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1:  Comment noted.   

2:  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results.  Mean monthly flows between Hoover and Parker Dams would increase during the interim surplus criteria period as a result of more frequent surplus deliveries (compared to baseline conditions).
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3:  Comment noted.  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3 and 
Section 3.4.



4:  Specifically, changes in deliveries are often due to a "discrete" condition, such as the change from normal to shortage conditions.  This can result in a sudden change in the 50th percentile line, as seen in Figure 3.4-5.



5:  The purpose and need of the action is stated correctly. If surplus water is available all Lower Basin States may benefit as their water use needs approach and exceed their allocation. Nevada currently is using surplus water in calendar year 2000 and Arizona will benefit in the future when their need exceeds 2.8 maf.  Reclamation's stated purpose to provide greater predictability allows Reclamation and users to project reservoir conditions and uses several years ahead. This allows users advance knowledge of when surplus will and more importantly will NOT be available. The current AOP decision making does not give basin users predictability regarding surplus designations. The Secretary may use the increased probability of surplus, given certain hydrologic assumptions,  in making his decision regarding the choice of interim surplus criteria.  



6:  See response to Comment 13-5



7:  The water transfers are in the Flood Control Alternative operational modeling used for the FEIS.    



8:  The proposed interim surplus criteria are not intended to provide California only with the amount of water to keep the Colorado river Aqueduct full.  As is currently the case, when the Secretary determines that surplus water is avilable in the lower Colorado River Basin, the surplus water is available to the three Lower Division states as discussed in the Decree in Arizona v. California.  Under the proposed interim  surplus criteria, all three states may avail themselves of surplus water.  Although, all use schedules may not have included unused apportionment available from other states .  Certainly, the Secretary, each year when he develops the AOP and approves water orders, would consider Article II(B)6 of the Decree.
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9:  The alternatives based on proposals by the states do not necessarily contain all the provisions of the state's proposals.





10:  Reclamation did not structure the alternatives precisely as described in the attached proposals, but made some changes for consistency with Reclamation policy and operational procedures. 

11:  The 75R strategy was used for the baseline to represent the operation that has occurred in the recent past. In Reclamation's judgement the results of modeling the operation of Lake Mead with the 75R strategy provided a suitable representation of the past conditions. The choice between 75R and 70R was a "close call"; however, and as the result of public comment of the DEIS, Reclamation used the 70R strategy for operational modeling of the alternatives in this FEIS. While it is correct that the flood control operating rules have played a major role in operating the system and determining surplus water in the last few years, the flood control rules have not always been used so the average operation is not strictly consistent with the flood control rules. Moreover, in the future when flood control operation does not occur, surplus determinations will be made using the AOP process which considers a dynamic range of factors that may not involve flood control operations.

12:  Additional discussion of potential effects below Lake Mead have been incorporated into Section 3.5, Water Quality; Section 3.8, Special-Status Species; and Section 3.7, Aquatics (potential effects of changes in Hoover Dam release water temperature on fisheries below Hoover Dam to Lake Mohave).

13:  The FEIS includes definitions in the glossary for water allocations, water allotments, and water entitlements.  Words cited in the glossary will not be highlighted in the text of the document due to concern that it would be confusing and detract from the flow and readability of the document.
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14:  The form and content of the summary has changed to reflect the FEIS.
All Lower Basin States will benefit from the purpose and need for the action with the predictability of surplus triggers and deliveries that are dependable over the 15 year period.  The surplus water that California will receive is replacement water for declining unused apportionment of the other Lower Basin States.  Without the proposed action, under the No Action Alternative surplus determinations would be made by the Secretary through the AOP process.  Under the Law of the River, California would still be entitled to 50% of any surplus determination and any basic or surplus apportionment unused by the other Lower Basin States. The purpose and need for this action will firm up water supplies for the next 15 years for water management purposes for all Lower Basin States. 

