauge the level of
awareness of the Tag Program. The next survey is scheduled for 2015 which coincides with
the upcoming round of Tag Program monitoring.

Continue ongoing use of both the resident and visitor surveys to assess quality of the visitor
experience, the degree to which visitors are experiencing conflict on the system, and to
identify the sources of conflict. The public process highlighted the importance of identifying
the factors, including dogs, which enhance visitors’ experiences on OSMP. Staff intends to
broaden the surveys by asking more questions aimed at understanding the perceived benefits and
downsides of recreating with dogs.
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Interviews

Interview dog guardians to determine if they are in possession of a leash during the 2013
(baseline) phase of data collection. Depending upon the level of compliance measured, these
interviews may be repeated after the Tag Program enhancements are implemented.

Observation

Continue observation of the following elements of compliance with the Tag Program:
e Visible display of tag

e Dogs remain in sight of guardian

e Only one or two dogs off leash and under voice and sight control

e Dogs respond to a guardian’s command

Discontinue observation of:
e Excrement removal as part of the Tag Program monitoring
e Conflictive and prohibited dog and guardian behaviors

Response to Guardian’s Command

Staff understands that there were objections to the approach used to measure compliance with the
requirement that dogs respond to guardians’ commands. Staff considers a guardian’s ability to
exercise voice control a central element of Voice and Sight control and considers it critical to
include a measure of this factor in the Tag Program monitoring.

After conversations with stakeholders, peers in other agencies and academics who specialize in
the measurement of effectiveness of management actions, staff was unable to develop an
approach that provided greater accuracy, reliability, sensitivity and feasibility than the one
deployed during the 2006-2010 monitoring. Staff considered recommending a modification to
the Tag Program ordinance that would require a guardian demonstrate voice control at the
request of a ranger. This would allow OSMP rangers to collect data about dogs responding to
guardians’ commands. However, this approach did not seem appropriate for OSMP because of
the clear lack of community support for a demonstration test as a necessary step before acquiring
a voice and sight tag. There are also technical issues associated with the potential bias in both
visitor and dog behavior introduced by a ranger’s presence and approach. Consequently, staff did
not consider this option further

The regulation requires for voice and sight control that a guardian be able to exercise control so
that a dog “comes and stays with the guardian or keeper immediately upon command by such
person” (6-1-2, B.R.C). When designing the monitoring, staff chose what was believed at the
time to be a slightly more relaxed standard—only considering situations where a guardian was
unable to demonstrate control after calling his/her dog twice. In reality, guardians seldom called
their dog one time (Come King! Come King!). Consequently two calls were typically made as
part of the “call effort” and several seconds would elapse between the first effort and the next.
Staff understood that potentially the elapsed time between two call efforts might not be
consistent with the requirement that a dog come immediately upon command. However, staff
decided to use the relaxed two-call standard as a direct measure of whether a dog came
immediately trying to be considerate of some range of variability for “immediate recall” by
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guardians. Some comments from community members suggested using a time standard rather
than a “number of calls” as the basis upon which to determine if dogs’ responses were consistent
with the regulatory requirements. In discussions about this with both the stakeholder group and
among staff, there was concern that establishing such a time limit would face the same objections
of subjectivity that staff encountered on other aspects of the monitoring and didn’t provide a
better measure for an “immediate” response. Staff’s recommendation is to observe whether or
not the dog meet the regulatory requirements, as was measured during previous monitoring.

Staff believes that the objections to the approach used to measure voice control from the 2006-
2010 monitoring are mostly related to the lack of clarity in the presentation and description—
rather than a flaw in sampling design or accuracy. Staff will attempt to improve the clarity with
which this measure is communicated.

Conflictive and prohibited dog and guardian behaviors (Attachment E)

The observations of dog behaviors in the 2011 report provided the most direct measures of
conflict or resource impact. However, staff determined that this was not an appropriate measure
at this time because of community concern over the level of subjectivity involved in the data
collection and disagreement by some members of the community about which behaviors should
be characterized as conflictive. Additions to the Tag Program assessment described below will
provide some information about prohibited behaviors that are recorded or reported on OSMP.

Additional Tag Program Monitoring Components to be Considered

Summons and Conviction Information

Provide information about the number of incidents, summonses and convictions related to
violations of the Voice and Sight ordinance (6-1-16 B.R.C.) and other related ordinances
and regulations.

The stakeholder group meeting about Tag Program monitoring discussed FIDOS’
recommendation to use the number of convictions for certain dog-related offenses as the sole
measure of Tag Program compliance. This monitoring strategy would have the advantages of
being relatively inexpensive to collect, and its close relation to the level of compliance with Tag
Program requirements. It would also have the advantage of appealing to a stakeholder that has
had long involvement in and many contributions to the Tag Program. The group expressed
concerns that by itself, such a measure might not be a useful way to inform decisions. One of the
sources of concern expressed was the many factors, other than the level of compliance, that
could affect the number of summonses or convictions. For example, changes in the number of
rangers due to staff turnover or the amount of time spent on patrol (e.g., a busy fire season)
would have a very strong effect upon the measure. Since the location and timing of ranger
patrols varies depending upon the multitude of calls on their time, it would be impractical to
standardize sampling.

In staff’s discussion, it became clear that even if these difficulties could be overcome, it would

be necessary to develop management objectives around this indicator. Staff was unable to
contemplate a meaningful way of determining the acceptable number of convictions. Without a
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range of acceptability, there would be no guidance for adaptive management—and no utility for
the measure.

However, the group of reviewers recognized that a variety of information can be useful for
decision makers to understand the situation. The group recommended that numbers of voice and
sight summonses, convictions and incidents’ and related regulations be included as part of the
Tag Program monitoring report. The applicable Voice and Sight ordinance components and
related ordinances are shown in Attachment F.

Ranger Observations and Perspectives

Provide information from OSMP rangers to characterize the level of compliance with the
Voice and Sight and related ordinances and regulations. Similar to information about
summonses, etc., the experiences of rangers describes another perspective on what is happening
on OSMP. Although not a scientific sample, rangers’ observations can be used to understand the
types of things that occur. Ranger observations are not well-suited to numerical comparisons.

Unsolicited Information
Provide a summary of information submitted to OSMP about experiences related to the
Voice and Sight Program.

OSMP receives a considerable volume of information from visitors on a daily basis. Some of
these calls, emails or visits are to discuss experiences with the Tag Program. Members of the
group reviewing the Tag Program monitoring suggested that this available information
represented a cost effective way of collecting and sharing information from a wide range of
visitors.

However, such information has limitations as a reliable source of information for decision
making—but combined with field observations, and the other information described above, may
contribute to an understanding of conditions on OSMP.

Onsite Comment Form/Self Administered Surveys

Do not install comment forms or self administered surveys to gather information regarding
the Tag Program.

Among the ideas suggested by community members was installing comment or survey boxes
throughout OSMP for visitors to document noteworthy occurrences. Staft’s experience is that
comment forms and boxes would likely be targets of vandalism and require regular maintenance
and replacement. Although anecdotal information has some value, staff concluded that this was
not a cost effective way of gathering information. Furthermore, many OSMP visitors contact the
department offices or Website directly from the trail since it is likely that many have cell phones.

Compliance Standards and Adaptive Management

Monitoring indicators are but one part of an adaptive management framework. Other important
elements are standards/thresholds and responses. The standard of compliance for the Tag
Program has been drawn from the VMP (p.63), which states that compliance with dog control

’ OSMP Rangers frequently respond to situations where no summons is issued, but an injury to a person, dog or
wildlife resulted from action that is prohibited. This often happens when the perpetrator flees the scene.
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requirements should be at least 90 percent. The 90 percent requirement in the VMP arose from a
consideration of levels of service that staff, the OSBT and City Council considered to be
desirable and achievable. In this case, it was considered that an “A” level of service could and
should be provided to ensure sustainability of natural resources and to provide a high-quality
visitor experience.

Relating this 90 percent directly to the monitoring of the Tag Program has raised questions about
how this standard should be applied. There are a number of approaches that could be taken. For
example, although the measured level of compliance for visible display of tags and guardians
having more than two dogs off leash fell below the 90 percent standard—staff did not
recommend significant changes to the Tag Program on the basis of this “non compliance.”
Although compliance was very low for multiple dogs off leash {6 percent before Tag Program,
41 percent six months after, 40 percent 3.5 years after), the proportion of visits by groups with
multiple dogs was low, so the scope of this issue is relatively small. The measure of visible
display of tags was measured at 86 percent 3.5 years after the Tag Program began, while below
90 percent, the trajectory was going in the right direction (up from 79 percent six months afier
the program began). This was not considered a severe issue because the display of tag is not
directly linked to compliance issues and was close to the standard.

On the other hand, observations in the field indicated to staff that there was a significant
departure and trend toward decreasing compliance with the 90 percent standard for response of
dogs to guardian’s command (64 percent, 63 percent, 56 percent). Since the ability to exercise
voice control is so central to guardians being successful with voice and sight control, staff
considered this to be both a widespread and severe issue and the basis for a discussion about the
need to improve the Tag Program,

Experience demonstrates that it can be very difficult to establish and commit to thresholds and
responses for management actions affecting OSMP visitation before data are collected.
Community members and decisions makers have shown a desire to wait until “the data are in” to
discuss the appropriate response using not only staff’s best measures of numerical estimates, but
also relating those measures to the severity and scope of the particular issue being measured and
interpreting those results through a number of perspectives.

Staff believes observational monitoring results and other information taken together will provide
the relevant data for decision makers when considering changes to the Tag Program in the future
Staff’s recommendation for data collection and reporting comes in response to the community’s
preference for informed discussion and dialogue about how to adaptively manage certain aspects
of OSMP visitation, including the Tag Program.

