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Appendix F –  
Comments submitted June '14 – February 2015 

 
UTE Letters and emails submitted to the City of Colorado Springs regarding Ute Valley Park Master and 
Management Plans and the Planning Process. 

 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 8:08 AM 
Subject: Ute Valley Plan 

 Please accept this as an official comment on the Ute Valley Park Master Plan. As a frequent user in the neighborhood, 
I’m very saddened to hear that you refuse to include an off-leash dog trail designation in the plan. From what I’ve 
researched, you polled peopled and there was a 50/50 response for/against.  So, if its 50/50, why do the “nays” win the 
argument? Seems to me there should be equal consideration because there’s equal opinion. 
  
I also was told that your park board stated that there couldn’t be an off leash trail because the City Ordinance prohibits 
it (all dogs on public property must be on a leash). So, maybe I’m confused, but I often drive over 20 minutes to the 
center of town to use the off-leash trail at Palmer Park.  What’s the difference? 
  
In a time where we are encouraging people to be active, to walk – not drive, to be more sustainable, why is it that you 
are forcing responsible dog owners to drive no less than 20 minutes to the nearest off leash trail or fenced in dog park. 
There aren’t any city dog parks on the northwest side of town. We instead, have to disobey the rules and take a chance 
on getting a ticket so that we can enjoy our own neighborhood park(s). 
  
If you choose to ignore this growing majority of citizens, please consider taking time for you next project to outline a 
responsible plan for other dog parks and off-leash trails in our city. Look around and you’ll see that dogs are 
everywhere in our town. Its been listed as a dog-friendly city in publications. Require an off-leash license. Designate 
times. Go to the City Council and inform them. You put the word out, and the dog people in this town will be there. 
 

Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2015 12:18 PM 
Subject: Master & Management Plan 

HI all,  First, please pass this on to Priscilla. For some reason, I don't have her email address. 

I just wanted you all to know how pleased I am personally with the draft M&M Plan. You have listened very well to the 
public and done a great job of incorporating their wants & needs. I look forward to seeing the finished product finally 
accepted by the City.   

Thanks again for all your hard work in getting us to where we are today, and please let me know if there is anything I 
can do to help the process. 
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Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 5:33 PM 
Subject: Ute Valley Trail Closure feedback 
  
Sarah, 
I wanted to thank you for your openness to public input into the future of Ute valley. I’ve lived beside and have been 
using Ute for 15 years. When I moved to COS, I chose to move to this corner of town because of this park. My current 
house backs up to its western property line. 
  
As a long time user of the park I have seen trails come and go over the years. There are some trails that have been used 
for a long time and not that many people knew about and some of them are now slated for closure. I would like to 
make the request to hold onto some of these gems. I’ve attached a pdf with these trails labeled as A, B & C. 

 A.      We refer to this trail as its “Strava” name as Jamie’s Trail. This trail was on the original master plan. It just 
happens to be hidden around the corner because of a tree and wasn’t used by many riders. This is one of my favorite 
trails. It has interesting trail features and a great challenge with completely natural features. It has been there since I 
have used the park in 1999. 

B.      This is one of the new trails in the park. It has great manmade features with great flow. Most of it is not very steep 
and actually hand erosion quite well. It ends with a jump over a “canyon” and has one of the most challenging trail 
features in the park. The bottom portion including the canyon jump have been around for at least 12 years when I first 
discovered it. 

C.      This trail has been around for a good 12 years. We used to refer to it as “spools” and it is now known as four loco. 
It has some great challenges for advanced riders and allows you to make the ride into a loop. You can cross the bottom 
of the canyon to the other side in an area where the canyon doesn’t hold water. 

  
I’m an expert mountain biker and one of the great things about Ute Valley are these expert level trails. These offer 
challenges to me to improve that many other trails just don’t. They also help spread out the mountain bike traffic away 
from high use areas to prevent any biker/hiker conflicts. In my opinion, the more trails, the better. 
  
Thanks again for your willingness to hear the communities input. 
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Date:01/27/2015 7:47 PM (GMT-07:00)  
Subject: designated, fenced-in, off leash dog park within Ute Valley Park 

 Dear Sarah, 
Thank you for taking the time to hear our questions and concerns regarding a designated, fenced-in, off leash dog park 
within Ute Valley Park. Several community members voiced their interest at all the prior meetings only to find out this 
evening that it is not currently on the Master Plan. We are very disappointed to hear this. 
 
Please reconsider adding a dog park. We would be interested in meeting with the Advisory Board to discuss this 
further. 
Sincerely, 

Date:01/27/2015 7:47 PM (GMT-23:17)  
Subject: designated, fenced-in, off leash dog park within Ute Valley Park 

Ladies, 
First off, thank you for all your comments.  I am going to respond to you all in one message verses separate messages.  I 
apologize for just sending you an email now, I only work part time and was off yesterday and today I have been in 
meetings...I am just now getting to emails. 
We very much appreciate the feedback that you have provided us.  We are currently reviewing all the comments we 
received through email and at the public meeting. 
 
I think it would be very helpful in the near future to set up a meeting to continue our discussion about potential dog 
parks within our community.  If we are able to sit down and talk about the requirements for making a dog park 
successful, it will help narrow down locations that are appropriate fits and logically make the most sense.  Here are 
some times that we have available.  Please let me know if any of these times work for you and we will get a meeting set 
up.  If you could let me know sooner rather than later that would be great. I would like to have Chris Lieber also attend 
the meeting and his schedule has a tendency to fill up very quickly. 

Monday, February 2 at either 3, 4, or 5 
Wednesday, February 4 at 11 
Wednesday, February 11 at 1 or 2 

Again, thank you for your comments and for your passion about Ute Valley. 
Thanks, Sarah 

 

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 7:52 PM 
Subject: ute valley trail comments 
  
Sarah, I missed this section in my previous email. 
  
On the western ridge trail, there is a connector that descends down a steep rocky pitch towards the creek where there 
is a small bridge currently. This short piece of trail is critical in how we currently loop the ridge trail. The ridge trail 
generally descends from Vindicator to this connector (North to South) and descends from the southern tip (near the 
gravel access road) going north towards this connector. So, (see red line for our typical route) typically we will ride 
north along the technical ridge and descend to the connector, ride down the connector to what will be the regional trail 
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in the future, then pedal north to vindicator and then climb back up to the ridge trail and descend south to the 
connector. Sort of a figure eight. This connector really opens up the possibilities. 
Also, I have friends who really don’t enjoy riding the section south of the connector trail, but love the section north. So 
often we ride the trail as shown in blue in the attached map. 
  
If possible, please keep this short section for both the technical challenge and the added variations in how the ridge 
trail can be ridden. 
  
Thanks for your consideration and hard work. 
 
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 5:01 PM 
Subject: Feedback on the proposed Ute Valley Master Plan document. 

 Hello Sarah- 

 I wanted to provide some feedback on the Ute Valley Master Plan document.  I live and work right by Ute and have 
enjoyed riding my mountain bike there for about 5 years now.  It was actually the main reason why my family and I 
bought our house right next to Ute Valley Park.  I spend about 2 to 5 hours per week riding in Ute.  Here are my 
suggestions: 

1.       Three of my favorite trails in Ute look to be getting closed down.  I drew them below on the map in dark blue.  I 
believe that the one on the far left was actually on the very original Ute Master Trail map.  Two out of the three have 
held up great to weather and erosion.  The one on the far right has some erosion at the bottom, but we could re-route 
and fix that one. 

2.       I would request that the trails that remain open are not changed.  One of the best parts about Ute is the 
challenging trails.  I would be disappointed if the trails were made “easier”. 

3.       It would be great if we could have more “difficult” trails in Ute.  The trail that I pointed to with the red arrow 
below is one of the easier trails in Ute.  I don’t think it should be listed as black. 

4.       This one is more of a question than suggestion.  From my experience, Ute is already getting fairly crowded with 
bikers and hikers.  With all of these trail closures, how will the extra traffic be managed?  I’m afraid there may be more 
trail conflict now that there will be the same amount of traffic on roughly half the trail space. 