15:  The California Colorado River Water Use Plan is not part of the federal action because the Plan contains purely California state actions. Reclamation's only federal action is to develop and implement interim surplus criteria which has independant utility in Colorado River management. The Secretary can and has delivered surplus without these criteria as noted under the No Action Alternative. California could be sucessful in reducing its excessive use of Colorado River Water  through the Seven Party agreement if the parties could resolve their differences.  The Plan will augment the Seven Party agreement for future water needs and uses.

16:  Comment noted

17:  The 70R strategy has been used for the baseline in this FEIS.    

18:  Under this alternative, surplus water would be determined to be available using the same procedure that has been used in the past when flood control releases have been made.  Surplus water determinations would be limited to years when flood control releases are needed.  Once a surplus determination has been made, the Lower Division States would be allowed to divert as much surplus water as they can put to beneficial use.  The estimated amounts of surplus water they would divert in specific future years are contained in the States surplus water demand schedules, as discussed in Section 3.4.

19:  The elevations of the tiers in the California Alternative were selected so as to control the depletion of storage in Lake Mead and Lake Powell year by year in the light of the growing Upper Basin depletion schedules.  The provision for adjustment is to compensate for shifts in Upper Basin water use and thus keep total Basin depletions in future years as presently projected under this alternative.  The direction (up or down) in which the Upper Basin depletion schedule may change is conjectural.  No additional NEPA compliance would be made in the event of such change.      

20:  After the 15-year interim period, the operation of Lake Mead would revert back to the AOL process, which is represented in the operation  model by the 70R strategy for the FEIS. 

21:  The distinction between the summer low and the end-of-year level is noted in Section 3.3.4.2.3 of the  FEIS.  The summary has been rewritten.
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22a:  The probabilities of surplus water for the Lower Division states are shown on Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.


22b:   Tribal water allocations are included in the state apportionments.  If a Tribe is not using part of its water allocation, the unused part is available for other users within the state.  


23:  A surplus for Mexico is only made under flood control conditions.

24:  Comment noted.  Flow variations up to the level of damaging flows are inherent in the analysis of habitat along the river, as analyzed in this FEIS.


25:  The analysis recognized that fluctuations anticipated for the action alternatives are within historical ranges under which native species have diminished in the reservoirs.  Populations of non-native sportfish species have, in general, become well established in the reservoirs, and the interim surplus criteria alternatives are not expected to result in any change to this trend.


26:  The summary has been changed to include the observation that new habitats could be colonized by other species, in particular non-native weedy species.  This is also discussed in Section 3.8 in the Environmental Consequences subsection.


27:  The following statement has been added to the FEIS "In addition, fluctuations in water levels may potentially disrupt nesting of Yuma clapper rail and California black rail".


28:  Revisions were made to Sections 3.8.2.3.3 and 3.8.2.3.3.5  


29:  This analysis does not make any assumptions related to contract renewals.  However, it is possible that Western Area Power Administration would only make contract commitments when the current contracts terminate based on the foreseeable amounts of capacity and energy during the next contract term.
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30:  Reclamation believes that the current discussion in this section is adequate.


31:  As discussed in Section S.4.4, continuation of interim surplus criteria would be at the discretion of the Secretary.  The Secretary's decision to continue or terminate interim surplus criteria would be based on a number of factors which may include California's progress in meeting the goals of the California Colorado River Water Use Plan.


32:  See Table 1-1, "Documents Included in the Law of the River" for the complete reference. The specific documents to note as sources are:  The Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1928, the 1964 Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California, and the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968, the Long Range Operating Criteria of 1970, and 43 CFR 417, "Procedural Methods for Implementing Colorado River Water Conservation Measures with Lower Basin Contractors and Others."

33:  Section 1.3.4.1 provides data on how many surplus years have been determined.

34:  See response to Comment 57-5.  Currently, there is no specific surplus criteria.  The surplus determination is made annually using the Annual Operating Plan process and dynamic factors.  This does not allow the Lower Division States the ability to plan their internal water management as well as they might.

