
Sweetwater Lake Working Group Meeting #5
January 24, 2023  |  6-8 PM
Meeting Location: Gypsum Rec. Center
MEETING PURPOSE:

● Reaffirm group purpose and goals for bi-weekly meetings
● Provide project updates
● Discuss opportunities for long-term planning and future meeting discussions
● Brainstorm short-term ideas to support group interests in upcoming season

MEETING AGENDA

TIME TOPICS & OBJECTIVES

15 Mins. Introductions & Agenda Review

30 Mins Opportunity for Reset & Discussion of Group Purpose
● Review group purpose and goals for bi-weekly meetings
● Overview of process to achieve goals
● Discussion on whether this is in line with what the SLWG wants to see

Objective: Provide opportunity for the group to discuss the purpose and role of these meetings
and define a collaborative path forward.

20 Mins. Brief Updates
● [Standing] Comment Form Updates
● CPW Commission Presentation Update

○ Questions about naming options

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

30 Mins. Discussion: Long-Term Planning
● Provide overview of long-term vision for site
● Discuss how this group wants to move forward with long-term planning efforts

Objective: Discuss ideas from both SLWG members and USFS, CPW, and EVLT about the vision
for the property long-term. Discuss methods for coming to consensus around long-term
planning.

20 Mins. Discussion: Short-Term Planning Brainstorm
● Request for clarity on specific questions regarding short-term planning
● Brief discussion on creative short-term ideas and considerations

Objective: Group brainstorm of creative ideas to support short-term management of the
property in the upcoming summer season.

5 Mins. Wrap Up & Next Steps



MEETING SUMMARY
Sweetwater Lake Working Group Meeting #5
January 24, 2023  |  6-8 PM

Meeting Location: Gypsum Rec. Center + hybrid Zoom option

MEETING PURPOSE
● Reaffirm group purpose and goals for bi-weekly meetings

● Provide project updates

● Discuss opportunities for long-term planning and future meeting discussions

● Brainstorm short-term ideas to support group interests in upcoming season

MEETING AGENDA
● Introduction & Agenda Review

● Opportunity for Reset & Discussion of Group Purpose

● Brief Updates

● Discussion: Long-Term Planning
● Discussion: Short-Term Planning

● Wrap Up & Next Steps

MEETING TALKING POINTS

● The partner agencies and the SLWG agreed that they would like to continue this discussion process in a

respectful and productive manner.

● The group acknowledged that an important change has occurred at Sweetwater Lake: the acquisition of

the USFS has made this public land. This means further changes will occur at Sweetwater Lake.

● SLWG members expressed their desire to protect, preserve, and conserve this area from overuse and

overdevelopment, and they believe that maintaining historic use levels will accomplish this.

● The next meeting, everyone will come prepared to look at draft maps of the Sweetwater Lake area to

discuss different options and requirements for the area.

● The project team will provide the group with planning resources and blank maps to prepare for the next

meeting.

Please Visit: evlt.org/SLWG for notes and resources compiled for this group.

http://evlt.org/SLWG


MEETING NOTES:

Introduction & Agenda Review
Melissa Bade, CDR Associates, opened the meeting by asking all participants to introduce themselves and
reviewed the agenda. She asked if any of the SWLG members had any comments or questions on the agenda.
Hearing none, she directed the group to the first agenda item: a discussion on group purpose to serve as a reset
in a constructive direction.

Opportunity for Reset & Discussion of Group Purpose
Melissa asked the group, both SLWG and partner organization participants, to share their perspectives about the
current engagement process and the purpose of this group.

SLWG members expressed frustration about sharing their thoughts and ideas only to hear what’s not an option
without understanding the partner’s goals. The group wants to understand the project team’s plans for the site
and to see progress outside of SLWG meetings. Additionally, they would like a clearer idea of the state’s
expectations for the area as a potential state park including financial details.

One SLWG member asked to clarify whether the group is proceeding as if everything is possible or if it has been
decided that Sweetwater will definitely be a state park? They asked for clarity around state involvement at
Sweetwater Lake regarding management and marketing of the site. The Project Team responded that it is the
USFS and CPW’s intention for this area to be a state park, however there continues to be openness about how
the site is managed under CPW management.

Another SLWG member shared historic family photos from the Sweetwater Lake area as a way to communicate
what is important to him about this area, its history, and culture. He highlighted that Sweetwater hasn’t changed
in many generations, and that is what makes it special. He expressed how valuable it is that historic use levels,
from the community perspective, have not degraded or ruined the area.

Project team representatives acknowledged the concerns raised by the group. Project team members also
wanted to acknowledge that one detail about Sweetwater Lake has changed: it is now owned by the USFS and is
public land. Regulation and management of public lands are different from private lands, ultimately meaning
things might look different at Sweetwater moving forward. However, this group’s purpose is to help direct that
change so that the area does not lose the essence of what makes Sweetwater Lake unique.

