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Map 7-25, MU 25 – Angostura Reservoir
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Appendix C.   Draft EA Comments and Reponses 
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Draft EA Comments and Responses 
 
Six comment letters were received during the public comment period for the draft EA.  The 
comments are included along with responses to substantive comments.  Substantive comments 
are key comments requiring a response.  Substantive comments are highlighted and numbered in 
the left margin.  
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Elka Murner 
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Response to Elka Murner 
 
1.  Currently the sewer system upgrades have not been determined.  SDGFP has received all of 
the sewer system inspection reports, at this time SDGFP has contracted for a sewer system study 
which includes all of the recreation facilities as well as MUs 7, 14, and 24.  The findings of the 
inspections will be evaluated as part of the sewer system study which will be used to determine 
the necessary upgrades for the associated facilities.  SDGFP intens to meet with trailer and cabin 
permittees during the sewer system study to present and discuss options for necessary upgrades.      
 
2.   Currently there is not a plan for providing improved public use in MU 24.  If in the future it 
is determined this is necessary, Reclamation and SDGFP would seek additional public 
involvement on the proposed changes. 
 
3.   Proposed management actions in Cabin Area A were eliminated because the facilities 
proposed are common use facilities such as picnic grounds and a boat launch which are available 
in adjacent MU’s.    The public scoping process generated more interest in providing additional 
specific public use facilities such as campsites and cabins within MU 24. 
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Joanne 
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Response to Joanne 
 
1. The EA points out that fluctuating water levels can be responsible for low reproductive 
success of gamefish and forage species at the reservoir (page 3-51).  However, the reservoir 
continues to support its beneficial use designation of warmwater permanent fish life propagation 
(page 3-39).  The EA does not address the impact of reservoir water operations on fisheries (see 
response 2.) but does conclude that the quality of wetlands and riparian areas may improve under 
the selected alternative, thus improving water quality for fisheries.   
 
2. As mentioned in the Introduction of the EA (page 1-2), the RMP will include background 
information on the District and other water contracts, but would not address reservoir water 
operations, irrigation facilities, or lands with in the District.  For additional information regarding 
the District and reservoir operations refer to the Angostura Unit Contract Negotiation and Water 
Management Final Environmental Impact Statement, August 2002. 
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Ken Edel 
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Response to Ken Edel 
 
1.  At the present time no upgrades are proposed for the fish cleaning station, however this does 
not rule out future upgrades.  Operation and maintenance of existing facilities are included as the 
day to day activities which may consist of upgrading, complete removal, and or replacement of 
these facilities as needed.  
 
2.  With the addition of new and extension of existing boat ramps, the need for a boat lift has 
been determined to be unnecessary at this time. 
 
3.  Reclamation and SDGFP recognize the need for improved access around the reservoir and are 
looking at areas for improvement.  The final RMP will address the restricted areas around 
Angostura Dam in an effort to resolve public access related concerns. 
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Rich Marsh 
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Roger Wical 
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Response to Roger Wical  
 
 
 
1. As mentioned in the Introduction of the EA, page 1-2, the RMP will include background 
information on the District and other water contracts, but would not address reservoir water 
operations, irrigation facilities, or lands with in the District.  For additional information regarding 
the District and reservoir operations refer to the Angostura Unit Contract Negotiation and Water 
Management Final Environmental Impact Statement, August 2002.    
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SDGFP; Page 1 of 2 
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SDGFP; Page 2 of 2 
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Response to SDGFP 
 
1.  Due to access and management concerns the proposed management action of adding 
primitive camp sites has been removed. 
 
2.  A change was made to remove “non-fee” from the proposed management action in this MU.  
It is Reclamation and SDGFP intent to maintain MU 18 as a primitive area with minimal 
recreation facilities while optimizing wildlife habitat.  While a fee area is not necessary at this 
time, we do recognize the need to retain the option for fees, if necessary, to support operation 
and maintenance in the future.  
 
3.  The proposed management action was changed to the following, “The public use of this area 
should be monitored and if the demand continues to increase and the need arises a study should 
be done to determine feasibility of creating a fee area with appropriate public facilities (actions 
may include; modification of Shep’s Canyon Bay to allow for low water access, add low water 
boat ramp, add boat slips and courtesy docks, add accessible fishing pier, maintain public beach 
with groomed shoreline, and a campground with host).”     
 
4.  The suggested change has been made. 