35:  Under the terms of the Decree, when a Lower Division State needs more than its apportionment of consumptive use, the Secretary may make unused apportionment from another state available to it. If the total Lower Division consumptive uses do not exceed 7.5 maf, surplus water is not needed by the Lower Division States. Surplus water may be made available to entities in Arizona, California and Nevada who have entered into surplus water contracts with the Secretary. Surplus water, when made available, is shared as specified in the Decree--50 percent for use in California, 46 percent for use in Arizona and 4 percent for use in Nevada.  Unused surplus water by one state may also be made available for use in another state.    

36:  Section 3.3.3.3, General Modeling Assumptions describes the assumptions made in regards to when deliveries of Treaty surplus are available to Mexico.

37:  We have revised paragraph 1.3.1 in the FEIS to make this clarification.

38:  The discrepancy is due to the fact that the depletion schedule in Attachment J of the DEIS does not account for evaporation from Upper Basin storage units. This evaporation is shared by the Upper Basin States and should be accounted for as an Upper Basin depletion.  After allowing for evaporation, the projected Upper Basin depletions will be very close to 6.0 maf in year 2050.  We have updated Attachment K in the FEIS to show a column for evaporation from Upper Basin storage units.
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39:  Consumptive use of Colorado River water in Arizona reported in the Article V Decree accounting records was 2,853.9 kaf in calendar year 1997.  Annual consumptive use in Arizona has been less than 2.8 maf in calendar years 1998 (2,566.7 kaf) and 1999 (2,728.0 kaf), and has been projected to be about 2.7 maf for 2000.  Consumptive use of Colorado River water in Nevada is projected to exceed that state's 300 kaf apportionment during calendar year 2000.  To the extent that all water apportioned to any Lower Division state is not used in that state during any year, the Secretary may release that unused apportionment water under Article II (B) (6) of the Decree for consumptive use in another Lower Division state.  Any unused apportionment so released for use in another state will be accounted for as such, effectively reducing a state's use of surplus water.

40:  The listing of PPRs and amounts is not in this FEIS but may be found in the supplemental Decree in Arizona v. California, entered by the United States Supreme Court on January 9, 1979 (439 U.S. 419). 

41:  In the event that the Gila River flows, normal deliveries to Mexico are not suspended.  Any Gila River water that flows into the Colorado River becomes Colorado River System water that can be delivered to Mexico in satisfaction of the Mexican Water Treaty.  If any Gila River flows result in more water being delivered to Mexico than Mexico scheduled, such excess deliveries do not count against the quantity of water delivered under the Treaty.

42:  No NEPA or ESA compliance is required for ongoing operations, such as the LROC reviews under the criteria.  However, a categorical exclusion checklist, dated October 31, 1997, was completed for the most recent LROC review that was initiated on August 14, 1996.  In the event a review of the LROC identifies a need for a revision of the LROC, appropriate environmental compliance will be completed.   

43:  Article II(B)(6) of the Decree does not preclude the Secretary from releasing a Lower Division State's unused apportionment for consumptive use in the other Lower Division States.  This article of the Decree further stipulates that the users of another state's unused apportionment do not accrue rights to repeated use of this water.  This means the Secretary has discretion as to whether to release this water. The Secretary will consider many factors, including but not limited to current and projected reservoir storage, hydrologic conditions, and requests for water deliveries for beneficial use in determining whether to release a state's unused apportionment for use in another state.  Section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act requires contracts for delivery of Colorado River water to be for permanent service.  Although a Colorado River water delivery contract is for permanent service, unused apportionment is available only when a state does not use all its apportionment and the Secretary releases that water for consumption in another state.

44:  During a surplus year, an individual entitlement holder's schedule, diversion, and use of Colorado River water may include both a basic entitlement and surplus water.  At the end of the year, the total consumptive use in the entitlement holder's state that year may be less than the apportionment that otherwise would have been available for use in that state in a normal year (basic apportionment).  Therefore, even though Colorado River water may be scheduled, diverted, and used as surplus by individual entitlement holders, when Reclamation compiles the annual Article V Decree accounting records after the end of the year, Reclamation would account for this water as basic apportionment.  Reclamation accounts for all water use in a Lower Division State as basic apportionment until the consumptive use in that state equals the basic apportionment for that state.  This method of accounting is possible because any Colorado River water not used by an entitlement holder in any year passes to another entitlement holder in that state through existing contracts under the water-use priority system for that state.

