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Introduction

Following the completion of vegetation, wildlifenc cultural resource surveys, as well
as a trail feasibility study, at Betasso Presenauding the Benjamin property, Boulder
County Parks & Open Space (BCPOS) planning team tlier Betasso Preserve
Management Plan determined that convening a grosfakeholders would be beneficial

for the management planning process. The BetassseRe Stakeholder Group
(stakeholder group) was intended to be a short-termnking group composed of

representatives from a variety of user groups amdr@enmental interests, as well as
individual neighboring landowners. Members of st@keholder group were selected by
BCPOS staff based on staff’'s knowledge of individuend organizations interest in the
project. Appendix A lists the stakeholder grouprtipgppants as well as other

organizations that were invited to participate.

The primary purpose of the stakeholder group waasgist BCPOS with the evaluation
of future public use of Betasso Preserve, partibula

Selection of a new conceptual trail alignmentny a

Whether areas of the property without trails shdadatlosed or open to public

BCPOS'’s desired outcome for the stakeholder groap fer the members to reach a
consensus on these two management concerns. Gassens defined throughout the
meeting as:

All stakeholders in attendance have been givenogigortunity to contribute to

the discussion

All stakeholders in attendance have some levelippsrt for the alternative

All stakeholders in attendance can live with thécome, even if it is not their

first choice

There are nonajor objections from stakeholders in attendance

The following is a brief summary of the stakeholgeocess and the results of the
stakeholder group.

Meetings and Site Visits

The first Betasso Preserve stakeholder meetinghetson October 13, 2008, from 6:00
to 8:00 pm at the Boulder County Recycling Centeéighteen stakeholders attended this
first meeting. The purpose of this meeting wasresent the findings of the vegetation,
wildlife, and cultural resource surveys and traiagdibility study and to get input from
each group about their needs and expectationsddiuture management of the site. The
minutes from this meeting can be found in Apperilix

Following the first stakeholder meeting, two siisit¢ were conducted on November 2
and 5, 2008, which allowed stakeholders the oppdstuio get on the land and see at
least portions of the potential new trail alignngentn total, eleven stakeholders went on
the site visits.



The second meeting was held on December 4, 2068, 00 — 8:00 pm at the Boulder
County Clerk & Recorders office. Only ten stakeleot attended this meeting, partly
due to snowfall throughout the day. However, theug moved forward with the
meeting and discussed why each member supportelidoit support each draft trail
option, what the lingering questions were aboutheggtion, and potential solutions to
reach consensus (see meeting minutes for detdil®. minutes from the second
stakeholder meeting can be found in Appendix B.

The third and final meeting was held on January20P9. A total of fifteen stakeholders
attended this meeting. Again, the pros and corsolf trail option, as well as whether to
keep the remainder of the property open or closethé public, were discussed (see
meeting minutes for details). In addition, thekstelders discussed alternative trail
routes, which were not included as part of the gjiions.

Results

During the second stakeholder meeting, a numbestakeholders voiced support for
Draft Trail Option 2B and asked whether there wassensus in the room for this option.
At least one stakeholder objected to this optiod atated he would not support it.
Others stated that they would not support DraftilT@ptions 3 or 4. Therefore,
consensus was not reached on a draft trail optionthe group decided to reconvene to
allow others not in attendance to voice their thusg

By the end of the third meeting, no consensus washed amongst stakeholders on any
draft trail concept or whether the remainder of pineperty should be open or closed to
the public At least one stakeholder had a “major objectimnéach of the five draft trail
options and to either keeping the property opeciasing portions of it to the public.

BCPOS staff concluded the stakeholder meeting anst that even though the group
couldn’t reach consensus, BCPOS was grateful tofathose who participated over the
past four months in the Betasso Preserve StakahGldrip. Staff noted that they have
gained a lot from sitting down and listening to theeds and concerns of each
stakeholder and that it was staff's sincere ho #ach stakeholder had also gained
something from the process. BCPOS truly apprexidte time and effort each
stakeholder put into the discussions.



Appendix A
Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group Members

Chris Abrahamson — Boulder County Audubon Sociét3(C,D)
George Oetzel — Boulder County Nature Associatii (C)
Arleen Miller — Local Resident (A,B,C,D)
Marcia Barber — Local Resident (A,B)
Troy Mandery (Mike Barrow*) — Boulder Mountainbilédliance (A,B,C*,D)
Bob Manthy — Boulder Trail Runners (A,B,C)
Deb and Jon Koepke — Local Resident (A,B,C,D)
John Ringoen — Arkansas Mountain Resident (A,B)
Kitty Stevenson — Sugar Loaf Community, Inc. (B,L,D
Raymond Bridge — PLAN Boulder and Friends of Boul@gen Space (B,C,D)
Suzanne Webel — Boulder County Horse Associatiqe (B)
Mike O’Brien (Chris Morrison) — Boulder Area Trai3oalition (A,C*,D)
Patricia Jarvis — Mounted Search and Rescue (A)
Paige Cofrin — Local Resident (A,C,D)
Bonney Forbes — Local Resident (A,C,D)
Tim Abrams — Local Resident (A)
Michael Braitberg — Local Resident (A,C)
Tony Hanks — Local Resident (A,C)
Jan Chu — High Country Lepidopterists (A)
Bret Gibson — Four Mile Fire Department (A)
Miles La Hue — Sugar Loaf Fire Protection Dist(i&)
Christian Meyer (David Batts*) — POSAC (A,C*)
alternatlve representative