Submitted by:

I sl b S

Michael D. Patf(;;l, Director

Nl Al f—

Mark B. Gershnan, Environmental Planning and Monitoring Supervisor
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ATTACHMEN IA

Voice and Sight Monitoring-Public Review
On-line Comment Form: Comments Referencing Monitoring

Name Comment

Curt Honcharik 1st question - | think it would be interesting to put ""voluntary statement™ forms at some of the
trailheads to allow people to annonomously document conflicts they observe on the trail. these could
be dropped in a box and collected at various intervals by rangers. this may lead to what are the most
commom conflicts observed on the trials by the citizens, and could also indicate what the most important
conflicts are for the public (example: is not carrying a leash a part of the law that people actually care
about, or are we more interested in observing someone having a dog off leash that is chasing wildlife).

2nd question - | would be interested to see a breakdown of boulder county residents vs. non-boulder
county residents by doing a sample of the population found to be in conflict with the regulations that
were being observed.

3rd question - with the exception to my answer of the first question, i feel the current monitoring plan
for compliance is adequate.

Julie Artist I might consider asking for feedback from homeowners who have properties that back to open space.
We encounter dogs behind our home and even in our yards who have clearly strayed from the trail
and their owners and who are not under voice control. We hear owners yelling for their pets quite
frequently.

Perhaps installing a short questionnaire box at trail heads for users to comment about events/
interactions with dogs who are not under control by their owners.

Steve Tocco | really enjoy the program as it is and have never encountered a hostile dog. Are the incidents and
severity truly in need of measurement/analysis?

Prescreen and monitoring seems more expensive than returns warrant. If you want to change behavior,
make fees and fines a little higher. (Perhaps per annum rather than lifetime of dog)..

My only real complaint of the program is | feel more areas should be offered as off leash. | would
pay for such additional access.

Steve Durian Since data collection techniques are very statistical and technical in nature, it is probably not
meaningful to ask the general public open-ended questions such as these. Perhaps more specific
questions about particular concerns would provide you with better feedback.

Tammy Royce Have a clip board with paper and pencil at the start of each trail head and leave instructions for
people to fill in the day they used the trail, yes/no are they part of the green tag program, # of dogs
the brought with them, and have them sign their name. Might be a good way to monitor usage. Love
the program. Wish they had it in California where we recently moved back to. Thanks, Tammy

Sam This is an excellent program and the administration of it seems to be fair and evenly applied. | don't
think modification of the program is necessary, but additional research could be conducted
electronically to gather use pattern data and other info that would help OSMP better understand
program compliance, etc.

Kevin Wiggins Use RFID tags that could automatically monitor access/#of users with a solar powered station at each
trailhead.
Travis Metcalfe The statistics on non-compliance with excrement removal rules are inflated by the narrow definition of

compliance. An observation of a ""left bag"" on a one-way trail would more properly be described as
a ""temporarily left bag™ in most cases, since it is common (and reasonable) practice to leave a bag
on the way up a trail to retrieve on the way down. A ""left bag"" on a loop trail can be considered
truly abandoned. Overall, the percentage of visitors with conflictive behavior remains quite low, so no

significant changes to certification or enforcement are warranted.

Wednesday, June 05, 2013 Page 1 of 11
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Name Comment

Pamela H. Prescott Having rangers out checking for green tags is a good idea as a deterrent to keep people from other
nearby areas from letting their dogs run free on Boulder Open Space and from not picking up after
them. However, as someone who uses all the trails around Boulder every single day, | can absolutely
attest to the fact that there are very, very few dog-off-leash conflicts. | will say that people don't
always pick up poop and that explaining at the trailhead why it's important would definitely help.

In weighing public comments, OSMP and the city should give much more credence to people who use
the trails every day. One questionable experience of an infrequent user should not be allowed to
drive policy. Please remember that a complaint or comment does not necessarily indicate a problem; it
reflects one person's point of view and his or her level of reactivity. It does not mean that Boulderites
need any more rules and regulations and closed trails for their dogs. The current system works.

Steve Cann | believe that the monitoring should focus on the outcome that is desired from a management
perspective. Specifically with regard to the standard for guardians to have voice control over the dog,
it seems that the goal is for the guardian to be able to have the dog come to them in a reasonable
time. The standard where the guardian fails if the dog does not come after calling its name two times
does not fit the management outcome sought. | think a better standard would be to judge whether the
dog responds within a short period of time, for example, 20 seconds.

When | am calling my dog to me, my command is continuous until she complies. | don't call her name
once or twice and then wait to see if she complies. The performance measure that compliance with a
voice control standard is that the dog promptly complies, not that the dog complies after one or two
calls. If the dog complies in a short time window, it shouldn't matter how many times the guardian
needs to call the dog's name. If after attempting to call the dog, the dog has not complied after say
20 seconds, that is failure from an effectiveness perspective.

If the guardian calls the dog's name one time, and the dog complies after a minute, that also seems to
me to be a failure from the desired management perspective, but would have to be judged to be
successful control under the present number of calls standard.

Mary Roble | found this study very complete. The barriers that are described | think are the most important in trying
to make this program work. In particular, | think the inability of people to control their dog stems from
not knowing what to do and not taking any training instruction, rather assuming that they know what to
do and refusing to look at the results of their stubbornness. As a result the dog is indifferent to the
commands and does not have either reward for good behavior or limits of incorrect behavior. An
ancillary comment-there are many dog guardians that fall into the category-""my dog needs off leash
exercise and it is cruel fo have to have the dog on leash in the wilderness"" despite all other facts-such
as the needs of others, the popularity of the open space, children,etc.etc. | think education and
emphasis on consideration of others are the keys- but good luck with that-as evidenced by the abysmal
responsibility for picking up excrement. | have a dog, | walk regularly in open space and | have
worked with my dog and she does not even come immediately- especially on really hot days but if she
does not she goes on leash. Thanks for your work- having the amount of OSP available for off leash is
amazing- dog companions need to know what a great gift this is and how sad it would be to lose it.

Wednesday, June 05, 2013 Page 2 of 11
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Name Comment

Jennifer Peters Johnson | think there are several overarching problems with the monitoring system.

First, the criteria are set up for dogs to fail. | once asked a trainer at the Humane Society whether he
could help me to train my dog well enough to meet your definitions of no-conflict and they said it was
not possible.

The following are my opinions, not the trainer's:

&¢ In attachment 3, under Physical Contact by Dog, 5d (sniffing) is not a conflict behavior. It is an
instinctual behavior. To label it that way is like calling the use of eyesight a conflict behavior. Of course,
some people do that when they're looking for trouble, as in ""What are you looking at?™ This is similar.
a¢ In attachment 3, under Physical Contact by Dog, 5e is "other."" | appreciate the need for a
catchall, but how is that scored? Who evaluates whether it is a conflict behavior? Also, as a dog owner
who trains my dog to avoid breaking the rules, | don't really know how to train him not to do ""other."™
&¢ In attachment 3, under No Physical Contact by Dog, friendly ""chasing"" between dogs and
aggressive or unwanted chasing are not the same, and should be differentiated. It's not hard to tell the
difference between aggression and play if you are familiar with dogs. My dog's behavior in the dog
park consists almost entirely in playful consensual games of chase with other dogs of all sizes, breeds
and genders. | don't allow him to play with leashed dogs, and if I'm not sure (I don't know the owner or
haven't noted that the dog is already playing with others) | ask the other dog's owner if it's okay for
them to play. But it is unrealistic to expect dogs to ignore each other and never initiate normal play. It's
fine to expect owners to be sensitive to whether it's safe and wanted.

Before addressing my next concern, 1ad like to conduct an honor-system, confidential &sniff
testd and ask those of you who have reported on, had contact with, or worked in or with the city
or county government or the Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP)department this question:

Does the culture of OSMP tend to be

1. unhappy about allowing green-tagged unleashed dogs on Open Space trails,
2. neutral on the issue,

3. or dog-friendly?

| think that using OSMP staff as monitors introduces the potential for significant bias to a degree that
invalidates the results. Those who are in the position of making recommendations to the City Council on
an issue in which feelings run as high as this one should not be the ones to gather the data on which they
base them. | donéit doubt their professionalism or intentions. But just as sniffing is instinctual for

dogs, so is fitting info one's workplace culture and pleasing one's employers for humans.

| suggest that the city hire professional experts in dog behavior to develop fair, realistic criteria for
disallowed dog behaviors and to do any future monitoring. CSU Animal Science Professor Temple
Grandin would be my first suggestion. The training staff of the Boulder Humane Society would be my

next, although they might be loath to step into the potential political night soil.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and in all sincerity, thank you for your public service. It's got
to be tough listening to everyone's opinions and then taking the flak for your decisions.
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Scott Rudge The monitoring report is very interesting, thanks for taking the time to conduct the research and publish
the report. It should receive more publicity, | think especially the information about dog conflict, which |
think is the biggest safety issue on the trails. | would focus on the one or two issues that you think are
the biggest issues for trail users.

Everyone views their own dogs as ""well behaved™ and ""friendly"". The standard of dog behavior in
the video is difficult to achieve without a fair amount of dedication, and even with this, at ay instance
the dog may or may not comply. | thought the definition of compliance was reasonable, two distinct
calls. | believe my dogs meet this standard, however we know that one dog is not reliable when in the
presence of other, strange dogs, and when other dogs approach, we leash this dog, in spite of her tag
and her compliance under other circumstances.

| think that the number 15% for dog conflictive events is way too high, and | think most dog owners
would see that as a problem. | would publicize this number, | would get on the Denver news channels
and discuss it, and talk about what dog owners should do to protect their dogs as well as wildlife and
other hikers. | would take tags from dogs that exhibit this behavior, and | would probably not be in
favor of second chances for those dogs. A fine would probably be a good idea as well.

| think most people want to keep the mountain parks clean and usable, but | also think most people think
the parks can bear the excrement burden imposed by their pets. Are there certain zones where this is
demonstrably not the case? Can we focus on certain area, Mt. Sanitas for example, where excrement
removal is mandatory? Could we get better compliance in particularly sensitive or over burdened
areas in exchange for zones in which removal wouldn't be required?

Just some thoughts. My family believes in this program, and | think we've done a good job complying
and training our dogs to be within the strictest meanings of the statute. We do see plenty of non-
compliance. Thanks for doing the study and publishing it.