 These are just my opinions.  But many of my co-workers feel the same.  I have asked them to voice their concerns as 
well so hopefully you will be receiving more of the same requests.   Thanks for making your way through my message. 
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Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 4:43 PM 
Subject: RE: Ute Valley Park: Master & Management Plan 

 My comments regarding the Ute Valley Park Master & Management Plan are as follows: 

 ·         Sarah Bryarly, as Ute Valley Park Master & Management Plan Project Manager, should be fired.  
 ·         The members of the Planning Team should resign or be dismissed and the Master Plan be discarded. 
 ·         Karen Palus should also consider resigning from her position as the Director of Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation 
and Cultural Services. 

 As a citizen who has attended all of the meetings including the September and November Community meetings as well 
as two of the neighborhood “in the-box-meetings” (Northwest Residents at Fire station #18 and TOSC Members), I feel 
personally insulted.  Citizens were invited to participate in Community Meetings and led to believe that their 
participation and good faith efforts would be valued. 

Instead we have been treated with utter disregard and dismissal as we have been presented with a Kabuki Theatre that 
gave the impression of citizen involvement while the outcome appears pre-ordained. The citizen input process has 
been a waste of time and energy of the citizens and a violation of the community trust.  As an example of this breach of 
trust, look no further than: 

 ·         ‘Proposed’ Regional Trail Connection Route for Ute Valley Park 

 At the September 23 Public Meeting, a majority (13 of the 15 Groups) recommended routing the regional trail on 
routes other than through the only, current, hiking-only trail. Most groups suggested keeping the regional trail on the 
current service road which follows an historical road through the park and which provides access to electrical and 
communications lines along that route.  Only 2 Groups had suggested using the hiking-only trail and 1 Group had asked 
for No Regional Trail at all. 

 However at the November 12 Community Meeting the Regional Trail Route Proposal was presented that ignored the 
majority of the citizen input and ran the trail right through the center of the park and on the only hiking-only trail in the 
park.  When the Citizens were asked if there were any Fatal Flaws / Red Flags / Show Stoppers there was overwhelming 
opposition (including 8 of the 12 Groups) to the Proposed Route of the Regional Trail. 

 And now in the Proposal submitted for our approval on January 20, the Planning Committee, once again, deaf to the 
citizen voices, proposes the Regional Trail Connection Route running smack dab through the middle of the park on the 
only, current, hiking-only trail and without making full use of the existing, historical, service trail that has to be retained 
in any case. 

 Other Concerns: 

 ·         The fact that the ‘Draft Plan’ already uses terms such as “reviewed”, “endorsed”, “recommended” and 
“approved” for dates and events that occur in the future, exposes the fact that these plans have been 
preordained prior to any community involvement 

·         Various Issues were raised at Community Meeting #1. However at Community Meeting #2 we were told 
there were no significant issues raised, therefore no changes to the list of Issues. All of the issues raised at 
Community Meeting #1 were summarily dismissed as ‘insignificant’. 

·         Proposal ignores mutual requests from different constituencies for some dedicated-use trails. To reduce 
conflicts between groups hikers requested some hiking-only trails and bikers requested some bike-specific 
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trails. The only, current, hiking-only trail, the quiet ‘middle road’ path has been replaced in the proposal by a 
major Regional Trail. 

·         Closing of all of the trails through areas such as the “western meadow” has been attempted in the past, in 
the 90s and again in the 00s. But this approach failed and only encourages park users to create multiple other 
trails to replace it. Rather than close all of the trails, maintain one trail that suits the need. 

·         Insufficient attention to the issues of enforcement of rogue trail policies and pet leash and waste 
ordinances. 

 Regards, 

 

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 3:36 PM 
Subject: Ute Valley Park Community Meeting omission 

I just left you a voice message regarding last night's Ute Valley Park Master Plan meeting.  I am the Pinecliff HOA 
President and also serve on the Friends of Ute Valley Park board.  I attended the first community meeting 
on September 23rd and personally brought up the need to replace the existing split rail fence that parallels the 
property lines between the HP Open Space and the Pinecliff neighborhood.  During last night's meeting, I completely 
forgot to look for this "feature" in the base Master Plan.  I also forgot to ask about it during the 10 minute "omission" 
session.  Replacing the fence has become even more important since a new trail  is being proposed to connect the 
Hunters Ridge access point with the Popes Valley access point.  Such a trail would be in an open field and border 4 
homeowner property lines.  At this point, I need your guidance in how best to communicate this omission to the 
Master Planners working on Ute Valley Park and to get their feedback. 

 I would also appreciate receiving the phone numbers and email addresses for the 3 key Tapis Associates who working 
on the plan (e.g. Priscilla Marbaker). 

 I have been very pleased with the Master Plan process and progress so far, however, it is quite clear that the trail 
biking community is having a strong influence on the work group results.    

Best regards, 

 

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 2:09 PM 
Subject: Ute Valley Park Update and Process 

We would like to remind everyone about the upcoming 1st public master plan meeting on Tuesday, September 23, 2014 
at Eagleview Middle School.  The meeting will be from 5:30-8:30 p.m.   Please come prepared for a very packed 
agenda!! 

There is some incorrect information that is floating around that Ute Valley Park is going to be closed to bicycling 
through the master plan process and that the public process is almost over.  Please note, that future cycling within Ute 
Valley Park is not on the table to be removed as a recreational use in Ute Valley Park.  However, during the meetings 
we would like to discuss various master planning topics such as, proper alignment/placement of trails, appropriate 
recreational uses for the park/open space, and park amenities (i.e. wayfinding signage, interpretive signage, benches, 
parking).  We are also at the very beginning of the master plan process.  In total there will be 3 separate public 
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workshops where people can learn about the park and participate in small group activities to determine how the 
master plan will be shaped and 2 public hearings to adopt the new master and management plan, public comment will 
be taken at both hearings.  The following is a list of all the future public meetings: 

September 23rd: 5:30-8:30 p.m. (Eagleview Middle School) 

November 12th: 6:00-8:00 p.m. (Eagleview Middle School) 

January 27th: 5:00- 7:00 p.m. (Eagleview Middle School) 

TOPS Working Committee: February 4th: 7:30 a.m. (Parks Department Headquarters: 1401 Recreation Way) 

Parks and Recreation Advisory Board: March 12th: 7:30 a.m. (Parks Department Headquarters) 

Please remember that unless you participate in these meetings, your ideas and comments cannot be heard.  When 
more people participate in the process , the master and management plan will ultimately reflect the community's 
vision. 

On September 23rd, please come prepared to listen to the experts give an overview of the studies and surveys that have 
been conducted to date, an overview of the existing condition of Ute Valley Park, and to participate in two separate 
small group activities, which will include a report out to the larger group.  All voices are heard equally during this 
process. 

In the next day or so we will have all the comments collected during the Meetings-in-a-Box and through the Intercept 
surveys posted on the website.  If you would like to review the comments, please visit: 
www.springsgov.com/UteValleyMP.  This information will also be reviewed at the meeting on September 23rd. 

Thank you and we will see you on the 23rd. 

Sarah 

Sarah A. Bryarly 

Landscape Architect 
Design, Development and TOPS 
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 
 
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 12:22 PM 
Subject: Ute Valley Park master plan feedback 

Hi, 

I wanted to voice my concern about the UVP master plan meeting coming up.  I'm not going to be able to attend, but I 
feel strongly about the park and have been one of its most active users over the time I've lived near the park. 

I've lived near the park for the last 17 years and have been a daily user of it, frequently multiple times a day - running or 
walking my dogs or both.  It has saddened me to see the destruction that has occurred from what I feel is mountain 
bike abuse of the trails.  Not only do they ruin existing trails, but they make new trails wherever and whenever they 
want.  It's especially pronounced when it's wet over there - they don't want to get their bikes muddy, so they ride off 
the trail and only make it wider.  A semi could be driven down many of the trails they've become so wide. 

And now, erosion is ruining many of these trails.  Had they remained singletrack and limited to pedestrians, they trails 
would be in far better shape and more likely to handle the heavy rains over the last 2 years. 

http://www.springsgov.com/UteValleyMP
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There have been a series of illicit mt bike trails created at the SW end of the park near the bouldering area.  There have 
also been a series of illicit trails in the SE area where they've created "downhilling" trails from the ridge down into the 
valley.  Note that many of those trails are now defunct, but they're still left to erode and scar the area. 