Meetings Attended
A = October 13, 2008
B = December 4, 2008
C =January 12, 2009
D = Site Visit (November 2 or November 5, 2008)




Appendix B
Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group

Meeting Minutes

October 13, 2008
December 4, 2008
January 12, 2009




First Meeting of the

Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group
October 13, 2008
6:00 pm — 8:00 pm
Boulder County Recycling Center

Attendees
(I = invited stakeholder)
Nature Based Organizations
Jan Chu — High Country Lepidopterists (I)
Chris Abrahamson — Boulder County Audubon Socibty (
George Oetzel — Boulder County Nature Associatipn (

Recreational User Groups
Troy Mandery — Boulder Mountainbike Alliance (1)
Suzanne Webel — Boulder County Horse AssociatidBoulder Area Trails
Coalition (1)
Bob Manthy — Boulder Trail Runners (I)
Patricia Jarvis — Mounted Search and Rescue (I)

Nelqhborlnq Residents
Paige Cofrin — Sugarloaf Resident (I)
Jon Koepke — Alaska Road Resident (1)
Bonney Forbes — Sugarloaf Resident
Tim Abrams — Alaska Hill Resident
John Ringoen — Arkansas Mountain Resident (1)
Michael Braitberg — Sugarloaf Resident
Tony Hanks — Arkansas Mountain Resident (1)
Arleen Miller — Sugarloaf Resident (I)
Marcia Barber — Sugarloaf Resident (1)

Local Fire Chiefs
Bret Gibson — Four Mile Fire Department (I)
Miles La Hue — Sugar Loaf Fire Protection Dist(igt

POSAC Representative
Christian Meyer — Parks & Open Space Advisory Cottaai(chair) (1)

Other
John Fuhrman — CU Student

Boulder County Parks & Open Space Staff
Ron Stewart, Director
Rich Koopmann, Resource Planning Manager
Brent Wheeler, Operations Manager
Al Hardy, Trails Supervisor



Dave Hoerath, Wildlife Specialist
John Staight, GIS Specialist
Ernst Strenge, Natural Resource Planner

Stakeholders Invited But Did Not Attend Meeting
- Boulder Bird Club

Colorado Mountain Club — Boulder
Colorado Native Plant Society
Friends Interested in Dogs on Open Space
Friends of Boulder Open Space
International Mountain Bicycling Association
PLAN Boulder County
Sierra Club

NOTES FROM MEETING

Purpose of Stakeholder Group:To assist BCPOS with the evaluation of future
management options at Betasso Preserve, particwadre should any potential new
trails be located based on the conceptual trafidans presented to the stakeholders
and how should the remainder of the property (av@ffsout trails) be treated (i.e.
closed to public vs. open to public)

Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group will be a gbort-(~1 month in duration)
working group of a select group of stakeholders #l meet before completion of
the draftBetasso Preserve Management Pkmd before the public process. The
anticipated schedule for this stakeholder group vl

Initial Meeting (October 13, 2008) — present firghrl begin discussion

Site Visit (November 2 and 5)

Follow up Meeting — continue discussion / find camsus (mid-Nov.)

Desired Outcome for Stakeholder Group:To reach a consensus about the best
future management direction (i.e. balance betwesls and preservation) for Betasso
Preserve, which would then be presented to theiquBIOSAC, and BOCC.
Outcome of stakeholder group will be presentedrdupiublic review of drafBetasso
Preserve Management Plan

Final Product of Stakeholder Group: A memo summarizing the outcome of the
stakeholders’ decision, which will be included lve tdraft management plan

Issues / Needs / Expectations of Stakeholder Groups
The following questions were posed to the stakedrslthroughout the meeting/hat
are your expectations for the Betasso Preserveeftdéler Grou@ What do you
want to see at Betasso Preserve in the f(tuedWhat don’t you want to seeThe
group went around the room to allow each stakemoddehance to express their
issues, needs, and expectations. Below is a suynoh#ne stakeholders’ responses.



