Brian Glaspell
White River National Forest
Sweetwater Lake Recreation Management and Development Project
900 Grand Avenue
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Via e-portal: https://cara.fs2c.usda.gov/Public/CommentInput?Project=284162

September 3, 2026

Dear Mr. Glaspell,

The following are my comments on the proposal for Sweetwater Lake, as described in the DEIS. I incorporate by reference my scoping comments of August 5, 2024.


RETAIN HUMAN USE AT ONLY A LIGHT-MODERATE LEVEL. The Sweetwater Lake area currently has low to moderate use, allowing a balance between human use and protection of resources. The proposed action would change this, as the Forest Service sees a need to improve the area’s recreation infrastructure. DEIS at 2, 4. The area would be managed by the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife under a 20-year special use permit. CPW would likely manage the area as a state park, well developed for a high level of use which would pay for the state’s investment.

The clear intent is to manage the project area for a high level of use:

On peak-use days, visitation would be similar to the historic capacity of the site (approximately 250 people at one time)

A-3, 261. Use in the project area is expected to increase significantly:  “…estimates suggest that the Proposed Action could result in up to 5 times as many users in the Project area.”. DEIS at 215.

As was discussed in our 2024 comments, this is likely to adversely affect wildlife use of the area. More people means more conflicts, as some wildlife species do not tolerate human intrusion, especially during nesting and brood-rearing seasons. See my 2024 comments beginning at p. 6 and discussion in these comments below for more details.

Increased use also means a reduced quality recreation experience for many users. Contacts between users would be high, diminishing the solitude and ability to appreciate nature for people who now use the area. Under the proposed action, a desired condition is:

On peak-use days, congestion may occur during some periods, and parking may be more difficult to find, but illegal parking does not occur.

DEIS at A-3. Thus even under the best of circumstances, there would likely be crowding in the project area that does not occur now.


ACCESS. The area which can now be accessed for free, would require a fee to enter:

Access to the Sweetwater Lake recreation area and use of accommodations would follow the typical CPW fee structure for State Parks. 

DEIS at 20. Users that now access the area for free would be forced to pay a fee for entering an area with facilities they do not want, such as cabin rentals. Users who want to use the are for a few hours would not want to pay a high fee.

The Proposed Action was designed to meet the needs of the site, maintain or improve the recreational opportunities that have previously existed at Sweetwater Lake, minimize user conflict and impacts on natural and cultural resources, and maximize the experience of multiple user groups.

DEIS at A-2, 260. There is no need to restore all the previous uses that have occurred at the site. It would be better for users and for wildlife to maintain the site basically as it now is, with relatively few amenities. 


PROTECT THE ROADLESS AREA
The project area includes part of the Sweetwater A Roadless Area. DEIS at 120. Under the proposed action, “multiple components would be constructed within the [CRA]”. DEIS at 124. This would adversely affect roadless characteristics, as 

increased development and visitation may alter wildlife behavior and affect plant and animal community diversity in the Sweetwater A CRA.

DEIS at 125.

Most of these facilities, especially day use areas and docks, are better constructed outside the CRA. This will maintain the ecological integrity of the Sweetwater A Roadless Area.


MINIMIZE IMPACT TO WILDLIFE
The increased human presence under at least alternatives 2 and 4 would reduce the effectiveness of habitat for numerous wildlife species. This includes, but is not limited to, deer and elk. See DEIS at 213. Under alternative 3, the area would be closed in winter (DEIS at 216), which would eliminate stress to wintering animals.

There would be vegetation removal and grading on 100.4 acres, with a permanent impact of 41.3 acres. DEIS at 213.

Wildlife general standard 2 requires restrictions on activities within 500 feet of cave and mine bat roosts. Forest Plan at 2-16. Seasonal restrictions on human activities are required for peregrine falcon nests and hack sites. Wildlife general standard 9, Plan at 2-16. Wildlife general standard 5 requires protection of “known active and inactive raptor nest areas” from human activity. Ibid.

A seasonal closure around bald eagle habitat must be imposed to meet Forest Plan bald eagle standard 2. See DEIS at 213-214 and Plan at 2-24.

Plan standard 2 for proposed, endangered, threatened, and sensitive species requires restrictions “during breeding, young rearing, or at other times critical to survival”. Plan at 2-18. Compliance with this may require modification of the proposed action. 


TRAFFIC AND SAFETY
Under the proposed action, traffic on at least peak-use days could exceed the functional capacity of the Sweetwater Road. Traffic, Parking, and Roads Technical Report at 33. The increased traffic on this road, which already has tight curves with limited turn-arounds (ibid.) would be a safety hazard for people traveling to and from the project area and also for local residents. The Colorado River and Sweetwater Roads are simply not designed to handle the levels of traffic that would occur under alternatives 2 or 4, especially with vehicle/trailer combinations up to 60 feet in length (DEIS at 27), which pose a safety hazard even at relatively modest traffic volume.

This is yet another reason not to construct facilities and/or manage the area to attract more people.


CONCLUSION
The proposed action and alternative 4 would turn management of the project area over to the CPW. It would likely build facilities and promote the area in a manner that would result in a major increase in human use. This would decrease the quality of human recreation and reduce the effectiveness of wildlife habitat. The alternative would also result in impacts to the Sweetwater A Colorado Roadless Area. Traffic safety problems would increase with greatly increased use of the Sweetwater Lake area.

For these reasons, I find alternative 3 to be the most acceptable course of management for the Sweetwater Lake area.

Sincerely,


Rocky Smith
1030 North Pearl St. #9
Denver, CO 80203
303 839-5900
2rockwsmith@gmail.com
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