45:  We have modified the section for clarification. Section 1.3.5 describes the facilities on the Colorado River system and their respective storages, not the allocation of water to the Upper and Lower Divisions.

46:  A portion of the water delivered to Mexico at the NIB is diverted in to the All American Canal and is delivered through the Pilot Knob and Siphon Drop powerplants into the Colorado River above the NIB.
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47:  The paragraph has been modified for clarification. For more detail regarding flood control releases, we would refer you to the COE Water Control Manual for Hoover Dam, Lake Mead.


48:  Clarification has been made in Section 1.3.6.


49:  Details of the responsibility of the various federal agencies is outlined in the "Final Report of the Secretary of the Interior to the Congress of the United States on the Colorado River Floodway Protection Act", dated October 1992.  Some of the major implementation methods have been the incorporation of the floodway maps into the National Flood Insurance Program and the Department ensuring that leases and uses of federal lands adjacent to the river are consistent with the operation and maintenance of the floodway.    


50:  See response to Comment 13-5.


51:  Comment noted.


52:  The text has been revised as noted.






53:  The "R" strategies are based on the runoff in the Upper Basin, measured at Lees Ferry, which is described in Section 3.3. Please See the response to Comment 57-11 regarding the selection of the 70R strategy.  



54:  The "P" strategy is computed using more than one year to project the risk of shortage.  See Section 2.2.13 for additional information.
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55:  See the response to Comment 57-11 regarding the selection of the 70R strategy as the baseline.  The determination of surplus conditions under the Flood Control Alternative would be the same procedure as was used in 1998-2000.  


56:  A conjunctive use is a state authorized program based on the use of a rechargeable groundwater aquifer to supplement surface water supply during periods of shortage. Groundwater pumped at such times would be replaced by artificial recharge when recharge water is available.  See the response to Comment 57-8 regarding the formulation of an alternative to meet only California's needs. 


57:  See the response to Comment 11-6 and 11-8.


58:  The Six States and California Alternatives are derived from the triggers and other operational provisions described in the respective proposals from the states, but the alternatives evaluated do not necessarily contain all the provisions of those proposals.  Thus what is actually covered and proposed for implementation is the specific provisions of the alternatives described in Chapter 2 and in the detailed Guidelines in Attachment I.  The operational modeling results, expressed in terms of river flows, reservoir levels, and the associated environmental impacts for each alternative are unique to the specific provisions of each alternative.

59:  While it is true that the alternatives having lower trigger elevations than the baseline increase the probability of surplus water determinations during the interim period, the predictability aspect is critical to the integrated management of available water resources by the Lower Division States.  Each of the Lower Division States currently manages surface and groundwater sources to meet its water delivery commitments.  The establishment of triggering elevations on Lake Mead or flood control rules as the criteria for determining surplus water availability would enable water planners of the Basin States to forecast Colorado River water availability in advance with a reasonable degree of certainty and thereby avoid unpredictable water supply shortfalls that could result from year-to-year determinations under the AOP process.

60:  Section 2.2.5 has been revised.

61:  Please see response to Comment 33-3.

62:  Section 2.3 has been revised for clarification.
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63:  The change has been made.


64:  The same runoff data is used for the Baseline and all the alternatives.  This point was clarified in the section cited.  The elevations of the triggering line during the interim period are based on a statistical analysis of required reservoir space for runoff  in relation to the cited percentage of  runoff (i.e., 70R).   If a surplus is determined based on that line, it is possible for the level of Lake Mead to go below the triggering line, depending on actual runoff conditions in the year.  In as much as the baseline triggering elevations for surplus water determination would involve a relatively full condition of Lake Mead, there would be sufficient water to meet the States' desired depletions. Mexico would receive its additional apportionment of 200,000 acre-feet in years when flood control releases were necessary.  This would occur when Lake Mead levels were high enough to invoke the flood control operating rules (i.e., the Lake Mead levels indicated by the average Flood control release trigger shown on Figure 2-1).


