
Sweetwater Lake Working Group Meeting #2
November 14, 2022  |  6-8 PM
Meeting Location: Gypsum Rec. Center

MEETING PURPOSE:
● Provide relevant project updates as well as updated materials to the SLWG
● Ensure SLWG understands sideboards (rules, regulations, policies) of planning team agencies
● Establish expectations of the conversations the SLWG will have moving forward

PRE-MEETING MATERIALS:
● Agenda
● Updated Collaboration Commitment
● Themes Report
● Engagement Plan

MEETING AGENDA

TIME TOPIC(S) & OBJECTIVES

15 Mins. Introductions & Agenda Review
● Brief SLWG and Planning Team Introductions
● Review Agenda

45 Mins. Brief Updates
● [Consensus] Collaboration Commitment Document
● [Standing Item] Review EVLT Comment Form
● [Review] Themes Report
● [Review] Engagement Plan

Objective: Provide relevant project updates to the SLWG members about updated documents,
new information, and recent comments from the public.

45 Mins. Review & Discussion: Project Sideboards
● Reasons for Sideboards
● Important Project Sideboards

Objective: Establish expectations of what aspects of the planning process the CAG will provide
input about.

15 Mins. Wrap Up & Next Steps
● Upcoming SLWG Meetings & Topics
● Virtual NEPA Webinar
● Update on Posting Materials to Website



TENTATIVE PLANNING TIMELINE



Sweetwater Lake Working Group Meeting #2 Notes
November 14, 2022  |  6-8pm

Meeting Location: Gypsum Recreation Center

MEETING PURPOSE:
● Provide relevant project updates as well as updated materials to the SLWG

● Ensure SLWG understands sideboards (rules, regulations, policies) of planning team agencies

● Establish expectations of the conversations the SLWG will have moving forward

MEETING AGENDA:
● Introductions & Agenda Overview

● Brief Updates

● Review & Discussion on Project Sideboards

● Next Steps

MEETING NOTES:
Introductions & Agenda Review
Melissa Bade kicked off the meeting by reviewing the agenda and asking participants to introduce themselves as
well as what they are most looking forward to about the holidays. Participants highlighted the holiday
atmosphere as well as the importance of spending time with family.

After introductions, SLWG members brought up the concern over messaging around Sweetwater Lake’s state
park status. Community members expressed frustration that the FAQs on the current Sweetwater Lake webpage
(hosted by Eagle Valley Land Trust) mention Sweetwater is a state park. There was concern over the breach of
trust and the intent behind bringing SLWG members to the table if decisions had already been made. SLWG
members also expressed the importance of the website portraying accurate information given the group’s
agreement for the website to host information about the planning process moving forward. SLWG members
expressed frustration that this inaccurate state park messaging was not only on the EVLT-hosted webpage, but
also on USFS and CPW webpages.

CPW and USFS representatives recognized the group’s frustration and assured the SLWG members that at the
time of the meeting, the property was not a state park. The FAQs were created collaboratively between planning
team organizations (CPW, USFS, and EVLT) just after the Governor’s speech about Sweetwater Lake becoming a
state park and haven’t since been updated. CPW and USFS representatives agreed that the FAQs should be
removed in favor of more accurate information on the website. The planning team reassured community
members that a messaging workgroup of CPW, USFS, EVLT, and CDR, has been created to address more effective
and accurate messaging moving forward.

AGREEMENT: FAQ content will be removed from the EVLT website immediately and updated with more accurate
information.

State Park Designation
As part of the discussion about the FAQs, the SLWG vocalized their frustration of this property becoming a state
park. Community member comments about the property becoming a state park and overall communication
with the planning agencies include:

● Fear that if Sweetwater Lake becomes a state park and visitation is high (e.g. Sylvan Lake), reducing

visitation and associated impacts will be challenging



● Suggestion to find a manageable visitation size that the community can live with and that the road can

handle

● Hesitation of outcomes related to their community access to the property as a state park

● Inquiry if there are other opportunities for management

● Frustration around rumors and a lack of protocol for addressing them with the planning agencies

● Recognition of the importance of addressing concerns during the SLWG meetings to the planning

agencies going forward

● Suggestion that the SLWG members agree to learn, deliberate, and explore opportunities –with the

planning agencies through the SLWG meetings– without commitment to any trajectory until they (SWLG)

have a full understanding

● Lack of clarity over when state park discussions began and when planning team members were aware of

potential for the property to become a state park

Parking Lot Question: What is the timeline of discussions around the state park status for USFS, CPW, and EVLT?

When did EVLT know about the property’s designation of a state park relative to the Save the Lake Campaign?

AGREEMENT: The planning agencies agreed to share with the SLWG the relative dates that the conversations for
a state park began.

USFS and CPW representatives both stated that their mutual intent for this property is to become a state park;
at the same time, there is no current permit allowing CPW to manage the property in any manner. The USFS
explained that although they do not have to sign a permit with CPW which would allow for co-management as
state park, this partnership with CPW is the best foreseeable and feasible option to managing the property well
at this time. The USFS stated that CPW is providing critical financial and capacity resources to the property that
were previously limited.