I urge you to please ban mountain bikes from Ute Valley Park. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 11:27 AM 
Subject: Ute Valley Park Master Plan 

I plan on attending next Tuesday's UVP Master Plan public meeting. I understand from a recent post on Facebook that 
you are allegedly getting a number of people wanting to ban mountain bikes from the park. It's true, the number of hikers, 
runners, walkers relative to mountain bikers is much higher. The park has always been used by both hikers and 
mountain bikers. As a biker myself, I have never had a conflict with a hiker and am  very conscientious about following 
proper trail etiquette. I know that there are a few bad apples out there who tend to spoil it for us all. I don't like those kind 
of rude riders either. 

Here's a few potential issues that could possibly be discussed: 

1) Headphones/ear buds. So many hikers and bikers wear them and are completely oblivious to their surroundings. 
These should be banned before any sporting activity is. They are not mandatory and they are a distraction. I have to yell 
at the top of my lungs for some runners to even hear me. One time I had to get off my bike and run along side of one 
before he even realized I was behind him. I didn't dare pass him without him knowing I was coming from behind. 

2) Strava. Running or Riding, we call them Strava-assholes. People who are virtually racing and are unwilling to follow 
proper trail etiquette. Strave should be strongly discouraged. It's not a closed course, and again, this applies to runners 
as well.  

3) Inexperienced downhill mountain bikers. Downhill riders are different from a regular cross country mountain bikers. 
These are typically the teenagers or young adults who ride long-travel/suspension bikes with or without helmets, who 
have to walk their bike up the hill and then blast down a technical section in motocross-type protective gear. They also 
are oblivious to their surroundings or unconcerned about blind sections where they can't see ahead of them. They tend 
to be reckless and do not yield to other riders or pedestrians. 

Jefferson County has come up with a solution by alternating days for hiking/biking use. They also have bike patrols and I 
and others would be happy to volunteer to patrol trails and hand out warnings or citations for reckless riding. 

I truly do understand why some hikers hate mountain bikes, but we all must learn to co-exist. Those of us who ride 
respectfully do not deserve to be punished because of a few bad apples. I will voice my opinion at the public meeting, but 
ask that the City take into consideration that just because we are the minority doesn't mean we should be banned from 
using the park. 

Excuse me for writing if the threat of a ban is all BS. It's going viral on Facebook and sometimes people get all riled up 
and rally support for their cause. I'm not being critical of a plan I haven't seen yet. But if it is true that you are getting a lot 
of support for a bicycle ban, please take my thoughts into consideration. 

Thank you and have a great day! 
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Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 11:16 AM 
Subject: Ute Valley Master Plan and Mountain bikes 

It has come to my attention that it under consideration to ban Mountain Bikes from Ute Valley park.  I’m unable to 
attend the upcoming meeting, but wanted to put in my support for keeping Ute open to Mountian bikes.  I say this as a 
local resident who lives just south of the park and as a biker who uses the park daily. 

Ute Valley and Palmer Park have some of the best in town trail riding of any city in the country.  Keeping and expanding 
biking in our area is very important to our city and our economy.  Limiting or banning has a very negative effect not just 
to users, but to the local economy.  Let me give you my reasons. 

1.  The first area is the local real estate market.   
a. This might not sound like it makes sense, but let me explain.  I’ve owned a local real estate brokerage for 18 years in 

town.  Our town has two major draws for people who relocate to our area.  Military and outdoor life.  Fortunately, 
the physical requirements of the military often fit well with the utilization of our outdoor spaces for fitness.  Any 
action that curtails the use and expansion of use of our public lands is a big negative to Colorado Springs and it’s 
prospect for growth.  Any loss of the ability to get out and experience our natural spaces creates less of an incentive 
for people to come her or to stay here.  Reducing one of the major draws, outdoor activities, in our area will result in 
a negative effect on the local real estate market value via reduced demand.   

b. In my opinion, Colorado Springs has enough trouble keeping folks here and attracting new people.  Our business 
community is not thriving.  Taking away or reducing outdoor trails is a huge blow to our region especially after our 
recent fires.  Losing this space and access would even put me in the category of others who would consider leaving 
the area and I’m a native.  Colorado Springs really can’t afford to lose anybody or any more talent to other areas of 
the country. 

2. The second area I’m in involved is the local mountain bike racing community. 
a. I am a sponsor of the local Sand Creek Series Mountain Bike races run by Mr. Andy Bohlman.  Andy has been 

involved for years with hosting a USA Cycling sponsored mountain bike races.  I sponsor the series because 
Colorado Springs is home to some of the best mountain bike racing talent in the country.  The talent locally very 
deep even at the amateur level.  Since sponsoring the series, I’ve helped several racers with real estate needs.  
Curtailing the major trail systems these athletes use to train would be a big mistake.  They will simply leave the area 
for other places to train/ride for another area which would be one more blow to the local economy.  Fewer local 
cyclists will be bad for my business as well as many others not directly connected to the cycling industry.   

b. Outside of my business, losing cyclists is a huge loss to many local bike shops; not to mention national outfits like 
Rockshox, SRM, SRAM which have a big presence locally.   Rockshox/Sram are actually just outside the park and 
actually use it to test products. 

3. Personal note:   
a. For me losing biking is Ute would be a huge blow.  I moved to the area to ride it regularly.  In addition my 8 year 

old son and I bond over bike lessons/rides in Ute.  It’s trails range from tame to extreme and I can see his eyes light 
up each time we enter the park. 

Bottom line is Ute needs to be open to all users.  Last I checked we all live in a free country and really should be allowed 
to use our open space equally in the manner that isn’t inconsistent with the environment.  Picking one favored user 
over another when we all love a space is just wrong. 

I believe we have a local resource in the Medicine Wheel that could assist not only in repairs to problem areas, but in 
expanding the opportunities for all types of use in the area.  Truthfully, it’s time to open up more options and trails and 
make our area a true “Mecca” of outdoor use that it has the potential to become.  We are often touted after all as the 
“fittest city in the nation” and this trial system is directly responsible for that rating.   

Opening this system and expanding it is good for the business community, residents, tourists, and ultimately I believe 
the conservation of the forest.  Having more people in love with nature ensures its ultimate protection. 

Thanks 
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Date: September 12, 2014 at 6:39:39 PM MDT 
Subject: RE: Ute Valley proposed MTB ban 

 Thanks for the information – this is something that we can discuss at the Super Friends meeting and I will let those 
leading the Master Plan process know.  We hear many voices and opinions during the Master Plan process, but it does 
help when we can stay directed, focused, and constructive. 

 

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 6:14 PM 
Subject: FW: Ute Valley proposed MTB ban 

Hi friends,  

Please be aware, if you ‘re not already, of this mis-information about the Ute master plan process. 

Bizarrely it seems this has been propagated by one of the board of FUVP, who is saying the sept 23 meeting is the end 
of the process. 

I am doing my best to educate folks about the reality that we are at the beginning of the master plan process, but if you 
can think of other ways to get the word out please do. 

I have been telling people that there is no chance that bikes will be banned in Ute.  I’m glad to see people getting 
passionate and want to participate in the process but we should be directing our energy more constructively. 

 Thanks 

Date: September 11, 2014 at 7:50:01 AM MDT 
Subject: Ute Valley proposed MTB ban 

Thought I'd share this with you guys. I can't be at the Parks & Rec meeting later this month, so I drafted the 
following letter that I'm having someone share regarding the proposed ban of mountain bikes in Ute Valley 
Park. If you have the time and desire, let them know your opinion.  

 This is from my friend  

On another note, throughout this summer, the City has been seeking public input for the Master plan 
concerning Ute Park. I’ve been to several of these meetings and there appears to be an overwhelming 
desire from a large portion of the public to ban mountain bikes from Ute Park. Parks and Rec are holding a 
public meeting (one of the last) before writing the first draft of the Master Plan on Tuesday, Sept 23 from 
5:30 – 8:30 PM at Eagle View Middle School, 1325 Vindicator Drive. Since a large portion of the public 
meetings and information gathering sessions has resulted in more and more people calling for the ban of 
mountain biking, it is very important that mountain biking be represented at this meeting. 

Best, 
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To: City of Colorado Springs Parks & Recreation 
Re: Ute Valley Park Proposed Mountain Bike Ban 
Committee Members:  

It has come to my attention that there’s been some community lobbying and discussion centered around the ban of 
mountain bikes in Ute Valley Park. While its[sic] not surprising that there will always be prejudiced, irrational, and outspoken 
groups in any community, it’s a bit alarming that an idea like this is being entertained in a city with such a beautiful, natural 
backdrop, and the potential to be incredibly progressive. I can think of a number of reasons why removing mountain bikes 
from the park is a bad idea, ranging from the perspectives of health, morality, open mindedness, and the city’s ongoing 
progression.  