In addition, to help sort out who made each commiat stakeholder groups were
combined into one of four categories. If one orengerson from a particular type of
stakeholder group provided or agreed with a respotien that stakeholder group
category is included in parentheses after the respo The four categories and their
abbreviations are:

NBO: Nature Based Organizations

RUG: Recreational User Groups

NR: Neighboring Residents

LFC: Local Fire Chiefs

Summary of Stakeholders’ Responses
- Historic protections / preservation (NR)

Preservation of wildlife habitat (e.g. large prentaj (NR, RUG, NBO)
Plan trails around high value wildlife areas (RUBO)
Thoughtful laid out plan (NR, RUG)
Enforcement of rules (NR, RUG)
Sustainable multi-ustails (RUG)
Connecting trails (RUG)
Loop trail(s) (RUG)
At least one large, meaningful loop on Benjamin (RU
Regional trail connections (e.g. Bald Mountaimd Switzerland Trail) (RUG)
Multiple access points with zero parking (RUG)
Stewardship / maintenance of trails (RUG)
Wider trails (RUG)
Narrower trails (NBO)
Security of neighbors (NR)
How do we provide for anticipated greater use (NR)
Adequate parking for horse trailers (RUG, NR)
Horse trails kept and preserved (NR)
Work together and support each other (RUG)
Access from Arkansas Mountain side (NR, RUG)
Keep access to summit of Arkansas Mountain (NR)
No access through private property (NR)
Trespass on private property (NR)
Alaska Road as access / concern (NR)
Privacy of neighbors (NR)
Fire danger / mitigation (NR, LFC)
Access for all / equitable access (NR, RUG)
Concern about locked gates / access issues (NR)
Enforcement of alternative day use regulation (NR)
Impacts of bikes on trails and vegetation (NR)
At least one sustainable loop trail (RUG)
Restore damaged trails (RUG)
Conflict of users (between horses and bikers anohgst all users) (NR, RUG)



Neighborhood traffic issues on local roads (NR)
Increase vehicle traffic (NR)
Access for emergency services (NR, LFC)
Increase in mountain lion and bear sightings (NR)
Boulder Canyon / Sugarloaf traffic (NR, LFC)

o Volume / Speed
Riparian area on north side of Benjamin propertiRYN
Continue forestry practices — thinning (NR, LFC)
No exclusive access for neighboring properties (RUG
Keep historic access if permission was given byiptes landowners (NR)
No new structures (NR)
Do not want to see fire districts getting busief Q)



Attendees

Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group
Second Meeting - Minutes
December 4, 2008

6:00 — 8:00 p.m.
Boulder County Clerk & Recorders Office
1750 33rd St, Boulder

Chris Abrahamson — Boulder County Audubon Society

George Oetzel — Boulder County Nature Association

Arleen Miller — Sugarloaf Resident

Marcia Barber — Sugarloaf Resident

Troy Mandery — Boulder Mountainbike Alliance

Bob Manthy — Boulder Trail Runners

Deb and Jon Koepke — Alaska Road Resident

John Ringoen — Arkansas Mountain Resident

Kitty Stevenson — Sugar Loaf Community, Inc.

Raymond Bridge — PLAN Boulder and Friends of Bouldgen Space

Unable to Attend (Note: Many people did not attend because of stmmaughout the

day.)

Suzanne Webel — Boulder County Horse Association
Mike O’Brien — Boulder Area Trails Coalition

Patricia Jarvis — Mounted Search and Rescue

Paige Cofrin — Sugarloaf Resident

Bonney Forbes — Sugarloaf Resident

Tim Abrams — Alaska Hill Resident

Michael Braitberg — Sugarloaf Resident

Tony Hanks — Arkansas Mountain Resident

Jan Chu — High Country Lepidopterists

Bret Gibson — Four Mile Fire Department

Miles La Hue — Sugar Loaf Fire Protection District
Christian Meyer — Parks & Open Space Advisory Cottaai

Boulder County Parks & Open Space (POS) Staff

Rich Koopmann, Resource Planning Manager
Brent Wheeler, Operations Manager

Al Hardy, Trails Supervisor

Dave Hoerath, Wildlife Specialist

Mary Olson, Landscape Architect

Ron Stewart, Director

Ernst Strenge, Natural Resource Planner



MINUTES

Introductions of Stakeholders and POS staff
Purpose and Goal of Stakeholder Group

Ernst Strenge reviewed the purpose and goal dftdleholder group:
Purpose: To assist POS with the evaluation of future puble of Betasso
Preserve, particularly:
i. Potential new conceptual trail alignments, ifan
ii. Determining whether areas of the property withtvails should be
closed or open to public

Desired Outcome:To reach a consensus on a potential new trail e if
any for Betasso Preserve and whether to closeep &pen the remainder of
the property.

Final Product of Stakeholder Group: A memo summarizing the outcome of
the stakeholders’ decision, which will be included the draft Betasso
Preserve Management Plaand be presented to the public, POSAC, and
BOCC

Definition of Consensus
Ernst reviewed the definition of consensus:

Consensus is reached if:

1. All stakeholders in attendance have been given dpportunity to
contribute to the discussion

2. All stakeholders in attendance have some le¥esupport for the
alternative

3. All stakeholders in attendance can live with dtluécome, even if it is
not their first choice

4. There are nmajor objections from stakeholders in attendance

Consensus is noeached if:
1. At least one stakeholder in attendance has rm@n bgiven an
opportunity to fully express themselves
2. At least one stakeholder in attendance hasapor objection to the
alternative

Consensus is not a vote whereby the majority wims the minority loses.
Instead, if one stakeholder has a major objectlware is no consensus.