Other reasons discussed for USFS to partner with CPW include:
● White River National Forest is an extremely busy recreational land unit

● Allocated federal funds do not cover adequate management of the property

● If CPW weren’t part of the long-term management, the most feasible USFS option would be to demolish

buildings on the property in order to reduce liabilities

● Opportunity for co-management of this property and use the success of this property as a model for

other collaborative governance projects

● Engaging the SLWG in the pre-NEPA phase is to preemptively mitigate negative connotations associated

with a state park and create novel opportunities for recreation and conservation in collaboration with

the community, regional users, and statewide visitors

Other Sideboards Presented & Discussed
The meeting transitioned to a presentation and discussion of parameters or “sideboards” created by the
partnering agencies prior to the SLWG meeting. These sideboards were developed to:

● Clarify that agencies have laws, policies, regulations, and missions to abide by in planning and
implementation

● Provide context of what parameters to work within
● Provide direction on where SLWG input fits in



Comments by the SLWG members on other sideboards include:
● Desire for more clarity between restaurant and food service and what the options are between the two

designations (i.e. what will be offered, financial sustainability, etc.)
● Preference from the SLWG for restoration and preservation before recreation
● Importance of defining “disturbed areas” for the purposes of the SLWG meeting conversations going

forward
● Interest for understanding and providing input in phases according to the planning process to be able to

provide specific feedback for the next phases, especially when deciding building land use

Parking Lot Question: What is the definition of food service versus a restaurant?

Parking Lot Question: What sideboards exist for a concession service versus for public use/recreation?

Subsequent meetings will be used to dive into the details regarding specific discussions around the property.



Next Steps for the SLWG
The meeting concluded with a reminder that the next meeting would be Nov. 28th and held virtually to inform
the group about the NEPA and pre-NEPA process as it relates to Sweetwater. As a last comment the facilitator,
Melissa Bade, prompted the group to think about being future-minded with these meetings. She recognized the
need for community members to know the state park conversations to trust the planning agencies and also
explained that these meetings are to discuss opportunities for this property.

ATTENDANCE

● USFS: Scott Fitzwilliams, Leanne Veldhuis, Mike Smith, and Paula Peterson

● CPW: Jacob Brey and Mark Lehman

● SLWG: Adrienne Brink (Brink Outfitters), Katie Hood, Derrick Wiemer, Matt Lou, Mary Stephens

● Additional Community Members: Lisa and Ken Stann

● CDR Associates: Melissa Bade and Dominique Ashe

Present

● Garfield County: Commissioner John Martin and Fred Jarman

MEETING TALKING POINTS

● All SLWG members and planning team members agreed on the importance of transparency and accuracy

across messaging at the SLWG meetings as well as through online agency/organization websites to

continue to build trust between all entities.

● SLWG continues to be uncertain about the designation of a state park, though there was agreement to

use the next SLWG meetings to discuss specifics around management (recreation, visitation, etc.) beyond

the discussion of state park status.

● It is the intent of USFS and CPW that this will be a state park, but all parties want to move forward with

community support.

● Sideboards are a helpful way for the SLWG to better understand the parameters of the planning process.

Within the sideboards, there is flexibility and opportunity for further discussion.
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INTRODUCTIONS & AGENDA 
REVIEW
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Introductions + Agenda Review 

Brief Updates  

SLWG Next Steps

Project Sideboards



WHAT ARE YOU MOST LOOKING 
FORWARD TO ABOUT THE HOLIDAYS?



BRIEF UPDATES



➔ Updated membership section

➔ Clarification of roles and 

responsibilities for public 

engagement

➔ Updated decision-making graphic

Action: Seeking consensus from group 

on Collaboration Commitment 

document

Collaboration Commitment 
Updates



➔ Accessibility to equine users

➔ Conservation and primitive access

➔ Concern about overcrowding

➔ Appropriate level of analysis and 

moving process forward expediently

➔ Better water access at campground

➔ Importance of history of 

Sweetwater Lake

Online Comment Form Updates (June - August 2022)
20 comments, varying zip codes all in Colorado

➔ Continued use of restaurant and 

cabins

➔ Excitement for public access 

➔ Potential at the site is great while 

maintaining character and experience

➔ Quiet / Serenity

➔ Lake use / experience preservation - 

viewshed, simple craft, etc.

➔ Wildlife conservation



THEMES REPORT



CDR Associates interviewed 
24 stakeholders, specifically 

focused on the local 
community to Sweetwater 

Lake. (3 Local Governments, 
16 Community Members, 5 
Local Recreation/Education 

Group Members)

Note: “Community” / “Interviewees” 
interchangeable in the document 

PROCESS

As a result, we categorized 
conversation based on 
“themes,” which provided 
insight on priorities, challenges 
and opportunities. These guided 
the development of an 

engagement plan. 