In a day and age when childhood obesity numbers top 35%, physical education class has been removed from many school 
curriculums, and adult obesity and morbid obesity break the 60% mark in many regions of the country, why would our city 
consider removing such a rich, active opportunity from one of our best park resources from its community members? 
Mountain biking is a much safer cycling pastime for parents to share with their children due to lack of vehicle traffic, and is an 
amazing way to experience nature. This is quite pertinent in our current decade as many publications have surfaced 
surrounding “nature deficit disorder” in children. This is a pastime that transcends into a child’s adult life.  

The adult cycling culture in our town is strong and vibrant due to the presence of groups like USA Cycling, USA Triathlon, the 
US Olympic Committee, a number of local professional cyclists, and major industry manufacturers. One of the primary 
reasons Colorado Springs ranks lower than the national average for obesity is this healthy cycling culture. I can personally 
validate that cycling has transformed the mental state, eliminated disease, and saved the lives of many Colorado Springs 
residents.  

Closing a segment of Mother Nature to a specific group of people seems nothing short of immoral, prejudice, segregating, 
and close-minded to say the very least. Our country has done a fair bit of work to move past its immoral, prejudicial, and 
ostracizing acts of the past. Why now consider taking a step backwards and banning a segment of the population? While I 
don’t dispute that shared trails certainly need direction and rules of etiquette to coexist, isn’t that a more logical solution 
than removing a group because one simply has an irrational dislike of the other? Park signage that includes rules, slow zones, 
or traffic direction are all possibilities. Would this same discussion be taking place if it were to remove a group of hikers? I 
often hear that trail erosion due to bikes is an argument used by many prejudicial hiking groups. Yet plenty of current 
research shows that mountain bikes cause no more erosion than foot or horse traffic.  

I’ve been in the cycling, coaching, education, and wellness industry for 25 years now, and thankfully my work and employers 
have afforded me the ability to travel around the world, coaching some of the finest athletes, Olympians, World Champions, 
senior executives, and working with major corporations on developing a successful wellness plan. These experiences have 
also allowed me to witness the impact of a progressive community’s health and wellness vision that is always open-minded, 
all-inclusive, and always incorporates a strong cycling infrastructure. The primary reasons I was drawn to our town were its 
beauty and cycling opportunities. I never envisioned there would be a discussion to remove a group of cyclists from an area 
in a city in Colorado, where cycling is part of it’s [sic] DNA.   

When I scan publications like Outside magazine for it’s[sic] reviews on “healthiest cities in the US,” I see places I’ve traveled 
where cycling is an integral part of the city’s fabric. I recognize that we have the potential to be on those pages as well. My 
ongoing travels to Europe and other parts of the world have also refined my beliefs that a strong cycling culture is incredibly 
healthy for a community, as evidenced by their lower rates of obesity and disease. As you convene for your discussion, I urge 
you to consider the big picture of this decision, and the thought processes of how you make decisions like this going forward. 
Is it logical to let the opinions of an outspoken few sway thinking so far that it negatively impacts the masses? How does a 
group’s exclusion help the city’s ultimate progression? Is this the legacy we want to leave for our community’s health and 
children? Is coexistence a better solution than segregation?  

Thank you for your time and consideration,  
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The following comments were submitted via email in response to the draft Ute Valley Park Master 

and Management Plan posted on the City website on 20 January 2015. 

I am concerned that in all these plans, there is no mention of dogs.  With all this land and all these trails, it seems that it would 

be prudent to have one trail for off leash and under control dogs.  The designated dog parks and the trail for dogs at Palmer 

Park are over flowing with dogs all the time and there is never a place to park.  Please consider one off leash trail in Ute. 

 

Thanks for taking my email as I have I think an important item of input for the Ute Valley Park development having to do with 

bathroom facilities provided at strategic points <entrances/exits> to the park....there is one located on Vindicator entrance...I 

think that other entrances planned should have the same...many walkers, runners and bicyclists need to have this assess at 

convenient points and the consequences of not providing facilities is probably obvious.  I anticipate much heavier utilization of 

the park going forward and planning for this necessity is essential.... 

 

We really need a off leash trail for dogs while walking on trails. This allows them to have much more fun and exercise while 

hiking.  

 

I am a former president of the Pinecliff Homeowners Association, however, I no longer live in the Pinecliff neighborhood.  I have 

looked through this master plan, and it is a good one!  I do have a few comments for you: 

1)     In the listing of wildlife, the rattlesnake population is omitted.  Rattlesnakes are definitely out there and should be 

recognized as threats to the trail using public.  In the latter 1990's there was a rattlesnake infestation at Eagleview Middle School. 

2)     For wildfire prevention, please mention that fireworks are NOT allowed at any time.  I have seen parents taking their 

children out along the Hewlett-Packard trail immediately N of the houses along Popes Valley Drive to shoot off bottle rockets.  

3)     Off-leash dogs have been an ongoing problem from day one.  In the late 1990's to early 2000's, we periodically made note 

in the quarterly PHOA newsletter for dogs to be kept on leash and for owners to pick up after their pets.  There were even 

explanations of how to use a newspaper bag to pick up after one's dog.  For a while, there were bicycle police who would ride 

through the park to monitor park usage.  None of this seemed to slow down, much less stop the abuse by dog owners.  
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Of course, the fireworks prohibition and off-leash dogs are ignored by many of those who 'know better.'  One neighbor always 

walked her dogs without leashes, and when I mentioned the city leash ordinance to her, she told me in no uncertain terms that 

she would never use a leash on her dog - it is inhumane.  It takes all kinds! 

Thank you for all the hours you have put into this project!   

 

I STRONGLY believe there should be an off-leash trail for dogs in UVP.  I understand this issue was raised at one of the public 

meetings and you promised to investigate the Boulder, CO program.  I mentioned my concern to a neighbor yesterday and he 

was shocked to find out that he could be fined for walking his dog off-leash in UVF.  He said, "I guess I must be suffering from 

blissful ignorance.  I have been walking my dogs off-leash in UVP for over 10 years and had no idea the Master Plan process 

would change that."  I am sure you will ultimately receive a similar reaction from the many other dog owners who frequent UVP.  

Unfortunately, the dog owner's response may not come until after the Master Plan is finalized.  Dog owners are not represented 

by a club like the bikers and runners.  Therefore, there is no easy way to make them aware the Master Plan process may change 

their daily routine.   

My daughter has a rescue dog and I have walked her dog in UVP at least 5 times a week for the last 5 years.  I can assure you I 

meet more dogs that are off-leash than dogs on leash.  As an example, we walked 2.5 miles in UVP each of the last two days 

around noon.  Because of the weather, we encountered limited traffic as follows: 

8  Dogs off leash 

2  Dogs on leash 

5  Runners 

5  Hikers 

1  Bikers   

With over 500 acres available, we surely can find a trail that can be designated for off-leash dogs.  We can't expect dog owners 

who have been walking their dogs off-leash in UVP, and the adjacent HP land, for decades to suddenly drive to Palmer Park.   

 

I was looking over the master plan for Ute Valley Park and noticed that there used to be a nice disc golf course on this 

property.  Is there any chance of getting that course back being part of the plan?  It would be a very nice addition to the city 

park system.   

 

As a Colorado Springs citizen for 35 years I would like to take the time to thank you for working on the Ute Valley Master Plan.  

I love seeing the TOPS program (and other programs) build so many wonderful places for our unique people to go play in and 

be one with nature.  Another thing I love is the growth in areas where our people can take their furry friends to let them be 

dogs in their natural state.  I would like to voice how much it would mean to me and all Colorado Springs dog lovers that a 

special area be considered in your planning where dogs can be off leash to act as they naturally do.  I am proud to be a Citizen 

of Colorado Springs especially when we can boast one of the best dog parks in America.  I would love to see the growth of 

ideas like these for all the years to come, and currently at Ute Valley. 

 

I have just been informed about the meeting coming up next Tuesday January 27th and that nobody has talked about dogs on 

or off leash. 

