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Supplemental wildlife comment: CPW review of the Sweetwater
biological evaluation

To: Brian Glaspell, Forest Supervisor, White River National Forest
Re: Sweetwater Lake Recreation Management and Development Project Draft EIS

Dear Supervisor Glaspell:

I submit this comment in my individual capacity, supplementing my wildlife comments on the proposed
Sweetwater project. The Draft EIS identifies Kelly Colfer of Western Bionomics as the wildlife and aquatics
consultant (Table 4-2, p. 220) and summarizes that firm’s Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife Biological
Evaluation (section 3.13.1, p. 206).

Attachment A is CPW Area 8 Manager Matt Yamashita’s September 3, 2024, letter to Garfield County
about a different project, Spring Valley Ranch, whose wildlife plan involved Mr. Colfer. CPW declined to
sign that plan because it could not agree the plan would address the project’s wildlife impacts (letter p. 1).
CPW reported that the final plan retained endorsement and signature language after Mr. Colfer said those
sections would be removed, and CPW stated that the language misrepresented its position (p. 2). CPW
also identified a lack of raptor and migratory-bird minimization measures and concerns about elk impacts
(pp. 2-3). These are CPW’s findings about that separate plan; the letter does not establish misconduct or
prove the Sweetwater analysis is wrong.

Why this matters to the Sweetwater decision

The prior CPW letter makes it important to distinguish a consultant’s conclusions from documented CPW
Wildlife and Forest Service review. At Sweetwater, explain who reviewed and approved the biological
evaluation’s Peregrine Falcon, other raptor, elk, mule deer, and Forest Plan Standard 9 conclusions.
Identify the written comments and responses from CPW wildlife biologists, avian specialists, and Forest
Service biologists, including any disagreements; state clearly if a review or concurrence does not exist.
Explain how CPW’s site-specific Resource Stewardship Plan recommendations and raptor guidance were
evaluated and why any high-priority protections were omitted from binding project or permit measures.

Please place this comment and Attachment A in the project record, address these specific review and
mitigation questions in the final EIS, and complete and disclose independent agency review before any
record of decision or special use permit. Do not attribute agreement with the consultant’s conclusions to
CPW Wildlife without identifying the supporting record.

Sincerely,
Kenneth A. Wright III
Individual commenter

Attachment A: CPW Area 8 letter dated September 3, 2024 (four source pages, packet pp. 3-6). The source first
page bears a pre-existing “Exhibit 7-8” stamp.



ATTACHMENT A
Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Area 8

September 3, 2024 letter to Garfield County
Spring Valley Ranch wildlife plan

Four source pages follow in their original order. The first source page already bears an “Exhibit
7-8” stamp from an earlier compilation; this packet uses Attachment A to avoid conflicting

exhibit numbers.