Melissa Bade asked the group if both the community members and the project team could acknowledge that
change is a reality at Sweetwater Lake. All agreed, acknowledging recent changes also include new recreation
such as paddle boarding that did not negatively impact the character or experience at the Lake.

The community raised questions about marketing and naming of the park and how that could impact the volume
of new visitors. The community members wondered if a name like “Conservation Area,” rather than state park,
would change public perception of the area and draw a smaller crowd of visitors to the area.

The Public Information Officer from CPW noted, from her experience, the name will not be a defining factor of
visitation once word gets out through social media. The project team expressed that other mechanisms,
particularly the management plan and services offered (i.e. the amount of parking and camping sites) would



have a greater impact on the volume of visitors expected over the name. Even so, CPW representatives told the
group that they would ask the appropriate authorities within their organization to pursue the idea.

ACTION: CPW to ask internally about naming options other than state park.

In regards to marketing, the group discussed the required level of advertising needed vs. limiting advertising as a
part of the adaptive management strategy. The project team articulated that some information must be available
so that potential visitors are informed about the amenities offered at the site. However, they could take a
conservative approach until the new volume of visitors is known.

One SLWG member raised concerns about issues on Sweetwater Road, referencing how increased traffic on the
River Road is impacting residents’ quality of life due to public access along the river.

The project team indicated that traffic studies are being conducted along the road to better understand capacity
and potential community impacts.

Melissa paused the conversation to provide a time check and just make sure that these are the right
conversations we would like to have today and the right direction to go in to have a clear direction moving
forward. She stated that the main goal with this reset meeting was to leave today with agreement from all
parties that they would like to continue collaborating through this process and to develop a clear plan for the
next meeting.

Developing a plan for moving forward:

The group appreciated that redirection and stated certain things they would like to discuss moving forward:
● Naming and marketing
● Maps- seeing some of the ideas that the project team has developed
● Details to inform the plan: max site numbers/visitation based on historic information

Melissa acknowledged that the project team did not want to bring in maps too soon in order to keep the group
thinking creatively about the site, but if that would aid in the discussion, that will be a priority for the next
meeting. She encouraged the SLWG to bring not only the map they initially drafted, but additional ideas as well.

Through the discussion of maps, the group can dive into specific discussions of conservation, preservation, as
well as improvements and enhancements that are possible.

The group asked if the resource inventories mentioned previously are available yet. The project team explained
that the resource inventories are a collection of reports on the cultural, historic, and ecological resources at
Sweetwater. The reports have not been finalized, but should be available in the next month for discussion. These
will certainly inform the long term planning at the site and will be shared when available.

A representative from CPW highlighted that, rather than no change, this group and this planning process has the
ability to improve and enhance the area, with more land and resources available and this group can discuss the
best ways to do that for the long term benefit of the community and the partnership.



Wrap Up & Next Steps
Melissa reiterated that it was clear the group would like to dive into maps during the next meeting. She asked
the group to confirm they were ready and willing to come together and look at draft maps and openly consider
the what and the why alongside benefits and costs.

The group agreed and added that, if there is time, they would like to discuss how the long term vision impacts
short term planning.

The group also identified that they would like to review certain planning resources ahead of the meeting
including things like the horse trailer parking specifications.

ACTION: Project Team to send SLWG planning resources ahead of the next meeting.

Wrapping up the meeting, Melissa Bade asked Garfield and Eagle Counties for any final comment or observation.
Eagle county representatives thanked the group for the conversation and had nothing further to add. Garfield
county asked the project team about the special use permit that would grant CPW management of the
Sweetwater Lake area. The project team acknowledged that the permit is in the works and could be ready to
implement in the near future. Garfield County wanted to express their perspective that this violates agreements
by taking place before the NEPA process. The project team recorded this perspective and drew the meeting to a
close.

ATTENDANCE

● USFS: Leanne Veldhuis, Mike Smith, Jessica Pettee (Virtual), and Paula Peterson

● CPW: Jacob Brey, Mark Lehman, Rachael Gonzalez

● EVLT: Bergen Tjossem

● SLWG: Adrienne Brink, Chris Estes, Tim Hennum, Katie Hood, Matt Lou, Mary (Virtual) and Bill Stephens,

Derrick Wiemer.

● CDR Associates: Melissa Bade and Cara Potter

Present

● Garfield County: Commissioner John Martin and Fred Jarman

● Eagle County: Peter Suneson and Kate Oetheimer (Virtual)

● Colorado Sun: Jason Blevins (Virtual)

● Additional Community Members: Tammi Wiemer, Paul Brink (Virtual), Tina Estes (Virtual)
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