I know that Ute Valley is now an on-leash dog park. I have had my current dog for almost 3 years now (I had my other dog for 

10 years). My current dog and I walk in Ute Valley every day. I just can’t see having to take her freedom away now when she’s 
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used to being off-leash. She is on-leash for our walk to and from Ute Valley. I’m just wondering if anyone has brought up to you 

about off-leash possibilities. 

There are many trails in Ute Valley that could be dogs only. I walk my dog on them all the time and hardly see anyone else 

(sometimes bikers).  

We could easily make a 2 to 3 mile loop for dogs off-leash on less traveled trails. 

Ute Valley could also be an excellent location for a dog park. This would bring more people to Ute Valley on a more regular 

basis.  

There are 3 good places that I can think of in Ute Valley to have a dog park.  There is not another dog park near Ute Valley. 

Colorado Springs is well known for loving dogs and there are so many dogs in this city that owners would travel for a high 

quality dog park. 

I am for off-leash options in Ute Valley Park. 

 

I have read the Ute Valley Master Plan draft and would like to express my concern for the lack of off-leash areas.  I have worked 

with a professional trainer for off leash manners.  She behaves well, comes when called and wears a remote collar.  We walk in 

Ute 7 days a week and have not had any problems. 

I think the city has a responsibility to provide opportunities for all it's [sic] citizens whether majority or minority. As a city tax 

payer and avid hiker, I would ask that the planners set aside areas for off leash hiking, just as they have for cyclists and hikers. In 

researching I have found that other cities have found solutions in: authorizing certain trails for off leash hiking, offering off leash 

hiking hours on all city trails, providing off leash licenses. 

I agree that off leash (and on leash) dogs need to be: under control and well behaved, excrement needs to be removed, need to 

be able to be called off the trail for bikes, hikers and on-leash dogs to pass. 

 Many opponents to off-leash areas site the dog parks. However, dog parks are not a good place for certain dog personalities 

and I don't think they take the place of off-leash hiking areas. I have noticed an increase in the number of dog park users since 

the city began ticketing for off-leash dogs. The dogs parks are becoming more dangerous due to the overcrowding. On 1/17/15 

between 3-4:30 there were over 75 dogs at Bear Creek despite the cold temperatures and icy/muddy conditions inside the park. 

Thank you for considering.  I hope the planners will provide off leash areas. 

 

I understand that the city is considering a provision for dogs walking off leash at Ute Valley Park. The park is such a nice park 

with a natural setting which makes for a great place for dogs to run and play. I hope that dogs will be allowed to walk off leash 

at the park. 

 

I heard that you are taking comments about off leash dogs in ute valley park [sic].   

I walk in Ute Valley nearly every day. My walks and runs are considerably happier after seeing the joy that off leash dogs have in 

Ute Valley. I have never had a dog frighten me on the trails.  All the dogs I've seen are well behaved. I've never been bitten or 

harmed by off Leash dogs. 

It would be very sad to not allow these well behaved dogs to be free to run. Many of my friends and their dogs also love using 

ute valley. [sic]    Please continue to allow dogs off leash in ute[sic]! 

 

I believe responsible dog owners should be allowed to walk their dogs in some parks off leash. Someone emailed me about this 

issue which I had never heard about. I hope there has been information out to the public re [sic] considered changes which will 
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affect many people. Perhaps the local news stations could give some voice to this because as I understand your office has had 

little feedback. 

 

 

I'm in support of having dogs off leash in parks.  I know some people are against this. I would love a compromise since so many 

citizens have dogs and enjoy taking dogs to parks. The city could provide more off leash areas or perhaps certain days where 

dogs are free to be off leash at different parks.  

 

I use the trails at Ute Valley park regularly. It is a beautiful place to feel nature. I walk my dogs there too and they love it. I 

would like to request an OFF-LEASH area for the dogs to run and play. I feel if there were an off leash area, people would follow 

the rules more closely and leash there[sic] dogs in all other areas. 

 

I am a teacher and dog owner who lives here in Colorado Springs. My job requires me to put in long hours during which my 

dog stays at home in his kennel. When I finally do get home and on the weekends, I like to give him the opportunity to run 

around outside and get some exercise. We both enjoy going to the park to enjoy nature, get some fresh air, and exercise. I often 

run with him following close behind me.  

I like that neither of us has to worry about the constraints of a leash while enjoying time together outdoors.  I urge you to make 

this continue to be a reality. I would really like to enjoy even more opportunities to be outdoors with my dog without a leash. 

 

I didn't see any reference in the master plan to clearly mark the sealed mineshafts of the Neer, Last Chance, and New 

Cottonwood mines as they are very close to high traffic areas.  People routinely go out-of-bounds in the park, and they need to 

stay clear of these areas.  Also, there is an ancient Utah Juniper tree maybe 100' S of the Last Chance mine and immediately 

adjacent to a well known trail.  I'm no dendrologist but have been told that it could be 600-1000 years old.  I was hoping that 

we could install a sign and/or reroute the trail 25-50' to the south.  There is a lot of erosion at its base, some of which can be 

attributed to the trail.   

Lastly, there are a lot of prairie rattlesnakes in the park and they tend to den on the S facing slopes and sun themselves on the 

trail in the spring and fall.  I almost stepped on this guy on the trail that overlooks Eagleview and arguably the most heavily 

trafficked.  I like the way the State has installed educational signs in Cheyenne Mtn State Park...maybe we could something 

similar.   Thanks for doing great work.  Photos included. 

 

 

I am in support of allowing dogs off leash at Ute Park Park (Rockrimmon).  Can you please consider this?  

 

I am a member of the Mutts Welcome Meet-up group and want to express my opinion about having off leash areas in the parks 

for dogs and their humans to hike.  I realize not every trail can be off leash but to allow at least some trails to be (off leash) or 

maybe have some parks that would allow this and other parks not, that would seem to satisfy all factors in this issue. 

I know it is late in the game to become more involved in this issue so please feel free to keep my email or post on the Mutts 

website any other meetings that involve pro off leash hiking trails. 

Thanks for your time & consideration. 
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I am writing for Pro off-leash plans for Ute Valley Park.  I am the proud owner of two dogs. My Doberman Koa has passed his 

Canine Good Citizen test, taken 3 obedience classes and is my best friend.  I believe that the United States is becoming too 

restricted by having so many rules.  I think this country is not as "free" as it claims to be.  I am an avid traveler and have been all 

over Europe and have seen how well dogs are integrated into the communities.  Dogs are treated like family in other countries. 

Dogs are better behaved in other Countries because of their socialization.  Not here in the US, dogs are never allowed in 

restaurants, State Parks, National Parks and now our City Parks are becoming restricted.  Do you think that dogs should only be 

allowed in their owners back yards?  Instead of making more rules, why doesn't the City patrol and ticket offenders that can't 

verbally control their dogs and kids for that matter?  Please reconsider banning off leash dogs.   

 

I would like to ask that you have an area in Ute Valley Park for off leash dogs.  The dogs need an area to run and get the 

exercise they need.  Being on a leash is good for a nice walk but dogs need to run in order to stay healthy and live a long life. 

I know I'm only one vote but please consider my request. 

I Just wanted to add my comments to the meeting tonight if not too late. I am against having dogs off leash with the full 
run of Ute Valley Park. My property at 5775 Bourke Dr, backs up to the park on the west side. There is not an official 
trail as far as I know right behind my house but we do have people walk back there. Many times they have their dogs 
off leash and let them run chasing the deer and rabbits behind my house besides coming up to my fence and bothering 
my dogs.     I also run in the park with my 2 dogs on a leash. Many times I've had to yell for an owner (seen or unseen) 
to call their dog and leash them. Sometimes I can see that the dog is friendly, sometimes they are not-scuff on neck is 
up, tail not wagging etc. Some owners are apologetic, some are not and can be quit rude acting like it is their right to 
have their dog run off leash. My dogs don't like when a dog off leash comes up to them and get aggressive-then the 
other owner says my dog is the problem. Once I went searching for an owner who's dog I had just seen chasing a fawn 
and the mother was chasing it. Found the owner told him to leash his dog and his response was to ask if his dog caught 
the fawn then ignored me.      Some owners have excellent control of their dogs and I admire them greatly. They are not 
a problem. I heard one solution was to certify dogs and their owners if they showed good control to be allowed off 
leash. How would that be policed? Another to have certain times or locations for off leash dogs. Again, how would that 
be policed?     I think the only solution is to ban off leash dogs in the park completely, just like Bear Creek, and have a 
dog park made in the Ute Valley Park for those owners who want to have off leash time. 