Some key aspects of reaching consensus:
o Get everyone’s input
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o0 Allow everyone opportunity to speak

o There will be disagreement, but everyone shouldrdspectful of
other’s opinions

o0 Encourage discussion

o0 Ok to express uncertainties or alternative appresch

o Find common solution, despite differences

0 No pre-determined outcome

0 lterative process

o0 Deadlock is acceptable

o If necessary, we’'ll have a third meeting

It was also stated that, because part of reachowgensus is having a
productive dialogue amongst stakeholders, consensu&l be of the people
in attendance at the stakeholder meeting.

Stakeholders’ Issues, Needs, and Expectations

Ernst reviewed the stakeholders’ issues, needs,eapdctations from first
stakeholder meeting held on Oct. 13, 2008sorteijy:

Summary of Stakeholders’ Issues, Needs, and Expetitmis
From October 13, 2008 Stakeholder Meeting

NBO: Nature Based Organizations

RUG: Recreational User Groups

NR: Neighboring Residents

LFC: Local Fire Chiefs

Good Planning
Thoughtful laid out plan (NR, RUG)
Plan trails around high value wildlife areas (RUNBO)
Preservation of wildlife habitat (e.g. large prentaj (NR, RUG,
NBO)

Trail Design
- Sustainable multi-useails (RUG)
Connecting trails (RUG)
Loop trail(s) (RUG)
At least one sustainable loop trail (RUG)
At least one large, meaningful loop on Benjamin (RU
Stewardship / maintenance of trails (RUG)
Wider trails (RUG)
Narrower trails (NBO)

Rules & Regulations

Enforcement of rules (NR, RUG)
Enforcement of alternative day use regulation (NR)
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Neighbor Concerns
Security of neighbors (NR)
Neighborhood traffic issues on local roads (NR)
No access through private property (NR)
Trespass on private property (NR)
Privacy of neighbors (NR)

Public Health and Safety
Access for emergency services (NR, LFC)
Fire danger / mitigation (NR, LFC)
Do not want to see fire districts getting busiefF Q)
Increase vehicle traffic (NR)
Boulder Canyon / Sugarloaf traffic (NR, LFC)
Volume / Speed

Historic Preservation
Historic protections / preservation (NR)
No new structures (NR)

Equestrian Concerns
Adequate parking for horse trailers (RUG, NR)
Horse trails kept and preserved (NR)

Access
- Access for all / equitable access (NR, RUG)

No exclusive access for neighboring properties (RUG

Keep historic access if permission was given byiptes landowners

(NR)

Concern about locked gates / access issues (NR)

Visitor Numbers and Conflict
Conflict of users (between horses and bikers anohgst all users)
(NR, RUG)
How do we provide for anticipated greater use (NR)
Work together and support each other (RUG)

Access
Multiple access points with zero parking (RUG)
Access from Arkansas Mountain side (NR, RUG)
Keep access to summit of Arkansas Mountain (NR)
Alaska Road as access / concern (NR)

Regional trail connections (e.g. Bald Mountaimd Switzerland Trail)
(RUG)
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V.

Impacts and Mitigation

Impacts of bikes on trails and vegetation (NR)
Increase in mountain lion and bear sightings (NR)
Riparian area on north side of Benjamin propertiRYN
Restore damaged trails (RUG)

Continue forestry practices — thinning (NR, LFC)

Draft Trail Options

Al Hardy reviewed the trail options

No New Trail Option: keep existing trails, but no new trails
Canyon Loop Trail: 3.2 miles
Bummers Rock Trail: 0.25 miles
Boulder Canyon Link Trail: 1.25 miles

Draft Trail Concept 1: ~ 2.2 miles - out and back route between
Canyon Loop Trail and Fourmile Creek along easséope of Betasso
Preserve

Draft Trail Concept 2A: ~ 4.3 miles - loop trail including draft trail
concept 1 and trail extending into Benjamin propepast first
drainage

Draft Trail Concept 2B: ~ 4.2 miles - loop trail similar to 2A, but
avoids first drainage in Benjamin

Draft Trail Concept 3: ~ 5.3 miles - includes trail 2A, with additional
trail extending across Benjamin property to AlaBaad

Draft Trail Concept 4: ~ 6.6 miles - includes all of trail 3, with
additional trail extending across the middle slafeBenjamin thus
creating second loop

Draft Fourmile Trail Connection: ~ 0.4 miles - potential trail
connection to Fourmile Canyon Drive that could beluded with
Draft Trail Concepts 1-4

Closures versus Openin addition, POS put forth the following question
to stakeholders: should areas of the property withi@signated trails, or
some portion of it, be closed to the public? CurrPOS rules and
regulations allow all users except mountain bikergo off trail unless an
area has been specifically closed to the publi©QSPnay close areas of
open space properties to the public as necessamjesirable due to
wildlife, vegetation management review, public $afeoncerns, and/or
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other resource protection needs. Mountain bikerstratay on designated
trails at all times.