Tom Wilson 1) | think OSMP is spending too much money on studying this topic, with too much emphasis on data
collection and analysis. Obijectives #1 and #3 of the V&ST program should not be objectives at all,
but rather implementation details. The program seems more like someone's dissertation project than a
reasonable way to spend city money to manage public resources.

2) Changes to statistical analysis? The question itself tells me there are too many resources being spent
on this issue!

3) | think additional formal monitoring is a waste of time.

Robert C Northrop My suggestion is to perform onsite surveys with participants of the voice tag program as well as other
users of Boulder country open space trails.

Sally Tarbell Where is the data from the survey? | think reporting that a dog was called > 2 times before they came
is a poor indicator of compliance. Would you hold a parent calling a child to the same standard? Are
there significant numbers of reports of dogs causing problems by people visiting the open space. After
2 years of using this program, | have been impressed with how responsible most dog owners are. | think
you should turn attention to bike riders who dont know how to yield to pedestrians and animals.
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Mike Endicott First I'll address the three questions/issues requested

1) | feel the only way to improve monitoring is to have more unbiased (volunteer or Park emp.) eyes on
the trails.

2)Analysis improvement - the initial studies do not indicate the nature and details of the conflicts.
Experience and casual observation has shown that when a dog(s) have any exposure in passing to a
""dog objectionist"", just the presence of a dog is considered a conflict. Also the data collection is
inherent due to the strong feelings of ""dog objectionist™ and their likely reporting. You will always
hear more from the disgruntled vs. the happy. This will generally create a strong bias in any case.
3) accepting video record for review, still, by nature will seem to show problems out of proportion.

Further comments-

| have enjoyed the use and exploration of Boulder open space on average of 4-5 days per week for
over 35 years as a trail runner, hiker, biker, climber and occasional dog walker. | can honestly say that
| have not witnessed more than 3-4 real conflicts with dogs with literally thousands of encounters. One
conflict was my fault, a enthusiastic puppy in my control romps toward a side party of seated adults
and gets in a couple of face licks. The reaction from the party was ""over-the-top"", my bad, but not
""that bad™. It is always a matter of perspective isn't it!

| feel the greatest issue is lack of poop pick-up. Primarily this seems to occur most often with younger
owners. Though, this issue seems to be improving gradually.

Environmental Impact - Other than poop, pretty non-existent. | see much, much, more from hikers in
muddy conditions, horse use and bike trail erosion, climbing approach trails, etc. Dogs chasing wildlife is
pretty rare, I'm sure its happened, but I've never seen it.

My opinion in general is that a very vocal and influential minority has the ears of a public

administration that feels obligated to ""oil the squeaky wheel.

My two cents, thanks for asking. Feel free to contact me.
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Barb DiPasquale
What changes to the monitoring method do you believe would improve data collection or statistical
analysis of indicators?

As a longtime financial analyst, | found your ""data collection and statistical analysis™" to be inferior
to any business/research in the real world. Your data collection did not consider typical variations
within the user base, trail-type and application instances. Most of your audience, while unable to
verbalize their disbelief of your findings, did not trust or feel this was an unbiased, professional
analysis. So you need to stop calling this a statistical analysis - it clearly was not. Data collection,
when observed /provided, by sources who are not impartial also provided a skew in your data sample.

| think you need to work in a more collaborative fashion to engage all stakeholders in your next
effort and eliminate the obvious bias to any one party. OSMP should be an independent entity
supporting all taxpayers in Boulder. It didn't feel that way to me in any of the few meetings |
attended. Individuals were angry and combative.

Since you all have stated this controversy, you have managed to drive some of the bad acters from
the restrictive trails to the Dry Creek area. Having now had the pleasure of walking my dog with some
of these entitled characters, | can see where some of the complaints might be coming from. An easy
solution might be to engage some of the regulars, who have a vested interest in keeping dog poop
picked up and reporting untrained dogs to OSMP. Everybody wins and has an interest in monitoring
their area - rather than increasing ranger patrols.

I've had to stop runners (they are the worst). How do you run and watch what your dog is doing
""behind"" you - and they don't pick up unless | stop them.
Why?

You need to improve your image, do an unbiased /professional analysis and build faith with all the
interested parties within your constituency.

What changes to the statistical analysis do you believe would offer better information upon which to
base adaptive management decisions?

Your assumptions were unrealistic, skewed and unrepresentative of the user base. Rather than

building an analysis supporting your goal or view, take an honest look at what's going on and look for
ways to improve. | don't think anyone was calm enough to ""listen™ to what was being said or ask

"why™.

What other methods to monitor compliance or conflict might OSMP consider?

As | stated above - ask for compliance volunteers who walk their dogs regularly in the same place.
They see offender behavior and the offenders wouldn't know them as ""rangers™". They have a vested
interest in the stewardship in their area - a win-win in my book.
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Keith Mountain | have a small dog and often walk her off leash in the appropriate spaces - usually in South Boulder
Creek Trail, Chataqua trail system or Green Mountain trail system. | am concerned about the relative
importance or prioritization of incidence involving dogs on open space trails.

1. The surveys or monitoring may have been done with this as a primary guideline but it was not
apparent to me. As an example - conflicts involving people are a major concern to me, chasing
squirrels - not so much. Both are to be discouraged but their is a difference. And dogs know the
difference.

2. There should be a very convenient and accessable way for a visitor to report an incedent at a trail
head. Statistically this makes much more sense to me than OS personnel monitoring behavior. My
experience is that certain trails will have significantly more issues than others. Visitors can then ""vote
with their collectiove experiences and feel engaged in the process.

3. | personnally have had more conflict problems with dogs on leash than off leash. The owners with
dogs on leash are often not prepared for impulsive behaviors. Also dogs off leash have ability to
avoid agressive behaviors by other dogs and give owners who are engaged with their dog the ability
to get them back under control.

4. If the mission here is avoid conflicts with people, dogs and wildlife then more information is needed.
Let visitors provide the information. Rate trails and then create solutions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The OS&MP team does a great job.

j.r. jemelka OSMP, once respected, is rapidly becoming Boulder's most hated institution. The shadow of OSMP's
single minded pursuit of its unpopular dog goals will eventually darken all Boulder government.
The new OSMP dog laws are underpinned by data obtained by filling in forms presenting a highly
prejudicial and leading universe of possibilities. Conflict is extrapolated from a population pre-
selected as 'offending’. To derive policy from such data is akin to characterizing human behavior based
on data derived from prison populations.
The Bekoff study, 1996, (link on http://b4ros.com) conducted by CU, examines a broader spectrum of
OSMP users and fails to find the conflict reported by OSMP in its crusade for stricter enforcement of
dog norms. OSMP's counter study using an offender-only population has apparently been generated
solely to negate CU's broader and more dog-friendly conclusions.
The rationale for OSMP's refusal to accept Bekoff and embarking on its own must be that Bekoff does
not support OSMP's preconceived notion that dogs on open space are insufficiently restrained and that
dog guardians need to be vigorously disciplined.
Even where its data is strongest, OSMP's imaginative answer for Boulder's apparent lack of support for
dog feces handling and disposal is, predictably, greater discipline and further punishment. Little thought
is given to treating this as a littering problem requiring scientific receptacle design and placement. |
invite OSMP to explore http:/ /www.litter.ie o examine alternative strategies to the dog feces littering
problem.
The hypocrisy of OSMP's fake data and phony process barely masks its true message: 'Get Your Dog
off my Open Space'.
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Susan Baker | love that Boulder has a voice and sight opportunity for dogs and there guardians. My dog loves
being off leash to play, run, and swim and | consider him 100% in compliance with the green tag
regulations. Without this option 1&m not sure | would continue to have a dog. However, there are
still many people abusing the recommendations. The most flagrant violations are, failure to recall a
dog, not cleaning up after their dog waste, and let their dogs chase wild life. As usual there are a few
thoughtless people who are ruining the privilege for the majority of dog owners. The current policy is
clear on these rules. Any changes to the policy should address compliance of these guidelines. Having
a two strikes is a good idea, but banning a whole household is not. Having more frequent renewal and
higher fees is a good idea, but forcing vaccination requirements is not. Unfortunately | still feel like
enforcement might be the only way to get through to some dog guardians. Fees from the green tags
should go to this or solicit help from volunteer groups like Fidos to help with on-trail etiquette. In
response to your specific questions |&ve made comments below:

What changes to the monitoring method do you believe would improve data collection or analysis of
indicators? Why?

First of all donét expect a dog not to act like a dog!!ll Barking, sniffing, shaking off water,
urinating on land marks are all dog behaviors that are nearly impossible to eliminate. 1&m in
favor of trail side polls for dog owners and non-dog owners about behaviors they experience on the
trail, limited to only behaviors that are expected from the green tag education program. Also
observation of rangers trained in dog behavior and expectations under the green tag rule.

What changes to the analysis do you believe would offer better information upon which to base
adaptive management decisions?

One thing that sounds trivial but has been a problem with several open space polls is that the squeaky
wheel gets all the attentions. People adamantly against dogs in open space are a huge minority, but
are very vocal about their opinions. Polls should be designs to access the personés attitude and
strength of attitude towards dogs. Given the number of green tags issued it should be clear that there
is a huge number of taxpayers interested in the program.

What other methods to monitor compliance or conflict might OSMP consider?

OSMP should utilize user groups like FIDOs and the like to help educate dog guardians. For instance |
used to be an equine park ranger for the county and part of my role was to educate other users about
horses in the open space and etiquette that was appreciate around them. Rangers stationed at
trailhead handing out literature or having demo to educate dog owners would be great to. Getting
the humane society to offer a class specifically in compliance with voice and sight might help people
with their dog. Or having seasonal workshops sponsored by the OSMP using professional dog trainer.
Unfortunately there will always be a few people who will need a ticket to get their dogs under control,
perhaps problem areas could be targeted and paid for by an increase in fees.
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blair norman Dear OSBT members, | am writing this letter to object to some of the proposed changes to the Green
Tag system and to request some clarification about the study that this proposal is based on. In looking
at the study done by OSMP in 2012 it looks like most of the participants (how many, we don't know10
or 10002) complied with the most troubling of the requirements-keeping their dog within sight. What
are the standards set in the Master plan that aren't' being complied with?