 

Is a frequent user of Ute park I feel it is critical that there is an area for dogs to be off leash. The park is vast and is a 
good, safe place for well behaved dogs to work on training, play fetch or socialize under the supervision of their own. It 
should be incumbent on the owner to take responsibility for their Pet and have only those off leash that are safe and 
capable.  It should not be mandated by government or bureaucracy. 

 

I would like to make a comment regarding the proposed enforcement provisions of the Ute Valley park Utilization Plan.  
My concern is the proposed pet/leash policy.  I have been walking my dog, sans leash, for the past six years without 
incident.  My experience has been that dog owners  will use a leash for control when they deem their pet needs that 
positive control.  Others chose to allow their dogs to walk with them without being on a leash. Owners know their dogs 
and how they react while using the trails. I believe it’s best to allow the users to assume responsibility for their 
pets…the onerous costs and ill will that will undoubtedly come to pass as enforcement is implemented can be avoided 
by simply stating to those who use the trails that they are responsible for the pet’s actions/behavior.  Do any of the 
board members with dogs use the Park?  Has there been any incidents that warrant such “Enforcement Solutions” to 
be contemplated.  Again, allow the owners/users to take individual responsibility for the behavior of their pets. 
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I wanted to thank you for your openness to public input into the future of Ute valley. I’ve lived beside and have been 
using Ute for 15 years. When I moved to COS, I chose to move to this corner of town because of this park. My current 
house backs up to its western property line. 
As a long time user of the park I have seen trails come and go over the years. There are some trails that have been used 
for a long time and not that many people knew about and some of them are now slated for closure. I would like to 
make the request to hold onto some of these gems. I’ve attached a pdf with these trails labeled as A, B & C. 
A. We refer to this trail as its “Strava” name as Jamie’s Trail. This trail was on the original master plan. It just happens to 
be hidden around the corner because of a tree and wasn’t used by many riders. This is one of my favorite trails. It has 
interesting trail features and a great challenge with completely natural features. It has been there since I have used the 
park in 1999. 
B. This is one of the new trails in the park. It has great manmade features with great flow. Most of it is not very steep 
and actually hand erosion quite well. It ends with a jump over a “canyon” and has one of the most challenging trail 
features in the park. The bottom portion including the canyon jump have been around for at least 12 years when I first 
discovered it. 
C. This trail has been around for a good 12 years. We used to refer to it as “spools” and it is now known as four loco. It 
has some great challenges for advanced riders and allows you to make the ride into a loop. You can cross the bottom of 
the canyon to the other side in an area where the canyon doesn’t hold water. 
I’m an expert mountain biker and one of the great things about Ute Valley are these expert level trails. These offer 
challenges to me to improve that many other trails just don’t. They also help spread out the mountain bike traffic away 
from high use areas to prevent any biker/hiker conflicts. In my opinion, the more trails, the better. 
Thanks again for your willingness to hear the communities input.     On the western ridge trail, there is a connector that 
descends down a steep rocky pitch towards the creek where there is a small bridge currently. This short piece of trail is 
critical in how we currently loop the ridge trail. The ridge trail generally descends from Vindicator to this connector 
(North to South) and descends from the southern tip (near the gravel access road) going north towards this connector. 
So, (see red line for our typical route) typically we will ride north along the technical ridge and descend to the 
connector, ride down the connector to what will be the regional trail in the future, then pedal north to vindicator and 
then climb back up to the ridge trail and descend south to the connector. Sort of a figure eight. This connector really 
opens up the possibilities.      Also, I have friends who really don’t enjoy riding the section south of the connector trail, 
but love the section north. So often we ride the trail as shown in blue in the attached map.     If possible, please keep 
this short section for both the technical challenge and the added variations in how the ridge trail can be ridden.     
Thanks for your consideration and hard work. 
 

I wanted to thank you again for giving us "doggy" people some of your valuable time tonight and really "listening" to us. 
 It meant a lot to all of us, I'm sure.    We appreciate all the hard work you and your team do to make things so great for 
the City of Colorado Springs, and that our little quadrant on the northwest part of town is not forgotten.  We all love 
our dogs.  They are our family.  We want to enjoy the great outdoors WITH them, just like they are our children, and 
you take your children to the park to play.  We want to have a space for our best friends, our family members, to "play" 
without worry or concerns.  We just would like to have what all the other areas in the Springs have, and that is a place 
for us to take our best friends, our dogs, to run and play and interact with other dogs in a safe environment.    We 
appreciate anything and everything you can do to get us a dog park.   Thanks again for your time, and your promise!! 

 

Thank you for talking with me tonight at the Ute Valley Master Plan Open House.  I was disappointed that a dog park/ 
off-lead area was not considered in the draft plan.  I sent an email to you regarding this issue back in September 
because I wasn't able to attend the September meeting.  Then again, the dog area idea was discussed at the November 
meeting and I know several people voiced their interest.  My small group also included potential areas for a dog park or 
voice command area on the map at this November working meeting.  I know I am not the only one voicing this idea.     
It is frustrating that the public input process seems to be lip-service.  At a minimum, the dog park idea should have 
been addressed in some manner tonight - even if the City decides the area is not suitable - at least they should 
acknowledge the public comments on this.     I am very glad to hear that you will bring up the dog area to the planning 
committee.  I would appreciate a written response on their decision, and the reasons as to why or why not it will be 
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considered for Ute Valley.      The NW quadrant of the City is in desperate need of an area where dogs can legally run 
free.  The City needs to address this and I would like to work with them.  Please let me know what steps I can take to 
help make this a reality. 

 

For starters, thanks for helping to keep Ute Park available to the public.  It’s a great park and provides nice easy access 
to some wilderness without leaving the city.    I am a heavy user of Ute Park for mountain biking.  During 8 months a 
year I ride there 4 times a week.  I really enjoy the park and have been riding there for about 7 years now.  I have ridden 
almost everywhere in the park and know fairly intimately the locations that see erosion.  After looking over the map 
that shows the trails that are going to be shut down there are many places that are going to be shut down that see very 
minimal erosion.  I am also concerned about how trails are deemed difficult and that those trails will be considered part 
of the “downhill” specific trails.  I would not consider the trail that runs out by the hotels and HP to be a difficult trail 
and I just want to make sure that is not considered when counting the downhill specific trails.  Also, I think that some of 
the trails over by the Juniper need to be reassessed because that whole area has some very minor erosion but most of 
the older trails there don’t need to be completely shut down, just some minor sections rerouted.  I would like to see as 
few trails shutdown as possible.  Hopefully there can be some more time spent in the evaluation stage to ensure only 
trails that are actually eroding get shutdown.    On a safety note, I have a possible suggestions for the trails that are 
more difficult and have higher speeds when descending them.  Instead of directional signs or even designating for one 
use discipline, it would be nice on the difficult trails that there are signs at top and bottom that warn the users that 
there may be fast moving users on these trails.  This could stop some of the abrupt encounters that can startle people 
between user groups.  One approach taken by Whistler bike park is to designate on green and blue trails that the 
slower moving traffic has right of way.  On the more difficult trails the faster moving traffic has right of way.  I’ve had 
very few poor experiences but maybe some signage could help alleviate conflicts and improve safety.    I am very 
excited about the future of Ute Park and hope that we can keep the park challenging for all skill level riders and hikers. 