65:  A surplus may be determined in any month for any alternative due to flood control 70R and the other surplus alternatives determine surplus at the first of the year.  See Section 1.1.1 for information regarding the 5-year review of the interim surplus criteria. 


66:  A five-year review is included in this alternative.




67:  See Section 2.3.2.2 for information regarding the 1211 elevation.  See Figure 3.3-10 for information regarding the 1.5 maf flood pool.






68:  See response to Comment 37-8.


69:  Under the Six States Alternative, as under all alternatives, Mexico would receive its additional apportionment of 200,000 acre-feet in years when flood control releases were necessary from Lake Mead.
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70:  The trigger elevations could move up or down.  Appropriate environmental compliance would be performed.

71:  If the California Alternative were selected, the tiers described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS would be implemented.

72:  See response to Comment 57-69.

73:  Yes.  A correction has been made.





74:  Comment noted.






75:  The Secretary currently considers a number of factors consistent with the Long Range Operating Criteria to determine, on an annual basis, whether or not surplus conditions exist in the Lower Basin.  This process (the No Action Alternative for the purpose of the Interim Surplus Criteria EIS) provides less certainty with regard to surplus determinations than the action alternatives under consideration.  See FEIS Section 2.2.5 for information regarding the baseline used for analysis in the FEIS, as well as response to comment 11-9 and 57-5 for additional information. 


76:  Effects from the use of Colorado River water outside of the river corridor is beyond the scope of analysis necessary to determine the potential effects of interim surplus criteria.  Also, see response to Comment 56-4.





77:  See response to Comment 67-12.
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78:  Additional explantion has been added to Section 3.3.4.5.




79:  The US Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for developing the flood control operation plan for Hoover Dam and Lake Mead pursuant to 33 CFR 208.11.  Please refer to these regulations for a more detailed description of the Corps flood control and space building operations.  Specifically, space building releases can be as high as 29,000 cfs while releases to meet downstream demands are typically less than 20,000 cfs.  Lake Mead is typically lower in the summer as increasing downstream demands are met.  This should not be confused with the space requirement, which in effect sets an upper limit on the storage at Lake Mead.

80:  Yes.  This is the modeling assumption used for all alternatives and baseline.  Flood control releases occur when the hydrologic inflow, combined with the storage in Lake Mead, results in releases (in excess of downstream demand) necessary to meet the flood control regulations.  Flood control releases occur in approximately 35% of the traces in 2007 and in 22% in 2016, under baseline conditions (see Figure 3.16-1).


81:  Reclamation does not have the authority to modify the system space requirements (Table 3.3.2).  As described in Section 3.3.3.3 and Attachment J, a minimum space of 1.5 maf is required at Lake Mead for flood control.





82:  See response to Comment No. 57-10.


83:  In the FEIS, the Flood Control Alternative includes implementation of the California Colorado River Water Use Plan.  See response to Comment No. 37-11 for additional discussion.


84:  The referenced statement and paragraph is appropriately located under Section 3.3 - Modeling and Future Hydrology.
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85:  The referenced statements are appropriately located in the second paragraph of Section 3.3.4.2.3 (for Lake Powell) and the second paragraph of Section 3.3.4.4.3 (for Lake Mead).



86:  As noted in Section 3.3.3.3, lakes Mohave and Havasu will continue to be operated in accordance with their existing rule curves.  As such, the operating range of the water surface elevations and transit times of these two lakes are not expected to be affected.  Additionally, the potential increase in transit time of lakes Mead and Powell are unlikely to affect productivity.


87:  This information has been added in Attachment J.



88:  The Shortage Protection Alternative was not analyzed differently.  The referenced paragraph provides an explanation of the derivation of the shortage protection lines, used in all of the alternatives and baseline to determine when shortages occur.