OSMPas evaluation of the trial voice and sight program (2012) shows that compliance levels do
not meet

the standards set in the Visitor Master Plan.

86% of off-leash dogs had Green Tags visible

40% of visitor parties complied with the requirement that only 2 dogs may be off-leash per
guardian2

93% kept their dog(s) in their field of vision3

56% of dogs returned to their guardian within two separate & distinct commands todcome&4
15% of visitor parties participated in at least one conflictive behavior

46% complied with &poop pick-upé rules

(study session compendium pg

17).awww.bouldercolorado.gov /files/openspace/pdf_VMP /overarching/12-
1113_Council_Study_Session_Compendium.pdf

15% of visitors participated in one conflicting behavior? What does this mean? Are you really
suggesting to increase the budget from $130,000 to $700,000 to confront and punish these 15%2 |
see more people stepping to the side of the trails to avoid the puddles and mud than bad dog owners.
Shouldn't we try and protect our trails just as fervently?

&° Boulderdas 2010 Resident Survey shows that 44% of all respondents feel that dogs off-leash
make their

visits to OSMP less pleasant. When asked about conflicts involving dogs and the impact of the Tag
Program,

55% felt there was either no change or more conflict.

What percentage of these respondents own a dog? | walk my 2-year-old dog every day on open
space and haven't seen a dog conflict with another person or wildlife in 2 years. What does no change
mean? Was there conflict every time they hiked before or they encountered conflict 1 time out of every
15 times they hiked? What is a conflict?l would like to be totally alone on the trail. Is it less pleasant if
there is someone hiking in my field of vision?

&° Approximately 73% of all violations issued since 2006 have been dog-related; and while the
numbers

vary a bit from year to year, they are generally consistent over time. Ticketing violations and levying
fines

have not resulted in changes of behavior.

Are the ticketed owners repeat offenders? If yes, then education is in order. If not then it suggests to me
that the pool of offenders is constantly changing so you aren't educating them properly at first. Maybe
have the video to get a green tag be accompanied by an online test to see if they get the answers
correct before they can get a tag.

If my dog disturbs a bird in a bush is that a ticket-able offense? If she barks at a squirrel in a tree will
she lose her green tag? Open space is for everyone and even if my dog is on a leash she can create
these last 2 scenarios. | am not sure what these new regulations and one-strike-you-are-out policies are
trying to accomplish. | think we should encourage more education rather than punishment of dog owners
who want to enjoy open space.

Sincerely,

Blair Norman
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Max Pritikin None of the statistics gathered or discussion around this program relates to the fostering of a non-
confrontation relationship between dog owners and the broader community. Every aspect of this is
currently designed around the oppression of dog owners (and their dogs) in favor of an anti-
companionship position.

Some concrete examples: OSMP should record the number of times folks without pets approach and
request to interact with dogs. OSCMP should determine what percentage of the population would feel
safer having a dog with them when hiking. OSMP should determine at what point excessive regulation
negates the long term health benefits of pet ownership.

Given the obvious prejudice shown in the current documents it is unlikely that any monitoring
""improvements"" will be an actual improvement. Instead they become an instance of bullying.

Cheryl Gaiser 1/monitor both cyclists & dog owners
2/have cyclists also purchase a ""trail etiquette™ test with #
3/have a signage sheet at trail heads with ""tag #"™" slot
Allyson Widlak | am all for having the monitoring program being updated to more severely punish those with dogs in

violation, but | think it is important to maintain the availability of having an off leash dog, it is truly
under voice and sight control.

In order to improve data tracking and indicators, | think that their should be a data base of every ticket
issued along side every dog registered in Boulder County. | think it should be a requirement to have a
dog licensed within Boulder County for them to be accepted into the Voice and Sight program, and |
think that those being caught violating should only be ticketed if they cannot visibly control their dog. If
a dog is off leash in an unspecified area, b/c they are new to the area or misread a sign, they should
not be issued a ticket if their dog is obviously under the owners control without the leash on.

The changes | think that would help the program immensly would be having this data base, so warnings
are entered in. As of right now, no warnings are given b/c there is no way of tracking them as part of
the program. | also believe that having more trained professionals out there to watch for dogs off
leash would be helpful. There should be more areas for dogs to be allowed off leash in Boulder
County, but there should also be more people out there issuing tickets to those who can't control their
dog when chasing an animal, or has a dog that can't instantly come after being called. It is unfair to
mis-judge and ticket those who have a dog that listens. The program has been scrutinized for not
working by non-dog owners who feel that dogs are not being controlled, but there are plenty of dogs
and owners in this town that have followed the rules and have well behaved dogs that should not be
punished because of people that do not have their dog under voice and sight control. Please consider
this when making changes. Thank you.

Ally Widlak

Aldona Siczek | am convinced that the GT works well. | would like to see how many tickets were issued in 2013 and
2012 for chasing wildlife and for aggressive behavior in OSMP. Please provide this information - it
must be available | Once when we all know the circumstance of the problems we can make
recommendations.

In general | strongly recommend a friendly outreach to the community - have a period of education on
the trails; meet with the visitors and talk to them.

Renee Loria Here is my comment... If you could present the following questions in ""plain English,"" the general
public (myself included) might be able to provide good input. It seems the person writing your questions
is speaking to other statisticians, not to those who just want to walk their dog off-leash!

What changes to the monitoring method do you believe would improve data collection or statistical
analysis of indicators? Why?

What changes to the statistical analysis do you believe would offer better information upon which to
base adaptive management decisions?

Wednesday, June 05, 2013 Page 10 of 11
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Name Comment

Don Bergh My thoughts on the three questions pertaining to voice and sight tag monitoring.

1) Monitoring needs to be expanded, perhaps through volunteers or just through more eyes and boots
on the ground.

2) Analysis to include subgroups based on green tag or not, and living location. Are the abuses coming
from people that do not have green tags on their dogs? Are they coming from those that live here and
have green tags?

3) Setting up more visible kiosks, signs or tables with instructions on acceptable dog behaviors might
help. Clearly, having 'fines with a bite' would help too if a dog is found to be misbehaving. Signs to
that extent might help.

Thanks for this program. | want to encourage us to keep using it.

MICHAEL HIGUERA | am writing to voice my concern about Open Space's sampling methods for determining compliance
with the green tag program. | walk at Sanitas on average 3 days a week with my dogs. 95% of the
time there are no issues with wildlife, dogs or other people. In fact | can't tell you how many times
people comment on my dogs, that their grandma had a setter or lab, that they look like they are
having fun, etc. This is valuable interaction with the folks in my community and it truly makes most these
people happy to see wagging tails and to smile, exchange pleasantries, etc. This component of having
dogs off leash and interacting is undervalued and not emphasized as a positive but it really is and it
consist of the vast majority of experiences in open space. That's why | and others wonder if there is a
hidden agenda when we see that Open Space is finding so much non-compliance and bad
experiences. It is starting to make me question the program and continued support of it because it
seems to be serving the needs of the few rather than the many.

| also want to urge you to figure out ways to canvass the citizens about how they want open space used
in a way the is more accessible to busy residents who can't or don't want to attend public meetings,
work sessions, etc. For example, the US Park Service was finding the same people at meetings time
and time again and in order to get a broader opinion of the public they started doing random
canvasing to get peoples' views on things and this picked up a sample of folks who had opinions but
would have never been heard from through the meeting process. Of course you have to want to hear
what people have to say and be open to whatever the answer is and it may be for greater use and
less protection of the resource. There has got to be a way to use social media and similar technology
to get the views of a great swath of Boulder. | would love to see our tradition of public engagement
evolve with the times and lifestyle that we live and | think Boulder could be a leader in that regard.

Thanks - Mike

Debra Lewis | feel there is a problem with the monitoring system regarding the removal of dog excrement. Since you
only monitor for short periods of time, you don't get to witness many (if not the vast majority) people
leaving their bags off the side of the trail and then picking them up again on their return from their
hike. In fact, | know that | have picked up other peoples' bags as a simple kindness, and have had mine
taken care of by strangers as well. | am not sure that this is understood by the monitors. Perhaps a
better method would be to count how many bags are ""left"" in a certain areaq, track exactly where
they are, what color, etc., and then return much later to see if those same bags have been removed. |
suspect you will find that most, if not all of them are gone. After all, what is the point in taking the time
and effort to bring and use bags if you're just going to leave them along the trail?
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ATTACHMENTB

From: jim illg [mailto:jimillg@hotmail.com]

Sent: Monday, May 27, 2013 8:01 PM

To: Paschall, Dean

Subject: RE: Voice and Sight Monitoring program development.

Hello Dean,

Thank you for your repeated attempts to contact me. As you know | was out of town hence the
delay in responding to your calls and emails. | will be out of the country for the proposed date
of the meeting for developing a new monitoring program. The FIDOS' board has given serious
thought to what level of participation we should engage in for this effort and have collectively
decided that we will not be represented at the upcoming meeting and our involvement will be
limited at this time to the following statement.

Best Regards,
-Jim

It's the opinion of the FIDOS Board that the best measure of compliance with the City of
Boulder's Voice and Sight Green Tag Program is the actual number of confirmed

violations for dogs harassing wildlife, for dogs behaving aggressively towards humans or other
dogs, and for unleashed dogs on leash only designated trails, etc, that have

been substantiated by OSMP staff and the courts. In short, there is no substitute metric for the
effectiveness of the Green Tag Program other than actual violations for Green Tag dogs.
(Violations by non-GT authorized dogs are irrelevant to monitoring compliance and should be
compiled separately.)

Relying upon subjective observations of staff, or worse yet unsubstantiated complaints from
members of the public that may want the Tag Program discontinued, is prone to error at best
and prone to bias at worst. FIDOS can only recommend that Green Tag Program compliance be
measured by means of the concrete evidence of confirmed Green Tag violations.