 

I wanted to provide some feedback on the Ute Valley Master Plan document.  I live and work right by Ute and have 
enjoyed riding my mountain bike there for about 5 years now.  It was actually the main reason why my family and I 
bought our house right next to Ute Valley Park.  I spend about 2 to 5 hours per week riding in Ute.  Here are my 
suggestions:     
1.       Three of my favorite trails in Ute look to be getting closed down.  I drew them below on the map in dark blue.  I 
believe that the one on the far left was actually on the very original Ute Master Trail map.  Two out of the three have 
held up great to weather and erosion.  The one on the far right has some erosion at the bottom, but we could re-route 
and fix that one. 
2.       I would request that the trails that remain open are not changed.  One of the best parts about Ute is the 
challenging trails.  I would be disappointed if the trails were made “easier”. 
3.       It would be great if we could have more “difficult” trails in Ute.  The trail that I pointed to with the red arrow 
below is one of the easier trails in Ute.  I don’t think it should be listed as black. 
4.       This one is more of a question than suggestion.  From my experience, Ute is already getting fairly crowded with 
bikers and hikers.  With all of these trail closures, how will the extra traffic be managed?  I’m afraid there may be more 
trail conflict now that there will be the same amount of traffic on roughly half the trail space. 
These are just my opinions.  But many of my co-workers feel the same.  I have asked them to voice their concerns as 
well so hopefully you will be receiving more of the same requests. 
Thanks for making your way through my message. 
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Known Archaeological Sites 

The archaeological studies conducted in 1980 and in 2014 identified about 22 sites and over 1,000 artifacts and features in the 

park.  The sites identified in 1980 and 2014, and their recommended eligibility for listing on the NRHP, are summarized in the 

following table. 

Smithsonian Site Number 
(1980 Survey) 

Area Number (2014 
Survey) 

Site Type Description Eligibility 

5EP86 Historic Small coal mining operation along 
the northwest side of Popes Bluff.  

Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP87 Prehistoric Small temporary campsite on a 
promontory with evidence of food 
and lithic processing. 

Recommended Not Eligible  

5EP88 Prehistoric Small lithic scatter on a low ridge at 
the base of Popes Bluff.  

Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP89 Historic Corral and feeding area likely 
constructed in 1950s or 1960s. 

Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP90 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of a single 
flake.  

Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP91 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of 4 artifacts.  Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP92 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of 5 flakes.  Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP93 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of a core and 
2 flakes.  

Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP94 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of 4 artifacts.  Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP95 Prehistoric Isolated find consisting of 5 flakes. Recommended Not Eligible 

5EP96 Historic Segment of the Denver to Pueblo 
Stage Coach Road.  

Recommended Not Eligible 

Area 1 Prehistoric Camp with ground stone, debitage, 
and a culturally modified tree.  

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 2 Prehistoric Collector piles with cores, projectile 
points, tools, and a stone circle.   

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 3 Prehistoric Collector piles, hearth, and a 
culturally modified tree.  

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 4 Prehistoric Collector piles, cores, ground stone, 
and a shield petroglyph. 

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 
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Area 5 Prehistoric 
and Historic 

Collector piles, archaic point, ground 
stone, and historic cans. 

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

` Prehistoric Area contains over 30 flakes.  No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 7 Prehistoric Camp containing over 50 artifacts 
consisting of flakes, expedient tools, 
and a mano fragment.  

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 8 Prehistoric 
and Historic 

Several isolated lithic scatters and a 
culturally modified tree in addition to 
several coal mines and the eastern 
boundary of the Reed Ranch.   

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 9 Prehistoric 
and Historic 

Several flakes in the area.  Historic 
pond, corral, and associated ranching 
features.   

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 10 Historic Area consisting of 3 small coal mines. No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 

Area 11 Historic  Evidence of coal mining and 
associated artifacts and a 1920s 
historic inscription in sandstone. 

No Eligibility 
Recommendation Provided 
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Included in this appendix: 

I2…....... Parcel Restrictions 

I3………..Deed of Conservation Easement 

I25………D.E.C. Development Plan 

I32……… Existing Trails Map 
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Appendix J –  
Stormwater Assessment 
 

Drainage Management 
The focus of this section is the primary, unnamed drainage channel that drains the central valley of the park. As shown 
on Figure J-1, the channel begins in the northwest corner of the park, at the outlet of two storm drains, and extends 
approximately 2.7 miles downstream to a box culvert that crosses under Tech Center Drive and I-25. The flow in the 
channel is ultimately discharged to Monument Creek east of I-25.   

This section describes the general characteristics and problems associated with the drainage channel as well as 
potential solutions to mitigate the problems.  

  

Figure J-1.  Existing Drainage Channel Features 
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Existing Conditions 
The channel character and stability varies significantly through Ute Valley Park.  Several areas of the channel are deeply 
incised while other areas of the watercourse exist as a very small and stable low flow channel that is well connected to 
a broad floodplain. Some areas of the channel are located on shallow bedrock and appear to have perennial flow, while 
other areas are located on deeper soil layers and are dry except for short periods of time during and after significant 
precipitation events.  The channel has total elevation change of approximately 380 feet across Ute Valley Park with 
slopes that vary between 1.5 and 10 percent. 

The sources of flow in the channel are stormwater runoff from development located along the northern side of the 
park, stormwater runoff from the park area and shallow groundwater. The approximate locations of storm sewers that 
discharge runoff to the Park are shown on Figure J-1. Three of the storm sewer outlets are located in the vicinity of the 

existing Vindicator Trailhead and are assumed to 
be concealed by vegetation and sediment as 
they were not evident during a site visit to locate 
them. The presence of very marshy areas near 
the locations that the outlets were originally 
planned to be located indicates that the outlets 
are likely present and are at least partially open 
and functioning.  

The drainage channel in the park represents a 
significant natural asset, but also has associated 
liabilities. While areas of the channel appear to 
be stable, some portions of the channel are 
eroding at a rapid rate. The erosion of natural 
channels generally accelerates as incised 
portions of the channel deepen and widen and 

thus carry larger portions of the flow that was once spread over a broad floodplain. The increased flow concentrated in 
the enlarged channel has greater energy to erode. Left unchecked, erosion of the channel has the potential to lead to 
the following issues:  

• Loss of some vegetation in the park through direct erosion and through the indirect effect associated with 
lowering of the water table 

• The deepening and widening of small tributary watercourses will likely occur as the bed of the main channel 
deepens 

• Damage to trails that cross or are located adjacent to the channel or small tributary watercourses 
• Hazardous, near vertical, and unstable channel banks 
• Decreased natural beauty  
• Contribution of significant sediment loads to downstream waterways 
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The following section is a more specific discussion of the five channel segments identified in Figure J-1. The information 
presented is approximate and based on observations made during site visits in the fall of 2014 and is based on review 
of FIMS topographic mapping produced in the 1990s. Areas of active erosion as noted during site visits are discussed 
below and indicated on Figure J-1. 

Segment 1 
This segment is approximately 0.4 miles long and has bed slopes that vary from 1.6 to 3.8 percent along its length. The 
average bed slope is 2.6%.  This segment appears to be relatively stable but has areas of active erosion that should be 
controlled. Much of this segment appears to have perennial flow, but some of the bed appears to be normally dry. The 
variation is likely a result of variation in the depth to bedrock or heavy soils along the segment.  
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Segment 2 
This segment is approximately 0.3 miles long and has bed slopes that vary from 3.7 to 5.5 percent along its length 
though it should be noted that there are some nearly vertical natural drops. The average bed slope is 4.9%.  This 
segment is embedded into a narrow and shallow canyon. It is very steep and narrowly confined and contains a 
significant volume of sandstone boulders in its bed. Erosion is evident along this segment, but the rate is slowed by the 
presence of the boulders which act as natural drop structures and energy dissipaters. Construction of mitigation in this 
segment would be very difficult due to physical access challenges. Therefore, it is important that small erosion 
problems be monitored and kept in check.  
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Segment 3 
This segment is approximately 0.6 miles long and has bed slopes that vary from 1.7 to 3.1 percent along its length. The 
average bed slope is 2.6%. This segment has very active areas of erosion along the majority of its length. It also has a 
few stable areas which are generally located upstream of existing structures which are controlling the upstream grade. 
This majority of this segment is over deeper soils and appears to be normally dry.  

The channel is deeply incised and widened in the upper portion of this segment and has a capacity exceeding that 
necessary for conveying 100-year flood events. As a result, all of the flow is concentrated on the channel bottom 
accelerating erosion. Tall, nearly vertical banks are present through the upper portion of the segment. 

An area of the lower portion of the segment appears to have recently become deeply incised as the incised channel has 
nearly vertical walls and is very narrow. Erosion along this portion of the channel has damaged an adjacent trail and 
has toppled trees along its steep banks. Based on the FIMS topographic mapping, this portion of the channel does not 
appear to be located in the low point of the valley floor which leads to speculation that the incision may have started 
as a rogue trail or a small diversion for agricultural purposes. 