VI. Stakeholders Site Visits

Stakeholders who went on one of the site visitd bel November 2 and 5
with POS staff provided comments about their exgyereés. The following is
a summary of those comments:

Most stakeholders agreed that the site was st8eme expressed concern
regarding the difficulty of constructing trails steep slopes and the impacts
of building and maintaining these trails on vegetaand wildlife habitat.
Others said we could build trail on steep slopeis lags been done elsewhere,
but may need to keep tread narrow to limit impacts.

Some adjectives stakeholders used to describe site:
Steep
Pristine
Diverse
Sacred
Jewel

Other concerns expressed during this discussidandad: trespass on private
property, restoration of social trails, need fofoecement and education, cost
and difficulty of building new trails on steep séx and concern about fire
and emergency response.

VIl.  Finding Consensus

Ernst provided instructions for thgve-Degree Consensus Scabeercise for
each draft trail option including the no trail apti The purpose of doing the
exercise prior to the group discussion was to gahaial sense of where the
group stands.

Instructions for Five-Degree Consensus Scale For each draft trail option,
each stakeholder member must select one of th@nioly numbers depending
on how they feel about that option:

1 -yes, let'sdo it

2 — ok, it's good enough

3 — maybe, still have questions

4 — not quite, can we change it

5 —no, let's do something else

The results from the first Five-Degree ConsensaeSexercise were:
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2 3 4 5
Trail Options 1, | ok, it's good| maybe, still | not quite, can no, let's do
yes, let's do it s ) )
enough |have questions we change it| something els¢
No New Trail 6 1 1 3
Trail Concept 1 1 2 6 1 1
Trail Concept 2A 1 2 4 4
Trail Concept 2B 1 3 1 6
Trail Concept 3 1 3 7
Trail Concept 4 1 3 7
, 2 3 4 5
Remainder of 1. | 0K, it's good maybe, still | not quite, can no, let's do
Property yes, let'sdo i ] . )
enough | have questions we change it| something els¢
Open to the
lPublic 1 6 3
Closed to the
lPublic 3 ! 4 2

These tables indicate that prior to the discusaimongst stakeholders about
each option there was no consensus on any tradropt whether to keep the
remainder of the property open or closed to thdipibe. there was at least

one “5 — no, let's do something else” for each ampti

Following completion of the first round of tli@ve-Degree Consensus Scale

exercise, Rich Koopmann led a group discussion tadach option.
trail option, the group was asked:
i. Why do you support this option?
ii. Why do you not support this option?
lii. What are the lingering questions about this@p?
iv. Are there potential solutions for concerns

No Trail Option
Those who supported this option provided the foifmwreasons:
- Impact on wildlife habitat of additional trails
Have more questions about wildlife / not enoughdiifeé

For each

study of

area including results of DOW Front Range Cougard{tand

surveys for owls, nesting raptors, turkeys, etc.

Narrow trail loops have the greatest impact on hédoecause it

excludes wildlife in center of loop

We should be setting aside blocks of land for widl
Few large areas dedicated to wildlife

Habitat is the reason we buy open space
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Don’t need to impact more land with additionallsai

Betasso currently has most amount of trail compsweather POS
properties

County can spend money better than on additioads tr

Erosion concerns

More trails will increase number of social trails

Those who did not support this option providedftiwing reasons:
Population is growing and wants access to pubtidda
This option does not address social trails
Social trails will form if we don’'t have designatedils
Voting results and tax bonds show public supparafitess
Well planned and managed trails are needed
Enforcement of total closure would be difficult
Property part of huge corridor of wild country i@ty
People are changed from experience in nature
Recreationists will help with reclaiming socialitsa

Those who still had questions provided the follagywasponses:
Questions on wildlife issues
Should wait for more wildlife study

Trail Option 1

Those who supported this option provided the foilmreasons:
Understands mountain bikers need for regional tilnections
May be a way to reach consensus
Least disruption of wildlife habitat of all traiptions

Those who did not support this option providedftiwing reasons:
Out and back trail is notorious for user conflict
Loops are better for limiting user conflict

Those who still had questions provided the follaywasponses:

If you have a loop, more interesting for users, flpote impact on
wildlife because of the amount of space betwedlstra

Trail Options 2A and 2B (Note: these trails were grouped together duente ti
constraints)

Those who supported these options provided thevidallg reasons:
- 2B is better because it avoids multiple crossirfgiranage
Trail option 2B is a compromise — majority of progeis left
pristine
Trail loop is important for trail traffic issues
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Connection to Fourmile allows people to bike froowh and
reduces car trips
Better experience

Those who did not support these options provideddhowing reasons:
Narrow trail loop will cut off wildlife use
Trail option 2A goes too far into wildlife habitat
Trail option 2B is too dense

Those who still had questions provided the follaywasponses:
Does 2A have to go so far to the west?
Does 2B create more disruption to drainage?