Finally, FIDOS highly recommends that the true impacts of both dogs and people be objectively
studied by measuring the health and prevalence of wildlife species on Open Space. The vitality
of wildlife species on Open Space is the primary concern, whereas monitoring compliance by
dogs or people is a secondary issue.

Thank you for this opportunity for FIDOS to provide input toward compliance monitoring.
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ATTACHMENT C

Monitoring Review Public Process Summary

What We Did

As part of the commitment to adaptive management, OSMP staff monitored how effective the Voice
and Sight Tag (Tag) Program was in meeting several of its objectives. Working with members of the
community in 2005, staff developed indicators and measures to assess the success of the program.
Measurements were taken six months before implementation, six months after implementation began,
and then again 3 % years later to see if the effects of the program persisted). Staff produced a report
describing where the program was meeting its goals, and where it was falling short. The report also
considered the results in the light of similar studies and suggested ways to improve the situation based
upon what is understood from studies of park and open space visitors in Boulder and elsewhere.

Upon reviewing the report, some community members, including members of three important groups
raised concerns about the way the monitoring had been conducted and how the results were presented.
These groups are: Friends Interested in Dogs and Open Space (FIDOS), the main dog advocacy group in
Boulder, the Open Space Board of Trustees and the City Council. Staff obtained as much specific
information about the concerns of these three groups as we could, considered if and how the concerns
might affect the validity of the report’s conclusions. Staff did not identify significant methodological
issues from the comments provided.

Staff committed to review the Tag Program monitoring and improve its level of community acceptance
and understanding as well as utility for future policy decisions. Council and the OSBT had identified
changes to the Tag Program for implementation in early 2014. To have methods in place to collect a
sample before the end of the year, staff designed a two part review process:
l. Asked for comments from anyone willing to share their ideas about:
a. whatissues they saw with OSMP’s approach to monitoring the effectiveness of the
Voice and Sight Tag Program, and
b. What OSMP could do to improve the Tag Program monitoring before beginning another
round of data collection.
II.  Sought comments and ideas from a smaller group of stakeholders who have been involved with
OSMP management and the Tag Program.
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Part |

Staff contacted thousands of people via email including those who signed up to be kept informed about

OSMP issues, voice and sight tag holders and community interest groups. A notice was placed on the

OSMP Webpage. Each of these outreach techniques invited interested individuals to submit their

responses to the following questions via an on-line form or by emailing, faxing or dropping off their

comments at the OSMP offices:

What changes to the monitoring method do you believe would improve data collection or
statistical analysis of indicators? Why?

What changes to the statistical analysis do you believe would offer better information upon
which to base adaptive management decisions?

What other methods to monitor compliance or conflict might OSMP consider?

What We Heard- Part |
Approximately 140 comments were submitted. Many (110) referred to the Tag Program but did not

specifically address monitoring. Those comments were provided to staff members working on

improvements to the Tag Program itself. A smaller number (30) of comments specifically addressed the

monitoring program. The following themes emerged:

Consider less expensive and staff intensive ways of collecting data

0 Interact directly with visitors on the trails.

0 Visitor administered surveys or comment forms.

0 Encourage people to submit videos showing specific experiences they have with off
leash dogs

0 Collect information about the experiences of neighbors who live adjacent to or near
OSMP, especially near trails and trailheads with voice and sight control as they observe
a great deal of activity by visitors, including dog guardians, near their homes.

0 Use volunteers to monitor

Stop relating dog excrement removal monitoring with the Tag Program because it is not a
central objective. Visitors with dogs on leash are just as likely to leave excrement behind.

Don’t try to measure every type of conflict, it is inherently subjective. Focus on behaviors that
are specifically called out as being prohibited, rather than “potentially conflictive”.

Involve experts in the field of dog behavior in the monitoring design.

While not so much a theme, it became apparent that it would be useful if OSMP could
contribute to a shared understanding about the severity and scope of the effects of dogs. There
is a very wide range of beliefs about the severity and scope of problems associated with dogs
some of which might be narrowed by monitoring.

0 There are some members of the community who believe that the effects of dogs on
wildlife is not well substantiated, and believe the conceptual model on which the Tag
Program and monitoring is based is flawed. They suggest that monitoring dollars should
be invested in a better understanding of the severity and scope of the effects of dogs on
wildlife.
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0 Some people feel that a few individuals, perhaps sensitive to or fearful of dogs, who by
complaining are responsible for creating a perception of a problem that is much larger
than the reality. People sharing this perspective tend to recommend that monitoring be
more objective.

0 Others wrote to express that they felt that the monitoring underestimated the true
extent of the perceived negative effects of dogs because only a portion of a dog party’s
visit was observed.

0 Still others felt that there are only a handful of dog guardians who regularly violate
regulations or generally acceptable behavior; and that OSMP characterizes the entire
population of dog guardians as these “bad actors”.

e Some members of the community expressed a concern that OSMP staff should not be
conducting the monitoring because a) there are more important management tasks and b)
because of a belief that staff members lack objectivity.

Part i

The second part of the monitoring review involved a smaller group of stakeholders who have been

involved with OSMP management, and the Tag Program. OSMP staff invited members of FIDOS, local

environmental organizations, the Humane Society of the Boulder Valley, and a former member of the

OSBT to meet and discuss how to provide useful monitoring information to inform future Tag Program

policy decisions. The specific objectives of the meeting were to:

a) Go over questions or comments about the compendium of comments.

b) Give each group an opportunity to describe the situation from their perspectives, and describe the
changes they would like to see; and

¢) Identify actions that there was consensus would represent beneficial and feasible improvements to
the monitoring methods.

A former OSBT member that was invited to attend had a last minute work commitment and could not

make the meeting.

What We Heard—Part Il

FIDOS responded with a written statement (attached), and chose not to attend. Their recommendation
was that the city should use convictions for voice and sight control offenses as the measure of
effectiveness of the Tag Program. FIDOS also recommended that staff invest in research to better
understand the ecological effects of dogs. Staff had shared FIDOS’s recommendations with the other
members of the group in advance, and all participants made an effort to include and consider those
recommendations in the discussion.

The group determined it was unrealistic to try to make modifications to the monitoring methodology so
the collection of data and reporting of results would not be criticized. Reviewers believe that the strong
response to changes in dog management is related to the deep connections people have with their dogs
and with their experiences on OSMP. Consequently, when results from monitoring describe a situation
in a way consistent with what motivates a particular perspective, the results are seen as supportive and
in turn enjoy some level of support from a stakeholder group, and criticism of methods should be
expected as unavoidable when the results are seen as contrary to the interests of a stakeholder group.
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The monitoring review group also discussed the relationship between the reliability of data and the
investment of time/money in data collection; and how even large investments do not ensure that data
will be relied upon as the sole basis for decisions. Group members discussed how OSMP might be able
to improve reliance upon data by improving relationships with dog guardians who see the program as
dog haters and are distrustful of the information generated by staff. It was suggested, for example, that
OSMP could rely upon “simple truths” about the department such as wide range of opportunities
provided for the enjoyment of dog guardians, the number and proportion of staff who are dog
guardians, or stories about staff’s relationships and work with animal welfare organizations. Another
suggestion was that OSMP could regularly publish a map showing the location and nature of code
violations (much like the police department's’ crime map) so that members of the community could
judge for themselves the level of the problem at a given time and location, and choose to visit places on
the basis of what they saw on the map.

Neither representatives of the environmental groups nor the HSBV had specific objections to the
monitoring protocol. The group began discussed the concerns raised by community members through
the web comment form and recommended that staff consider the following improvements:

o Remove the most subjective observations from the protocol, especially where the behavior
being observed was “potentially conflictive” but not prohibited.

e Change the way a dog’s response to a guardian’s command is assessed by establishing a time
frame rather than a number of times a command is given.

e Separate monitoring of excrement removal from the Tag monitoring program. Excrement
removal is not directly a component of the Tag Program.

e Add available information, which was not collected to characterize the entire population of
dog guardians, but may help decision makers better understand the situation. Recognizing
the potential problems of basing decision solely on these numbers, describe the limitations
and strengths of the data and the potential consequences of using the data for making policy
decisions. Examples of these type of data include Tallies of:

0 Summonses and convictions for
= Voice and sight offenses
= Other related offenses (e.g., aggressive animal, failure to protect wildlife, off-
leash violations, violations of administrative rules by guardian with off leash
dogs affecting wildlife)
0 Incidents and Warning
=  Voice and sight offenses/off-leash violations
=  Other related offenses
= Off-leash dog related medical/veterinary incidents not resulting in a warning
or summons
0 Unsolicited comments regarding off leash dogs
=  Email,
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Online comment form,
Telephone calls,

O Ranger observations and perspectives
0 Solicited responses to specific questions

Resident Survey

Visitor Survey

On-Site Comment Form/Self Administered Survey
Homeowner/Neighbor to Trail/Trailhead Survey
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Factors Related to Benefi

TAG PROGRAM MONITORING COMPONENTS (2006-2010)

Factors Related to Feasi

Surveys

* Answers question of fundamental importance about Tag Program.