This segment of the channel has the most urgent needs for stability improvements due the very active erosion that is 
taking place. Restoring stability to the channel will become increasingly expensive as large volumes of soil are lost 
downstream over time. 
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More photos from Segment 3 
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Segment 4 
This segment is approximately 0.7 miles long and has bed slopes that vary from 1.8 to 10 percent along its length. The 
average bed slope over the majority of the segment is 2.5%. An approximately 300 foot long section located in the 
lower half of the segment which is riprap lined and has an average slope of 5.3% was excluded from the overall 
segment average due to its significantly different characteristics. This segment appears to be relatively stable due in 
part to improvements that were likely implemented during the construction of the nearby manufacturing facility. The 
segment does have a few areas of active erosion that can likely be mitigated through relatively minor efforts.  

Two small earthen dams in the segment have 
been breached. The upper one has a narrow 
opening which is accelerating the flow and 
resulting in erosion of the bed.  Increasing the 
width of the breach will likely mitigate the 
localized erosion. The riprap lining that exists in 
the steeper portions of the segment does not 
appear to have adequate barriers at the 
upstream ends to prevent the movement of 
sediment between the riprap. Thus, the bed of 
the upstream channel is eroding to a level that is 
below the top of the riprap. Installation of hard 
or soft cutoff walls at the upstream ends of the 
riprap lining could correct this condition.  

 

 A dumped rock dam exists across the majority of 
the channel section at the extreme downstream 
end of the segment. The dam forces the channel 
flow against the southern bank of the channel 
which is nearly vertical. Upper portions of the 
bank appear to be relatively hard sandstone but 
the material subject to the impact of frequent 
flow is softer material and is eroding back under 
the upper rock. At some point the undercutting 
of the bank will lead to a bank failure. A trail 
located near the top of the channel bank is 
subject to damage if the bank fails. This problem 
should be studied in more detail before action is 
taken to determine the intent and purpose of 
the rock dam. It is possible that a relatively 
simple rearrangement of the rock making up the 
dam could correct this problem.  
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Segment 5 
 

This segment is approximately 0.7 miles long and has an average bed slope of 1.5%. This segment is embedded in a 
relatively deep canyon and was observed from the top edges of the canyon. The portions that were observed appear 
to be relatively stable.   

A sanitary sewer line is buried through the bottom 
of the canyon and erosion has likely been kept in 
check by Colorado Springs Utilities in their effort 
to protect the sewer line. The upper section of this 
sewer line will be partially abandoned-in-place 
once the replacement line specified in the D.E.C. 
(Digital Equipment Corporation) Development 
Plan is operational.  The lower section of the 
sewer line serving the neighborhood uphill will 
remain along with Utility's service access for this 
portion of the line.  

 

 

 

 

 

A two-track road 
provides access for 
maintenance crews 
to the lower 
portion of the 
canyon.   
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Potential Solutions  
The following concepts merit further study for mitigating erosion of the channel. It may be found that these solutions 
should be applied in combination or individually for the most effective results. Areas that the various potential 
solutions appear to be best suited for are shown on Figure J-2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stormwater Detention 
The construction of a detention pond on-line of the channel near the Vindicator Trailhead could mitigate downstream 
erosion by reducing the impact of frequent runoff from off-site developed areas. Impervious surfaces added by 
development increase runoff rates and runoff volume and the frequency of runoff events. All of these characteristics 
can increase erosion rates in downstream waterways. A detention pond that is designed to control flow rates from 
frequent to less frequent events to resemble pre-development flow rates can help to reduce the rate of downstream 
erosion. Urban Drainage and Flood Control District developed a design concept for this type of detention which is 
referred to as Full Spectrum Detention. The City of Colorado Springs has recently added design criteria for Full 
Spectrum Detention Ponds to their Drainage Criteria Manual. 

Segment 2 of the channel has very limited access for construction of large scale erosion mitigation improvements. 
Constructing a detention pond upstream of Segment 2 to control frequent flows to less erosive flow rates may have 
the potential to maintain Segment 2 in an acceptable state of stability for a long period of time. It also has the potential 
to reduce the magnitude of the erosion mitigation treatment required in Segment 3.  

Figure J-2.  Potential Locations for Channel Erosion Mitigation 
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The design and construction of a detention pond should be done in consideration of minimizing impacts to the park, 
the City of Colorado Springs drainage design criteria, and the State Engineer’s criteria for the design and construction 
of dams. It is recommended that the detention pond and associated dam be designed to be a non-jurisdictional facility. 
This will limit the height of the dam to less than 10 feet. The way that the State of Colorado is treating stormwater 
facilities in regards to water rights is evolving. The current policy related to water rights should be investigated at the 
time that a stormwater detention pond is further studied or designed and factored into the analysis and design. 

Drop Structures  
The construction of drop structures along a 
stream to mitigate erosion of the stream bed is a 
common practice. Drop structures are vertical or 
near vertical, erosion resistant steps constructed 
in a steam bed to facilitate flatter upstream or 
downstream channel bed slopes. Flatter channel 
bed slopes result in slower flow velocities and 
decreased erosive force on the channel bed and 
thus mitigate the potential for erosion in the 
channel bed and banks. 

Within Ute Valley Park, drop structures could be 
utilized to mitigate erosion and maintain or 
restore  a low flow channel at shallow depth that 
maintains its connection to the floodplain. Drop 
structures should be designed with materials that 
have a naturalistic appearance and blend well 
with the parks natural features. Natural rock 
boulders with minimized grouting visible from the 
surface as well as soil cement are two materials 
that may have potential for use in drop structures 
within the park. Careful consideration should be 
given to sizing the low flow channel such that 
frequent flows are maintained in it while larger 
infrequent flows are allowed to spread out and be 
conveyed over the adjacent floodplain. Careful 
consideration should also be given to mitigating 
the potential for migration of the channel around 
the drop structures during events that exceed the 
capacity of the low flow channel. 

  

Drop Structure Diagram 
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Increase Channel Length and Sinuosity  
Increasing the length of a channel while maintaining the same difference in elevation between its end points, 
decreases the steepness of the channel bed and the potential for it to erode. Increasing the sinuosity (adding curves) 
provides some dissipation of energy from flow in a stream and along with flatter slopes can result in lower flow 
velocities and decrease potential for erosion if carefully implemented. It is difficult to implement this type of treatment 
in many locations due to the fact that the  
 

 

 

 

 

adjacent land slopes fairly steeply to the edges of the channel. However there appears to be potential for this along a 
portion of Segment 3 due the relatively flat and broad nature of the valley floor there.  While it is expected that the 
most successful implementation of increased sinuosity in reach 3 would include mass re-grading of the valley floor to 
provide a sinuous channel and floodplain, some success may be achieved by filling the existing channel and excavating 
a relatively small sinuous low flow channel meandering across the existing floodplain. 

 

Light Armoring of the Low Flow Channel 
In areas where the watercourse  exists as a very minor low flow channel which is well connected to the adjacent 
floodplain, simply armoring the minor channel with small soil filled riprap where erosion is occurring may be successful, 
be less expensive and be easier to implement than other proposed solutions. Planting the soil filled riprap with location 
appropriate vegetation could add stability to the treatment as well as well as help to conceal the rock.  One concern 
with this type of minor treatment is that erosion may initiate along the outside edges of the treatment. The 
establishment of vegetation in this critical zone could help to reduce the risk of this occurring. 

 

  

Lightly Armored Low Flow Channel Detail 
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Recommendations 
 

As previously indicated, the above described treatments will require more detailed study before design and 
implementation. The potential effects on upstream and downstream segments should be considered before 
implementing treatment in a given area of the channel as stabilizing one section may have a destabilizing effect 
elsewhere. Keys to successful management of a natural channel system are frequent monitoring and quick action to 
mitigate when active problematic erosion is observed. 

Performing a detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analysis and mitigation planning effort for the primary channel that 
runs through the park should be performed as soon as funds become available to make it feasible. The study should 
evaluate feasible channel erosion mitigation measures and develop concept plans for the most feasible measures in 
the various segments of the channel. The study should evaluate the channel in a holistic manner in consideration of the 
Park Master Plan and Management Plan and should identify a logical phasing plan that addresses the most critical 
problems first.  
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Appendix K –  
Drainage Plans for Adjacent Developments 
 
The City of Colorado  
Springs Parks,  
Recreation 
 and Cultural Services  
staff provided the  
following documents.  
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