Trail Options 3 and 4 (Note: these trails were grouped together due rte ti
constraints)

Those who supported these options provided thevitig reasons:
Provides trail corridor to upper portions of Bouldounty
Access without getting onto pavement
Very few trail corridors to get up canyon

Those who did not support these options provideddhowing reasons:
People will park on Alaska Road
Alaska Road is privately maintained.
Residents along Alaska Road have spent $1,000mantenance
to date.
Alaska Road is not in good condition.
Opposed to going through wildlife habitat
Too intrusive

Other Ideas Brought Up During Discussion
Make Trail 1 one-way for mountain bikers to disamye them
from going up Fourmile Canyon Drive (safety conegrn
Create spaces along trail to allow for passing,eesgfly for
mountain bikers and equestrians
Continue alternate day use for mountain bikes
Mountain bike community will help with reclaimingaial trails
and have already begun fund raising for work
More wildlife studies

Consensus Discussion

Following the discussion of the trail options, stakeholder group discussed
whether they could reach consensus on one of tbpoped trail options.
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Some members thought it would be beneficial to sH#m Five-Degree
Consensus Scale exercise to the stakeholder memiersould not attend
the second meeting. However, it was determined tiia would not be
worthwhile if the people in the room couldn’t fisdnsensus.

At this point in the meeting, a number of stakekotdvoiced support for Draft
Trail Option 2B and asked whether there was conseimsthe room for this
option. At least one stakeholder objected to timson and stated he would
not support it. Others stated that they wouldsugport Draft Trail Options 3
or 4. Therefore, consensus was not reached oafiatichil option.

VIII. Next Steps

It was decided by those present that a third mgeiinthe Betasso Preserve
Stakeholder Group would be beneficial. It woultbwlthose who were not
able to attend this meeting a chance to be a pahteocontinuing discussion
and to give their support or opposition to the @asi trail options and whether
the remainder of the property should be open aetdo the public.
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Betasso Preserve Stakeholder Group
Third Meeting - Minutes
January 12, 2009
6:00 — 8:00 p.m.
Boulder County Clerk & Recorders Office
1750 33rd St, Boulder

Meeting Minutes

|. Introductions of Stakeholders and BCPOS Staff
Il. Review Outcome of Meeting #2

Ernst Strenge briefly reviewed the outcome of tie¢aBso Preserve Stakeholder Group’s
second meeting, held on December 4, 2008. Stattetsoteceived a copy of stakeholder
comments from the second meeting on each traibopti

lll. Purpose of Meeting

Ernst reiterated that the purpose of the meeting twaletermine if there was consensus
amongst stakeholders present at the meeting omfatdckil option and on any closure
areas at Betasso Preserve. In addition, it wésraded that the definition of “consensus”
being used in the meeting was “unanimous conser{sasif one stakeholder has a major
objection, there is no consensus) and was not ajate.

IV. Five-Degree Consensus Scale

Ernst explained the instructions for the Five-DegB®nsensus Scale exercise, which is a
planning tool used when trying to gain consenstibe Five-Degree Consensus Scale
provides a sense of where the group stands onsae iwithout giving an up or down
vote. Members rank their stance on a proposal scake from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating
strong support and 5 signifying strong oppositioh.rank of 2, 3, or 4 indicates that a
person does not fully support or oppose a projeat, rather has some tentativeness
towards it or additional questions about it. Themeking help to frame the subsequent
discussion amongst stakeholders.

For each draft trail option and whether to keeprémeainder of the property open or have
portions closed, each member of the stakeholdempgselected one of the following
numbers:

1 -yes, let'sdo it

2 — ok, it's good enough

3 — maybe, still have questions

4 — not quite, can we change it

5 —no, let’'s do something else
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From the initial exercise, it was found that thejonty of stakeholders were on either
end of the spectrum (i.&.— yes, let do ibr 5 — no, let’'s do something e)JséWith at least
4 people showing a major objection to each optiangconsensus was reached.