* Doable (simple, OSMP has experience)

*Resident surveys are somewhat inexpensive (< $20K) and likely to

Community Awareness of Tag Program * Community Awareness of the program must be high for program to Continue
v 8 Frog v prog g prog * Institutional and Community Support be funded in the future.
be successful.
* Doable (OSMP has experience, having conducted resident surveys
* The OSMP resident surveys provides information about the levels several times) « The resident survey is likely to be somewhat inexpensive (<$20K).
and sources of conflict and the degree of satisfaction with OSMP's « A contractor conducts the resident survey and prepares the report, | * Resident surveys are conducted at five year intervals, fully
management. i i jecti independent of the Tag Program.
Resident Survey 24 - potentially making the results more objective to some members of indep B 8 ) ) Continue
» The surveys are generally sensitive and the results respond the community. * The next survey anticiapted for 2015 which may overlap well with
proportionately to actual changes in attitudes and beliefs; and the « There is generally strong community and institutional support for the send post program intiation monitoring. Only a small portion of
level of error is known and small. resident surveys the survey has typically dealt with Voice and Sight management.
* Doable (OSMP has experience, having conducted visitor surveys A thorough visitor survey is likely to be somewhat expensive ($75-
* The OSMP visitor surveys provides information about the levels several times) $100,000). small portion of the survey has typically dealth with Voice
and sources of conflict and the degree of satisfaction with OSMP's « Staff conducts the survey, potentially raising concerns about the and Sight management.
management and the quality of the visitor experience ity's bi i jecti isi il i .
Visitor Survey 8¢ q y p city's bias making the results more objective to some members of the | e Visitor surveys are conducted at five year intervals, fully Continue

* The surveys are generally sensitive and the results respond
proportionately to actual changes in attitudes and beliefs; and the
level of error is known and small.

community.
* There is generally strong community and institutional support for
visitor surveys

independent of the Tag Program.

* The next survey anticiapted for 2015 which may overlap well with
Tag Program monitoring. Only a small portion of the survey has
tvnicallv dealt with Voice and Sisht manasement

Interview

Leash Possession

 Leash possession is a program requirement.

* Experience has demonstrated that this is not a major contributor to
dog guardians' failure to comply.

* Even before the Tag Program was initiated most guardians
possessed a leash

* Doable (simple, OSMP has experience)
* Institutional and Community Support

« Interviews for leash possession are inexpensive (< $5K).

Include in first round of monitoring.
Consider cost effectiveness of
repeating based upon results

Observation

Visible Display of Tag

 Possession/display of tag is a program requirement that is critical
for ranger enforcement (indication that guardian with off leash dog is
a program participant)

*Ranger enforcement of compliance with the Tag Program indicates
that this is a major contributor to dog guardians' failure to comply.

* Doable (OSMP has experience and understands limitations--long
haired dogs, worn tags)

« Institutional support (no concerns voiced by OSBT or City Council)
* General community support

* Can be successfully completed simultaneously with other
recommended observational measures

Dogs out of sight of guardian

* Retaining visual contact with dogs is:

©oa program requirement,

o fundamental to the guardians ability to control a dog
* Past monitoring indicates that compliance with the monitoring
standard was high and that dog guardians typically maintain visual
contacts with their dogs.
* Rangers' observations indicate that compliance with this
requirement in certain places is low.

* Doable (OSMP has experience)

* Mixed institutional and community support.

* Can be successfully completed simultaneously with other
recommended observational measures

More than 2 dogs off leash

* Allowing no more than two dogs off leash is a program requirement
* Few parties visit open space with more than two dogs.

* Rates of compliance for those parties with this regulation were very
low when last measured

* Doable (OSMP has experience)

* General institutional and community support

* Can be successfully completed simultaneously with other
recommended observational measures

* Repeat observation studies are very expensive (estimated a more
than >$150K of Tag Program monitoring)
* Several measures of compliance can be collected simultaneously.

Continue

Continue
Consider recording information so
that regulatory compliance and
monitoring compliance are a closer
match.

Continue
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Type of Data/Indicator/Measure

Dogs respond to guardian's command

Factors Related to Benefit

 Central program requirement

¢ Most central of all elements of Tag Program

« If voice control is successfully implemented by guardians with off
leash dogs, conflict and resource impacts should decrease

* Past monitoring data suggest that in many instances dogs do not
respond to guardians commands.

Factors Related to Feasi

* Doable (OSMP has experience)

* A high level of concerns voice by some members of community,
OSBT and city council over this measure

 No feasible alternative identified to assess level of voice control
* Can be successfully completed simultaneously with other
recommended observational measures

Excrement Removal

* Not a Tag Program requirement
* Dog excrement appears to be a widespread and significant factor
responsible for degraded experiences for OSMP visitors

* Doable (OSMP has experience)

*Some community, OSBT and city council members objected to this
measure being related to the Tag Program, because excrement can
be left by dog guardians who are not participants in the program
whether their dogs are leashed or not.

* Can be successfully completed simultaneously with other
recommended observational measures

Overall Level of Conflictive and Prohibited
Behaviors

¢ Some behaviors are Tag Program requirements.

¢ Some behaviors are not Tag Program requirements

 Potential to provide direct observations of conflict and resource
effects

* Doable (OSMP has experience)

* Some community members objected to these measure because of
what they believed was a high level of subjectivity and disagreements
about what should be considered conflictive behavior.

* The proposed methodological changes to other, recommended
observations would make it difficult or impractical to successfully
record these behavioral observations simultaneously with other
measures.

Cost

* Repeat observation studies are very expensive (estimated a more
than >$150K of Tag Program monitoring)
¢ Several measures of compliance can be collected simultaneously

Continue

Discontinue reporting as part of Tag
Program monitoring

Discontinue
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ADDITIONAL TAG PROGRAM MONITORING COMPONENTS TO BE CONSIDERED

Factors Related to Benefi

Factors Related to Feasi

Voice and Sight Summonses, Convictions and
Incidents

Other Related Incidents, Summonses and
Convictions

 Provides information about violations that have actually occurred.
* Cannot be used to detect trends (not repeatable, the number of
summonses or convictions cannot be translated into a measure of
the population of dog guardians as a whole, will not change
proportionally in response to actual changes in compliance by dog
guardians)

® Cannot be compared effectively to a standard

* Doable (data are readily available in raw form, summarization and
categorization is straightforward)

* Some stakeholders recommended reliance upon conviction data
for Voice and Sight regulations as the sole measure of success for the
Tag Program.

* Typically a high degree of interest in summons and conviction
information

* Because data may not convey the same meaning to all people, it
may not lead to simple policy decisions

* Data management and presentation costs are somewhat
inexpensive (< $15,000); but may be able to be accomplished with
existing staff.

Add

Ranger observations and perspectives

 Provides information from staff members who spend
considerable time on the system educating visitors and enforcing
various regulations

¢ Cannot be used to detect trends (not repeatable, observations by
rangers cannot reliably be transformed into a measure of the
population of dog guardians as a whole, and it is likely that a
ranger's perspective is affected significantly by factors other
 Perspectives of individual rangers may vary

o Very difficult to establish and compare to a standard

* Doable (rangers are available and experienced)

* Some stakeholders believe OSMP staff to be biased against the
concerns of dog guardians. Although Rangers tend to have overall
high credibility.

* Typically a high degree of interest in the experiences of rangers.
* Because the perspectives and and observations vary ; collectively
they may not be interpreted the same by all people.

* Depending upon how rangers were to share their observations
and perspectives the costs could range from very inexpensive
(presentation/Q&A with OSBT and City Council) (< $500), to
somewhat inexpensive (drating a report) (< $5,000).

Add

Unsolicited input (including videos) regarding
experiences with dogs off leash that are
submitted directly to OSMP via telephone,
email, website or other means

 Provides information about the type of interactions with dogs that
visitors and other community members share with OSMP staff.

* Cannot be used to detect trends (not repeatable, the number of
summonses or convictions cannot be translated into a measure of
the population of dog guardians as a whole, will not change
proportionally in response to actual changes in compliance by dog
guardians)

® Cannot be compared effectively to a standard

* Doable (information is available and can be recorded, categorized
and summarized)

* Typically a high degree of interest in the comments of community
members

* Because the perspectives and observations vary ; collectively they
may not be interpreted the same by all people.

 Data management and presentation costs are somewhat
inexpensive (<$15); but may be able to be accomplished with
existing staff.

Add

On-Site Comment Form
Self Administered Survey

 Provides information about the type of interactions with dogs that
visitors and other community members share with OSMP staff.
 Could not be used to detect trends (not repeatable, the number
of summonses or convictions cannot be translated into a measure
of the population of dog guardians as a whole, will not change
proportionally in response to actual changes in compliance by dog
guardians)

¢ Cannot be compared effectively to a standard

* Doable, however OSMP does not have the staffing available to
fabricate and/or install infrastructure.
* Such facilities are highly susceptible to vandalism.

eDepending on scope, infrastructure purchase/fabrication and
installation costs could range from very inexpensive to expensive.
 Stocking, maintenance and comment form retrieval is also likely
to be expenive

¢ Because comment forms or self administered survey would need
to be entered into a database -such costs would be somewhat
inexpensive.

Do not add.
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ATTACHMENT E

Open Space and Mountain Parks
Voice and Sight Tag Program

Dog and Guardian Behaviors

e Dog chasing person (negative)

e Dog on Dog physical contact resulting in injury to dog

e Dog chasing or disturbing wildlife

e Dog chasing or disturbing livestock

e Dog chasing dog* (at least one guardian attempted to intervene)

e Dog chasing dog* (guardians did not intervene)

e Dog flushing Wildlife* (causing to flee)

e Dog Jumping* (not initiated by other visitor no injury)

e Dog Licking™® (not initiated by other visitor, no injury)

e Dog pawing person* (not initiated by other visitor, no injury)

e Dog sniffing person* (not initiated by other visitor, no injury)

e Dog contacting person in another way (not initiated by other visitor, no injury)

e Dog barks repeatedly*

e Guardian repeatedly calling dog*

e Other behaviors involving dogs by guardians, other visitors or dogs that might be
considered conflictive

e Visitor (not guardian) kicking, hitting, or otherwise attempting to actually harm dog
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ATTACHMENT F

Open Space and Mountain Parks
Voice and Sight Tag Program

Ordinances and Categories for Reporting Summonses, Convictions and Incidents

Voice and Sight Tag Ordinance ( 6-1-16 B.R.C)

e Dogs chasing, harassing or disturbing wildlife

e Dogs chasing, harassing or disturbing livestock

e Dogs charging, chasing or behaving aggressively toward humans

e Dogs charging, chasing or behaving aggressively toward other dogs

e Leash Possession

e Dogs out of sight of guardian

e More than 2 dogs off leash

e Dogs fail to respond appropriately to guardian's command

e Dog Off Leash (enjoying V&S privileges without enrollment Tag Program)
e Unleashed dogs on leash only trails

Ordinance for “Other Related Summonses and Convictions”

e City Manager’s Rules —Violations of administrative rules by a guardian with an off-leash
dog established specifically for wildlife protection (8-3-3)

e Failing to remove dog excrement (6-1-18)

e Aggressive Animal Prohibited (6-1-20)

e Failure to Protect Wildlife (8-3-5)

e Failure to Protect Livestock (8-3-5)

e City Manager’s Rules — Violations of administrative rules by a guardian with an off-leash
dog prohibiting off leash dog for reasons not specific to wildlife protection (8-3-3)
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CITY OF BOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEESAGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE Consideration of recommendations to the city manager on matters
related to the 2014 USA Pro Cycling Challenge Race.