89:  The first paragraph of DEIS Section 3.3.4.2.3 states that the elevation at the end of the calendar year is near the seasonal low.  Typically, the lowest end-of-month elevation for a year occurs between December and March.

90:  The referenced discussion on the 85 traces is also addressed earlier in the chapter in Section 3.3.3.5, third paragraph.  "Trace" refers to the output of a particular simulation, where the assumed inflows were derived using the indexed sequential method.

91:  The fourth paragraph of Section 3.3.4.2.3 (for Lake Powell) and the third paragraph of Section 3.3.4.4.3 (for Lake Mead) have been expanded to provide additional explanation on the trending tendency of the 90th, 50th and 10th percentile lines.  Specifically, the 90th percentile Lake Powell elevation does not change over time, indicating that Lake Powell is essentially full for 10% of the traces in all years.
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92:  The analysis of elevation 3695 ft msl is included to address the probability of Lake Powell filling each year.  This would typically occur during June or July.  For the FEIS, all analyses of Lake Powell elevations were changed to a common point (end-of-July).



93:  For the DEIS, the Lake Powell water levels observed for the baseline and surplus alternatives did not fall below 3550 feet.  An analysis of the frequency of Lake Powell water levels falling below 3590 feet was included in the DEIS to provide a bottom range for the observed water levels.  For the FEIS, this analysis was replaced with an analysis of elevation 3612 feet, below threshold elevation for marina and boat ramps.

94:   This comment appears to be directed toward 3.3.4.2, 4th paragraph.  80% of the simulated end-of-July Lake Powell elevations lie between the 90th and 10th percentile lines.

95:  Section 3.3.4.4.3, paragraph 1, states that Lake Mead water level generally reaches its annual low in July.

96:  For the FEIS, the 90th percentile of the modeled Lake Mead water surface elevation monthly values ranged between 1215.19 feet msl in 2002 to 1210.67 feet msl in 2050.


97:   Much of the analysis in the FEIS uses end of December elevations for Lake Mead and end of July elevations for Lake Powell.  Reclamation agrees that probabilities of remaining above various water surface elevations would be different during times of the year other than discussed in the FEIS.  However, differences between alternatives and baseline conditions would be similar.




98:  80% of the modeled end-of-December Lake Mead elevations lie between the 90th and 10th percentile lines.
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99:  The 1,200 foot Lake Mead elevation represents the elevation where Lake Mead is essentially full and is also below the top of the raised spillway.  This has been included in the FEIS.  Figure 3.3-14 presents the percent of the traces that had elevations equal or higher than elevation 1,200.  The 90th percentile line depicted on Figure 3.3-13 shows where the top decile of the modeled values lies.  Both figures present specific statistics that are accurate and relevant.


100:  The color pattern on Figure 3.3-14 has been changed as suggested. 


101:  The vertical scale is varied to focus the presentation of the results to the range of values observed under the respective modeled conditions.


102:  Comment noted.  The timing is clearly shown in Figures 3.3-14 through 3.3-16.


103:  Table 3.3-8 provides a numeric summary of the data presented in Figure 3.3-14.  Values in Table 3.3-8 all decrease between 2016 and 2050.  Hydrologic fluctuations contribute to the minor variability of charted values near 2050 in Figure 3.3-14.


104:  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results.  


105:  Subsections 3.3.4.5.1 through 3.3.4.5.4 refer to individual tables and graphs.  The paragraph discussed in the comment is a general description of the analysis in these subsections.


106:  This paragraph has been divided into two, with the cumulative distribution  function discussed first, in order to parallel subsequent text.
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107:  A definition for the term "mean monthly flow" has been added to the glossary.  In the FEIS, all alternatives included the tranfers.