The results of the Five-Degree Consensus Scale were

1 2 3 4 5
Management yes, let's ok, it's good| maybe, still | not quite, can| no, let's do
Option do it enough |have questions we change it|something els¢
No New Trails 10 0 1 0 4
Trail Concept 1 2 2 1 3 8
Trail Concept2A 0 1 3 2 9
Trail Concept2B 3 3 0 3 7
Trail Concept 3 1 0 1 1 14
Trail Concept 4 1 1 1 1 13
Remainder of
Property Open ! 0 2 1 !
Remainder of
Property Closed 6 0 3 1 6

V. Property Open vs. Portions Closed to the Public

Following completion of the Five-Degree Consenscal& the Stakeholder Group began
the discussion with the issue of whether portionBeiasso Preserve should be closed to
the public or whether the entire site should renapen. Comments from stakeholders
included:

Reasons for temporary or permanent closure:

- Concern about increased wildfire danger. Will maigers on trails and on
property increase fire danger?
Temporary closure for additional wildlife surveysdarestoration. Trails don’t
need to happen now.
Need more wildlife study.
Original intent of open space was for preservatiorherefore, no access for
recreation
Social trails were wildlife trails.
Close property to repair existing social trails,renstudies.
Do not need to build trails just because Countgpased it.
Opposed to keeping it open until we know more

Reasons for opening remainder of property to public
People like to get to the east side of Arkansasmvein along ridge.
Allow people to wander by foot. Dispersed use.
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Property should remain open if impacts can be nizech

Trails squashed together as proposed are not agi@dion.

Some segments of social trails are sustainabldlerdfore could be open to the
public. If there are no problems with social saivhy close

Additional Questions
- If existing social trails were restored, would #ereed to be a short-term closure
until revegetated? Most of the property would #fere need to be closed, at least
temporarily.
How effective will closure be for open space orfovate property?
Closure requires adequate enforcement. Will thipdissible?
Where will additional users park?

VI. Trail Options
The following are comments from stakeholders reiggrdach of the draft trail options.

A. No New Trails

(Not specifically discussed by stakeholders. Dgsgan went straight to discussing Trail
Concept 1. Comments on the No New Trails optiom lsa found in the minutes for
meeting #2)

B. Draft Trail Concept 1
1. Reasons for support
Would be ok with Option 1 if alternative day usedahave turn outs for
equestrians

2. Reasons you didn’t support
If you voted al — yes, let’'s do ibn “No New Trails”, then vote8 - no, let's do
something elsen all others
Too short, too boring
Would result in too much traffic on trail.
Two-way traffic is too dangerous.
Recreation potential not maximized in space maaddable for it

C. Draft Trail Concept 2A
1. Reasons for support
(None discussed at this meeting)

2. Reasons you didn’t support
Invasive of wildlife and vegetation
Recreation potential not maximized in space maaddable for it
Crosses too many drainages
Too short and boring
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D. Draft Trail Concept 2B
1. Reasons for support
Represents the best compromise between trailsr@sdmation
Creates longer loop
Solves problem of conflict if one way loop

2. Reasons you didn’t support
Too artificial
Switchbacks too tight, making it too easy to shatrtc
Does not get people to where they want to go.
Recreation potential not maximized in space maddable for it

E. Draft Trail Concept 3
1. Reasons for support
(None discussed at this meeting)

2. Reasons you didn’t support
Too invasive
Alaska Road access is a no go
Potential parking problems, private property issues
Recreation potential not maximized in space maadable for it

F. Draft Trail Concept 4
1. Reasons for support
(None discussed at this meeting)

2. Reasons you didn’t support
Destroys everything
Concerns about wildlife. And emergency access
The trail will invite Alaska Road use even withaiticial access.

VII. Alternative Trail Routes Discussion

The following are comments made by stakeholderardigg alternative trail routes that

are currently not on the table.

Is there a hybrid trail that eliminates access kaska Road and creates one loop

across Benjamin?

Could draft trail options 3 and 4 be modified wébcess to Alaska Road taken

out? Creates stacked loop.

o BMA representative had previously said Alaska Raadmportant for

mountain bikers
0 Mountain bikers were observed on Benjamin aftekedtalder hike.
trail is close to Alaska Road, people will stilleus
o0 Could County maintain Alaska Road to provide acgess
BMA advocating for something not even on table



VIIl. General Stakeholder Comments

The following are some general comments that weadarby stakeholders throughout
the meeting.
Concern about trespass through private propertfOS needs to sign private
property.
o People ignore existing “no trespassing” signs.
o If trail takes people to where they want to goy¢hwould be less trespass
o Homeowners have had a rough go of it with trespemses. People have
used property for 50 years. New owner — peopléadider County.
Bringing people together to find solutions. Lana@ns need to document
trespass...take photos, etc. BMA promotes “no poagthi BMA can put
photos on web. We are all tax paying / registesatérs. Want baseline
of access that works on Benjamin. Heil exampldow people down
through trail design. Come up with plan of manageds. Otherwise, we
all fail.
Will formal horse trailer parking be included iretmanagement plan?
Would like all trails to have restricted use / aitgive day use
Keep one-way restriction for mountain bikers
o Consider including everyone in one-way restriction
Many in Sugarloaf community want to see it donevbjo..take time to get there.
Phase it in
Alaska Road is a privately maintained road and khoiube used as an access.
o Road is currently eroding and needs repairs. $00eGtimate
Heil trail example — narrow, curvy, and tight towldown bikers
After walking property, feels like the property deeto be closed — steep and
deep. Sugarloaf Fire Department is required toaedpo emergencies, POS does
not reimburse for services, creating danger foaryons — residential and historic
sites, no historical protection. Ernie Betassogaly — preservation, peace and
quiet, can’t morph preservation into recreation
Would like to see what tradeoffs are for each dnafl option? (e.g. habitat vs.
trail — what is gained and what is lost)
Could we postpone a decision about trails or haVienged trail plan until the
property is more fully surveyed and evaluated é&sources including wildlife?
o0 Additional studies will lead to “analysis paralysisSome people will
never be satisfied.
o Other counties (e.g. Larimer and Jefferson) opeopgities quickly
without lengthy study on resources
0 Lets open it or not. POS has already done exterssiudy.