PRESENTER/S
Michael D. Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The city manager has asked the Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) to provide input
on open space interests associated with a finish of the USA Pro Cycling Challenge
(USAPCC) bicycle race on Flagstaff Mountain. The city is anticipated to submit a
proposal for Boulder to again serve as a host venue of a 2014 USAPCC. While the final
race course will be determined by the race sponsor in coordination with host venues, it is
anticipated that a 2014 proposal for a Boulder leg of the race will include essentially the
same format and location as in 2012 - ascending Flagstaff Road and finishing at the
summit of Flagstaff Mountain.

Board input is sought regarding (a) environmental and visitor management/protection
measures recommended by staff, (b) the prospect for the sale of water and beer by the
race organizers, and (c) OSMP expenses associated with the race.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff requests that the Open Space Board of Trustees makes a recommendation to the city
manager and City Council regarding (a) environmental and visitor management/
protection measures; (b) the prospect for the sale of water and beer on Flagstaff by the
race organizer; and (c) OSMP expenses associated with the race.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTSAND IMPACTS
e Economic — It is anticipated that the overall economic impacts of the race on the
community will be positive. Exact revenues will depend on how many spectators
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actually come to Boulder. The 2012 race, which had a small and positive
economic impact in terms of increased revenue, provided the Boulder community
with an international sporting event that commanded international exposure.

e Environmental — If the precautions are similar to those developed for 2012 and
spectators cooperate, the overall environmental impacts on city’s Open Space
along the route are expected to be minor. For the majority of the route along
Open Space, spectators and race support will be on asphalt and hardened surfaces.
During late August, vegetation senescence (dormancy) should allow for rapid
recovery if spectators remain on hardened surfaces. Trash and recycling
containers will be placed at locations where spectators are expected to gather.
Evidence from last year’s race suggests that littering was minimal.

e Social - Because OSMP lands, facilities and programs are equally accessible to all
members of the community, it helps support the city's community sustainability
goal because all residents "who live in Boulder can feel a part of and thrive in"
this aspect of their community. Viewing the Pro Cycling Challenge race will be
accessible to all who wish to participate.

OTHER IMPACTS

e Fiscal — In 2012, OSMP spent approximately $114,000 to provide for the
protection and safety of visitors and environmental values along the route of the
Flagstaff Summit finish. If spectator numbers are similar to those of 2012, it is
possible that costs for OSMP could be reduced based on experiences gained from
last year. Given the success of last year’s race, it is also possible that a greater
number of spectators may attend the finish which could impact costs.

o Staff time — To provide for the eventuality of the race, OSMP will include
management planning and implementation similar to that of 2012 in the 2014
work plan

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS
This item is being heard at this public meeting, advertised in the Daily Camera on July 7,
2013.

ANALYSIS

In late 2011, the City of Boulder was chosen as a stage for the USA Pro Cycling
Challenge bicycle race to be held August 25, 2012. It was announced that a major selling
point for selecting Boulder over a number of other Colorado locations was the decision to
have the finish be after the arduous climb up to the summit of Flagstaff Mountain. The
entire Flagstaff finish route traveled adjacent to environmentally important city land
managed by OSMP. In January of 2012, race organizers announced anticipated crowds
of over 100,000 lining Flagstaff Road to view the highly-anticipated climb to the finish.
OSMP immediately began planning for the safety of large numbers of spectators in
unfamiliar and dangerous terrain as well as for protecting the land from a level of use
never before experienced.

While OSMP had never been involved in an event of this magnitude, it embraced the
challenge and began planning immediately after the race was unofficially announced.
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Staff worked for months coordinating with the Boulder Fire and Police departments, city
and county Transportation departments, the Boulder County Sheriff’s Office and
Colorado State Police. In addition, OSMP worked closely with both the USAPCC race
organizers and members of the local organizing committee.

By March it was clear that even with lower revised expectations for spectators, all OSMP
staff would be required to participate in order to provide an appropriate level of
protection and safety for visitors and environmental values associated with OSMP
properties located adjacent to and on the race course. All standard and seasonal
employees were required to work from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. on the day of the race, while over
40 regular volunteers were recruited to help with the race.

OSMP leased 23 portable toilets and over 100 waste and recycle containers for visitor
access all along the route. The area was divided into five zones each consisting of
multiple squads that had emergency communication capabilities. Four first aid stations
were established at key locations along the route

On May 1, 2012, an OSBT memo was distributed to City Council outlining OSMP’s
management plan for the race. It included issues such as spectator access, waste
management, bike corrals and safety measures aimed at protecting spectators, including
the strategic positioning of emergency first aid stations as well as OSMP and Boulder
Fire Department wildland fire “brush trucks.” On July 17, council was provided and
approved final plans for an enjoyable and safe spectator experience as well as protecting
key environmental features. Both the city manager and City Council indicated that
OSMP would be reimbursed for costs associated with the 2012 race.

The decision was made to not allow the sale of any form of alcohol on Flagstaff on the
day of the race. While the sale of water was not prohibited, no arrangements were made
to do so and a local water vendor provided free water that OSMP staff and volunteers
distributed at the base of the mountain. Since it is anticipated that there will be requests
for the sale or distribution of these products for the 2014 race, the city manager has
requested the Board’s perspective.

In total, more than 130 OSMP staff and volunteers provided services to spectators and
protected land on the day of the race. Other than a small number of CU students
recruited to manage bike corrals and a sheriff deputy at the turnoff to Realization Point,
OSMP provided the only staff on the mountain to address spectator safety and
management. Bottled water was secured and made available to spectators as they began
the climb up Flagstaff Road at Gregory Canyon. Fencing was installed to divert
spectators from especially dangerous or environmentally sensitive areas.

The day after the race, organizers announced that an estimated crowd of 30,000 — 40,000

watched the finish on Flagstaff Mountain and it was the most successful of any race they
had ever held.
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Staff is recommending then same management approach for environmental protection as
well as visitor safety and enjoyment. Last year’s event was extremely popular, safe and
impacts to OSMP-managed lands were minimal.

OSMP was reimbursed $114,004 for all costs associated with the race. While staff
learned a great deal about what is required to manage the Flagstaff finish of the race and
believes that the planning and management costs could be reduced for 2014, the success
0f 2012 could also lead to significantly more spectators lining Flagstaff Mountain for a
2014 race.

Since the 2012 USAPCC race, there has been some discussion that the costs incurred by
OSMP are for the protection of visitors and environmental values associated with OSMP
properties adjacent to or on the course which is an open space purpose. As a result, the
city manager has requested the Board’s perspective on reimbursement of OSMP costs for
a 2014 race.

Submitted by:

. Aot b ol

Michael D. Pattorty Director

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Memorandum to City Council dated April 23, 2013
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ATTACHMENTA

MEMORANDUM
TO: Members of City Council

FROM: Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager
Paul J. Fetherston, Deputy City Manager
Eric Ameigh, Senior Project Manager
James Clanton, Financial Projects Manager

DATE: April 23, 2013

SUBJECT: (a) Public Process for Potential 2014 USA Pro Cycling Challenge Bid and
(b) Potential 2014 Ironman Triathlon

I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this portion of the April 30 study session is to (a) inform council of the tentative plan for
gathering public and board input on a potential bid for a stage of the 2014 USA Pro Cycling Challenge
(USAPCC) and solicit council feedback that could be used to refine the plan; and (b) inform council of a
recent request from Boulder based World Triathlon Corporation (which owns and operates Ironman
branded triathlons) for Boulder to serve as a Host Venue for a full Ironman event at the Boulder Reservoir
and in downtown Boulder in the summer or fall of 2014. In addition, staff is seeking input from council
on the following questions:

USAPCC
1. Does Council support staff developing a proposed bid for a Boulder stage of the 2014 USAPCC
for Council consideration in the 3 quarter of 2013?
2. Does Council have feedback on the proposed public and board input process for the proposed
2014 USAPCC bid?

Ironman
1. Does Council support staff working with World Triathlon Corporation to develop a proposal for
Boulder to serve as a Host Venue for an Ironman triathlon event based primarily at the Boulder
Reservoir and in downtown Boulder in the summer or fall of 2014 and beyond?

Il. BACKGROUND and ANALYSIS

USAPCC

On Saturday, August 25, 2012, the 2012 USAPCC professional men’s bicycle road race finished its sixth
of seven stages in Boulder. The Golden-Boulder stage, noted by race officials, participants and spectators
as a very positive experience, followed a route that passed through the city, including downtown, twice
before finishing atop Flagstaff Mountain. Following the event, leaders of the Local Organizing
Committee (LOC), the volunteer organization responsible for bringing the event to Boulder, and
representatives from the race mutually agreed not to pursue a Boulder stage in 2013. They did, however,
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express an interest in bringing the race back to Boulder in 2014. Both parties also made it known at the
time that they consider Flagstaff Mountain an indispensible part of any future Boulder stage.

The city played a significant role in planning for the event and implementing a number of functions
related to a successful race. As outlined in a memorandum presented to Council during a November 1,
2012 meeting, the total city cost for the race was $283,481. While the General Fund made a $114,004
reimbursement to the Open Space and Mountain Parks Department for its associated costs, all other
departments absorbed their costs in their respective budgets. A copy of the November 1 memo is
available at
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/City%20Council/Agendas/2012/11012012Agenda/11.01.12_-
Agenda - FINAL.pdf.