108:  There is relatively little difference in the magnitude (Y-axis) of the mean monthly flow values and excess flows under the baseline and surplus alternatives.  Figure 3.3-18a through Figure 3.3-18d and the other similar figures depict this.  There are some differences in the frequency (X-axis) of excess flows in the winter season as represented by January for modeled year 2015 as depicted by Figure 3.3-18a.  However, the differences in the frequency (X-axis) of excess flows in the other seasons are minimal to none, as depicted by Figure 3.3-18b through Figure 3.3-18d.  In the FEIS the size of the data markers have been reduced and the size of the graphs were increased.

109:  Flows greater than 20,000 cfs are typically due to flood control relases, not downstream demands.  This has been noted in Section 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.4.5.1.


110:  The introductory text has been modified to include the additional percentiles (Section 3.3.4.5).  The maximums may not occur during the four months shown in the figures.  Hydrologic fluctuations contribute to the minor differences in the maximums.





111:  Section 1.4.1 discusses the relation between the California Colorado River Water Use Plan and interim surplus criteria. 


112:  In the FEIS, the Flood Control Alternative includes implementation of the California Colorado River Water Use Plan.  See response to Comment 37-11 for additional discussion.    


113:  See response to Comment No. 57-108.
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114:  The numbering of Table 3.3-6 in section 3.3.4.5.2 has been changed to Table 3.3-14.  Also, see response to Comment 57-110.


115:  In the FEIS, the Flood Control Alternative was modeled using California intrastate transfers. See response to Comment 37-11 for additional discussion.  The difference in flows between historical conditions and surplus alternatives is minimal, and does not warrant the analysis proposed.






116:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.




117:  Also, see response to Comment 57-110.


118:  Excess flows are expected to occur more frequently under the Flood Control Alternative than under the other alternatives.  Subject paragraph has been modified to reflect this.

119:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.


120:  Section 3.16 contains a more detailed discussion of flows entering Mexico.



121:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.

122:   Analyzed flows were actually zero.  The minimum 10 af/month (approximately 0.168 cfs) amount was added to keep the model and post-processing from yielding an error message if the algorithm or equation involved dividing by the river amount (i.e., you cannot divide by zero).  The note has been removed to avoid confusion.
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123:  The DEIS and FEIS identified specific resources that could potentially be impacted by the implementation of the proposed interim surplus criteria.  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results.  Sections presented in the FEIS adequately describe these resources; associated analyses adequately address the potential impacts.


124a:  Reclamation does not agree with this comment.  The baseline alternative approximated the expected conditions without the project (interim surplus criteria).  The potential impact that may result from the proposed interim surplus criteria can only be attributed to the difference in conditions between the baseline and the respective surplus alternative. 

124b:  The state of Arizona is the only Lower Basin state that has apportionment water that is currently not covered by a service contract.  However, the exact amount is currently under dispute.  

125:  Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 depict the respective state/basin's projected Colorado River water demand schedules under normal, surplus and shortage conditions.

126:  Additional language has been added to the seventh paragraph of Section 3.4.3.2.

127:  The discussion centers on the full surplus schedule, not the amount over the normal schedule.  The 1st level shortage schedule for Arizona has nothing to do with the probability of shortages.  It is derived by subtracting the amount CAP would be shorted under a level 1 shortage form 2.8 maf.

128:  Comment noted; the paragraph has been restated.

129:  Comment noted; the paragraph has been restated.  Surplus criteria were developed to cover a wider range of hydrologic conditions than those between 1996 and 2000.  Also, surplus conditions will benefit all Lower Basin States, not just the Metropolitan Water District.

130:  Please see Section 1.1.3 for a description of the purpose and need for this action.
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131:  Please see Section 1.1.3 for description of the "Purpose and Need for Action."


132:  Please see response to Comment 11-11 for information on California's Colorado River Water Use Plan.


133:  The full surplus depletion schedule plotted in Figure 3.4-2 of the DEIS for California was incorrectly plotted. The actual California depletion schedule that was used in the water supply analysis is presented in Table G-4 in Attachment G of the DEIS.  The Lower Basin states prepared and submitted revised depletion schedules for the FEIS.  This revised schedules are presented in Attachment H of the FEIS.