* Note: In response to concerns about trespass onto @rpraperty, Amanda Hatfield
(Resource Protection) told the stakeholder growgt Boulder County Parks & Open
Space (BCPOS) boundaries are posted. Amanda tleadjacent landowners should
notify BCPOS if boundary signs have been removedamdalized. If any violation is
occurring on BCPOS properties, Amanda noted that ghblic should immediately
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contact BCPOS Rangers at 303-441-4444 (ask forumi@d?arks Ranger). The public
may also call Ranger Supervisor, David Bell, at-8@8-6210 to report violations.

Amanda also noted that BCPOS rangers are not caianed and can only enforce rules
and regulations on BCPOS lands. Because it isnairal offense, landowners should
contact the Boulder County Sheriff's Office if gl trespass is occurring across private
property (BCSO Non-emergency Dispatch 303-441-4444)possible, the landowner
should provide a description of the trespasseraaydpatterns of use, if known. Boulder
County has five sheriffs office deputies specificassigned to open space that can
respond to these issues.

IX. Conclusion and Next Steps

By the end of the meeting, no consensus was reamedgst stakeholders on any draft
trail concept or whether the remainder of the priypshould be open or closed to the
public. At least one stakeholder had a “major objectitm&ach of the five draft trall
options and to either keeping the property opeciasing portions of it to the public.

BCPOS staff concluded the stakeholder meeting anst that even though the group
couldn’t reach consensus, BCPOS was grateful tofathose who participated over the
past four months in the Betasso Preserve StakahGldrip. Staff noted that they have
gained a lot from sitting down and listening to theeds and concerns of each
stakeholder and that it was staff's sincere ho@ #ach stakeholder had also gained
something from the process. BCPOS truly apprexidte time and effort each
stakeholder has put into the discussions.

BCPOS'’s next steps will be to prepare a final menthe Betasso Preserve Stakeholder
Group, which will be included in the draft managetglan. At this point, BCPOS staff
will move forward with completing the draft Betas®treserve Management Plan
including making a recommendation regarding a drait option. Public meetings and a
public comment period will occur following completi of the draft management plan.
Following a public comment period, staff will brirtge draft management plan to the
Parks and Open Space Advisory Committee (POSAC)afeecommendation to the
Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) and then &BRCC for final approval. The
public will have additional opportunities to makenements at both of these meetings.
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Attendees
Suzanne Webel — Boulder County Horse Association
Chris Abrahamson — Boulder County Audubon Society
Paige Cofrin — Sugarloaf Resident
Bonney Forbes — Sugarloaf Resident
George Oetzel — Boulder County Nature Association
Arleen Miller — Sugarloaf Resident
Mike Barrow — Boulder Mountainbike Allianden place of Troy Mandery)
Bob Manthy — Boulder Trail Runners
Deb and Jon Koepke — Alaska Road Resident
Michael Braitberg — Sugarloaf Resident
Mitra Adams — Alaska Road Resident
Tony Hanks — Arkansas Mountain Resident
Kitty Stevenson — Sugar Loaf Community, Inc.
Raymond Bridge — PLAN Boulder and Friends of Boul@gen Space
Chris Morrison — Boulder Area Trails Coalitigin place of Mike O’Brien)

David Batts — Parks & Open Space Advisory Commifiteplace of Christian
Meyer)

Not in Attendance
John Ringoen — Arkansas Mountain Resident
Marcia Barber — Sugarloaf Resident
Patricia Jarvis — Mounted Search and Rescue
Tim Abrams — Alaska Hill Resident
Jan Chu — High Country Lepidopterists
Bret Gibson — Four Mile Fire Department
Miles La Hue — Sugar Loaf Fire Protection District

Boulder County Parks & Open Space (POS) Staff
Rich Koopmann, Resource Planning Manager
Al Hardy, Trails Supervisor
Dave Hoerath, Wildlife Specialist
Mary Olson, Landscape Architect
Amanda Hatfield, Resource Protection
Jesse Rounds, Resource Planner
Ron Stewatrt, Director
Ernst Strenge, Natural Resource Planner