OUTCOME



The following resulted in order of frequency: 

1. Infrastructure

2. Community relationship to Sweetwater

3. Historic and cultural resources

4. Visitation, management and operations

5. Recreational uses

6. Habitat and conservation

7. Regional and statewide considerations

Recommendation to discuss each theme in depth during planning process with SLWG

Themes



ENGAGEMENT PLANNING



Engagement Plan Overview
➔ Engagement Approach |  Using the Spectrum of 

Engagement and planning timeline 

➔ Broader Stakeholder Identification |  Local, regional, 
statewide and user groups

➔ Process for Sharing and Gathering Information|  
Messaging, tactics and extent of outreach

➔  Engagement Tools |  Activities ranging from virtual 
public meetings to website and site updates



Spectrum of Engagement
INFORM CONSULT INVOLVE COLLABORATE DECIDE

PARTICIPATION 
GOALS

Provide stakeholder 
with balanced and 
objective information 
to assist them in 
understanding the 
problem, 
opportunities, and/or 
solutions.

Obtain feedback and 
analysis from stakeholder.

Work directly with 
stakeholder to ensure 
their concerns and 
aspirations are 
consistently understood 
and considered. 

Partner with 
stakeholder in each 
aspect of the project, 
including identifying 
preferred solutions. 

Final decisions. 

PROMISE TO 
STAKEHOLDERS

 Keep you informed. Keep you informed, listen to 
and acknowledge concerns, 
and provide feedback on 
how your input influences 
the decision.

Work with you to reflect 
your concerns and 
aspirations in the 
alternatives developed 
and provide feedback 
on how your input 
influenced the decision.

Seek advise and 
innovation from you 
to formulate solutions 
and incorporate your 
recommendations 
into decisions to the 
maximum extent 
possible.

In this context, final 
decisions are made 
by the Forest 
Service in 
coordination with 
CPW and EVLT. 

  
STAKEHOLDERS

CPW Commission, 
News Outlets, etc.

Municipalities, GOCO, 
Recreation/Conservation 
Groups, Emergency 
Services, Local Businesses, 
Regional/Statewide 
Partners

Sweetwater Lake 
Working Group, 
Property Owners, 
Permit Holders, 
Counties, Tribes

CPW, EVLT USFS









SIDEBOARDS



The Planning Team identified sideboards in order to:

➔ Clarify that agencies have laws, policies, regulations, and 

missions to abide by in planning and implementation

◆ Laws, policies, and regulations are extensive - we’ve pulled a 

few major relevant ones to this project

➔ Provide context of what parameters to work within

◆ What is flexible and what isn’t

➔ Provide direction on where SLWG input fits in

Why Have Sideboards?



General
➔ Intent to become a State Park

Laws
➔ Team will engage local, regional, 

statewide, and national stakeholders in 
planning process

➔ Preserve cultural and historical 
resources in compliance with State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

➔ Improving irrigation efficiency and 
sustainability

Sideboards



Policies
➔ Focus resources on recreation uses 

that require being in natural 
environment

➔ Additional facilities possibly allowed if 
demonstrated need to support 
nature-based recreation

➔ Infrastructure and facility development 
level and quality will be consistently 
applied for all users 

Sideboards

➔ Facility development based on: 
meeting needs of services, demand, 
long-term sustainability

➔ Food service must be financially viable 
based on projected on-site use 
(recreation)



Mission Oriented
➔ High-quality, enjoyable, and 

sustainable recreation opportunities, 
not necessarily high volume

➔ Retain western/rustic character in any 
new construction

Sideboards
Best Practices
➔ Conflicting site uses will be separated 

to the extent possible
➔ Focus on placing new facilities in 

already disturbed areas to the extent 
practical 

➔ Improve road safety where possible 
➔ Preference to incorporate any food 

service into facility that includes other 
services



Future SLWG Discussion Topics

Recreation Uses

Types, volume, 
limitations, infrastructure 

to support use 
(e.g. camping, 

equestrian, lake access, 
climbing, etc.)

Historical 
Character

Financial 
Feasibility

Infrastructure

Buildings, restaurant, 
technological 
infrastructure, 

water/sewer systems

Public 
Input

Concept 
Plan

Visitation, 
Management & 

Operations

Road traffic, 
fees/access, restaurant, 

interpretation, etc.

Emergency 
Response & 

Safety

Cultural 
Resources

Cave, Native and 
Indigenous 

Peoples

Habitat & 
Conservation



WRAP UP + NEXT STEPS



Tentative Planning Timeline (November Update)



➔ Monday, November 28, 2022 | NEPA 101 Webinar (Virtual)

➔ Tuesday, December 6, 2022 | Introduce Draft Concept Plan Goals, 
Discuss Recreation Uses

➔ Every other week starting January 10, 2022 through May 16, 2022 |  
Tuesdays, 6-8pm  |  Other discussion topics identified, draft & final 
Concept Plans

Upcoming Meetings



THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
PARTICIPATION
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