From a revenue perspective, a study completed by the LEEDS School of Business at the University of
Colorado at Boulder (included in the above referenced link), found that the race drew an estimated crowd
of 60,000 and resulted in $48,000 in direct fiscal impact by non-resident spectators. In addition, the
Boulder venue was broadcast live to 100 countries resulting in invaluable high quality television
coverage.

Staff learned in 2012 that planning and execution of the city’s activities related to the USAPCC was a
significant undertaking. As the city looks toward possible 2014 involvement with the event, it is
appropriate for the public to comment on the issues that are central to the ultimate decision to bid or not to
bid on a stage of the race. These include, but are not limited to, the impact of the route on the community
and the required public expenditure.

This memo has been copied to the Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) and staff will present the
USAPCC component to the board at its May 8 meeting for purposes of starting the public process as
outlined below. Besides City Council, OSBT is the board with the most interest in the event due to the
prominent role of Open Space in a potential Flagstaff leg of a Boulder stage.

Feedback on a potential 2014 USAPCC bid will be sought from OSBT, with specific interest in the
following areas:

Route Based on feedback from both the LOC and the race owner, a 2014 USAPCC draft
bid will include a Flagstaff finish. As in 2012, organizers will be required to have
an alternative route identified in the event the Boulder County Sheriff determines
weather and wildfire conditions are not favorable at the time of the race.

Flagstaff Logistics | Water/ Alcohol: During the 2012 race preparations, issues arose regarding making
water or alcohol available to the public along sections of Flagstaff Road.
Wristband/ Code of Conduct: For the 2012 race, the LOC developed a code of
conduct and wristband system for the Flagstaff section of the race. The wristband
system was developed to ensure appropriate conduct — and was not used by public
safety officials to determine limitations on access. In any bid developed for a 2014
race, limitations on access will remain a law enforcement decision based on input
from the Boulder County Sheriff, Boulder Fire and Rescue Department, Boulder
Police Department and OSMP.

Permit and Contract | In 2012, the city issued a Non-Exclusive Permit for the USAPCC and executed a
Provisions Town Participation Agreement. While neither a permit will be issued nor
agreement will be executed until well after a bid is made and accepted, does the
OSBT have any feedback relative to the Flagstaff portion of the race to consider in
advance of Council considering a bid proposal in the 3 quarter?
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Reimbursement In 2012, the General Fund reimbursed OSMP $114,004 for its costs associated
with the Flagstaff portion of the race. The need for reimbursement is under
consideration by City Manager’s Office for recommendation to the City Council.

PROPOSED PUBLIC PROCESS — USAPCC

May 8 Presentation of information to OSBT — requesting it conduct a public
process about a proposed Flagstaft leg of a 2104 USAPCC in anticipation
of a bid to be considered by Council in the 3™ quarter. OSBT input should
be provided to the City Manager no later than August 2, 2013,

May through August 2013 | Staff will work with the 1.OC to determine the necessary components of a

draft proposal
August 2, 2013 OSBT input due to the City Manager
September 2013 Sept. 3 - Presentation under Other Matters

Sept. 17 - public hearing on draft proposal for a Boulder stage of the 2014
USAPCC with possible council action

September — October 2014 Budget Process which is likely to include a proposal relative to
expenditures

November 2013 Bid submissions due for 2014 USAPCC

December 2013 2014 USAPCC Host Venues and route announced

1 and 2™ Quarters, 2014 If awarded, Town Participation Agreement negotiated between City, Race
Owner and LOC with regular check ins before Council

fronman

Earlier this year, the World Triathlon Corporation (WTC) approached the city requesting support for a
multi-year contract in which Boulder would serve as a host venue for a full Ironman race at the Boulder
Reservoir and ending in downtown Boulder with the intention of holding the first race in the summer or
fall of 2014. WTC, which has offices in Boulder, is a for-profit corporation which organizes, promotes
and licenses the fronman Triathlon, An Ironman Triathlon consists of' a 2.4 mile swim, a 112-mile
bicycle ride and a marathon 26.2 mile run that is completed in that order without any break, The race
starts at 7:.00AM with a mandatory cut off time of 2 hours and 20 minutes for the swim component, a
5:30PM cut off time for the bike component, and a midnight cut off time for the marathon component.

In its initial proposal, WT'C has identified that the swim component would be held at the Boulder
Reservoit, with the bicycle ride largely in Boulder, Weld and Larimer counties ending at Boulder High
School and the marathon along the Boulder Creek Path with a downtown finish. WTC has also requested
city assistance in the provision of city services such as street closures, police setvices, and traffic
engineering. Preliminary staff research indicates city costs associated with such a race are in the
$100,000 range. WTC has also indicated that it will provide all race coordination and staffing,

From an economic impact perspective, Ironman participants include amateurs from within the host
community, the region and tbroughout the nation. Because the race is for amateurs, family members and
friends of participants typically travel to the race as support. Ironman race participants often visit a city to
practice on the race course one or more times before the official race. 1t is anticipated that the local
economy would be positively impacted by increased hotel occupancy and correspending expenditures on
food and retail within the community. From a television perspective, these types of races are broadcast
on a tape delay. '

In the event Council provides direction for staff to continue working with WTC to develop a Boulder
based Ironman Triathton in 2014 and beyond, staff would intend to return to Council before the summer
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recess with a proposal for its consideration and action. Thereafter, based on the direction of Council at
that time, the 2014 City Manager’s Recommended Budget would take into consideration funding needs
and revenues associated with an Ironman Triathlon.

Copy: Open Space Board of Trustees
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CITY OF BOULDER
OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEESAGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: July 10, 2013

AGENDA TITLE Recommendation to enter into a nonexclusive license pursuant to
Boulder City Charter Section 171(a) and Section 175(h) between OSMP and Public Service
Company of Colorado to place power poles on the East Rudd property for the purpose of
facilitating the construction of the planned Community Ditch Trail Underpass at State
Highway 93.

PRESENTER/S
Michael D. Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks
James Reeder, Land and Visitor Services Division Manager

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Currently Public Service Company of Colorado has an electric power line and supporting poles
that cross the area where the planned Community Ditch Trail underpass at State Highway (SH)
93 will be constructed. There are three poles that need to be relocated onto Open Space and
Mountain Parks (OSMP) property known as East Rudd. The poles could not be relocated within
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) right of way (ROW) due to the grade
differences and tight layout that will exist between the ditch, trail and retaining walls. Public
Service Company is willing to effect the relocation but will require an easement to legally place
them on OSMP lands and to maintain them and the line in the future.

OSMP staff is requesting that the Board recommend that OSMP grant a nonexclusive license to
Public Service Company of Colorado to allow Public Service Company to do this relocation in
the near future so as to not cause a delay in construction activities. Concurrent with this, OSMP
and Public Service Company will be preparing and processing an easement request that will
allow Public Service Company to maintain the poles and lines in the future.

A recommendation from the Board is required before the department can grant any nonexclusive
license (Charter Section 175(h), BRC 1981).
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff seeks a Board motion to recommend that the department grant a nonexclusive license to
Public Service Company of Colorado to allow it to place a portion of a power line including
installation of up to five poles across the East Rudd property for the purpose of facilitating
the construction of the planned Community Ditch Trail underpass at State Highway 93.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTSAND IMPACTS

e Economic — This nonexclusive license will facilitate the construction of the Community
Ditch Trail underpass and widening of SH 93. Both are likely to entice more people to
visit and do business in Boulder.

e Environmental — There are always environmental impacts associated with the
construction of infrastructure on OSMP lands. However, OSMP staff continues to work
with Public Service Company to minimize any potential impacts of this project. These
pole relocations add very little impact to this project.

e Social - There are no known negative social impacts associated with this nonexclusive
license.

OTHER IMPACTS
e Fiscal — This license will have no fiscal impact on the city. The poles are being relocated
at Public Service Company’s expense.
e Staff time — The only staff time involved is the time needed to create the license
document and pole relocation monitoring.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS
This item is being heard at this public meeting, advertised in the Daily Camera on July 7, 2013.

ANALYSIS

Currently Public Service Company of Colorado has an electric power line and supporting poles
that cross the area where the planned Community Ditch Trail underpass at SH 93 will be
constructed. There are three poles supporting the line that are presently in CDOT ROW.
However, that ROW will be needed to construct the underpass at this location. Therefore, these
poles need to be relocated onto OSMP property known as East Rudd. Public Service Company
is willing to effect the relocation at its cost. See Attachment A.

Public Service Company requires an easement from the city to place the poles on OSMP lands
and to maintain them and the line in the future. OSMP staff is currently working on the details of
this easement and will come back to the Board with a request to grant such an easement.
However, granting an easement requires going through the disposal process which takes a
minimum of 90 days and can take considerably longer depending on when the items can get on
various meeting agendas.

CDOT and its contractor are hoping to start work on the underpass later this summer and the

poles need to be moved before they can start. OSMP is desirous that there not be a delay in the
construction of this much-needed underpass. Also, the construction schedule is very tight and
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dependent on when Community Ditch is not in priority so work can be done in and near the
ditch. Even a slight delay might push the construction forward by as much as a year.

A nonexclusive license allows an entity to enter and conduct specified actions on OSMP lands. It
is, by definition, revocable, It not only allows the named entity to enter and do work in the
defined area of OSMP, but also allows the city to grant other entities the right to enter and do
work in the same area.

Issuing this nonexclusive license will allow Public Service Company to proceed in the near
future. The license will have an automatic revocation clause that revokes the license when the
easement is 1ssued.

Because of tight construction timelines involved, it is in the city’s interest for OSMP to grant a

nonexclusive license to Public Service Company of Colorado which will allow them to relocate
their supporting poles onto OSMP lands.

Submitted by:

M. Puthns e Moot ——

Michael D. Patton, Director

Maghe

James Reeder, Land and Visitor Services Division Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Map showing current and proposed pole locations
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