134:  Please see response to Comment 11-11 for information on California's Colorado River Water Use Plan.


135:  The referenced project was a project undertaken by the CAP, SNWA and MWD.  NEPA documentation was accomplished for the demonstration project (indirect recharge) by a CEC (LC-93-9) dated April 9, 1993, and amended by CEC (LC-95-10) dated March 30, 1995.


136:  The full surplus schedule specifies the total amount of water to be delivered under full surplus water supply conditions.  The delivery of limited surplus amounts are also possible.  The amount above the normal depletion amount under limited or surplus water conditions is variable.

137:  The State of Nevada has not provided specific details on initiatives or programs for groundwater banking in Arizona.  Based on information available to Reclamation, the concept of Nevada-Arizona interstate banking appears to be highly feasible, although currently at a conceptual stage.


138:  Please see response to Comment 57-10 for a discussion of Upper Basin depletions.
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139:  The scales and units used on each figure are clearly marked and readable. The vertical scale on various figures are varied to focus on the range of the data being presented.  The line patterns on all figures have been reviewed and made consistent for the FEIS.

140:  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results. 


141:  This analysis first ranks the outcome for the 85 traces for each condition modeled.  The 90th percentile line depicts the value of the upper limit of the bottom 90 percent of the modeled values (traces) in any given year.  Another way to say this, is the values of 10 percent of the outcome (traces) in a given year will be equal to or greater than the value depicted by the 90th percentile line for that year.  The median values are represented by the 50th percentile line.  The median value represents the depletion amount where half of the values are above and half are below.  On Figure 3.4-5 of the DEIS, the 50th and 10th percentile lines sometimes overlie each other.  When this ocurs, the implication is that there is very little or no difference between the values in the bottom half of the ranked values (modeled outcome).  This all relates to the distribution of the values in the outcome for each condition being modeled.  

142:  See response to Comment 57-141.


143:  See response to Comment 57-141.


144:  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results. 


145:  The percentage values presented under the column heading labeled "Normal" in Table 3.4-1 and similar tables in Section 3.4, represent the total percentage of time that depletions under the noted conditions would be at or above the normal depletion schedule amount.  The values presented under the column labeled "Surplus" represent the total percentage of time that depletions under the noted conditions would be above the normal depletion schedule amount.  The values presented under the column labeled "Shortage" represent the total percentage of time that depletions under the noted conditions would be below the normal depletion schedule amount.
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146:  Paragraphs 1 through 4 in Section 3.4.4.1.2 include the subject discussion.


147:  Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-12 present the outcome of the modeling results in terms of the frequency and magnitude of surplus condition water supplies available to California under the baseline and surplus alternatives. California has developed a Colorado River Water Use Plan (the "Plan").  The Plan is a framework by which programs, projects, actions, policies and other activities would be coordinated and cooperatively implemented allowing California to meet its Colorado River water needs within its basic apportionment in Normal years. See response to Comment 11-11 for additional information on California's Colorado River Water Use Plan. 

148:  See response to Comment 57-133.


149:  Comment noted.

150:  We assume that you are referring to differences between Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.  There are a number of reasons for the differences.  First, there were inconsistencies in surplus depletion schedules between alternatives in the DEIS.  This has been corrected in the FEIS.  Second, Arizona has not reached full use of its apportionment, and it was assumed that California would thus be able to use additional water.  Third, there were typographical errors.  These three tables have been modified in the FEIS.

151:  Section 3.4.4.3.1 describes Figure 3.4-13.  Also, please see the response to Comment No. 57-141.

152:  See response to Comment 57-150.

153:  Nevada currently uses all of the Colorado River water apportioned for use within the State of Nevada.   Arizona's depletion schedule in the DEIS indicates that Arizona does not anticipate using its entire Colorado River water apportionment until 2005.  During this period, the difference between Arizona's normal apportionment and the scheduled depletion is classified as unused apportionment water.  This unused apportionment water is made available to the other Lower Division states if a demand for such water exists.  Text discussing this use has been added to Section 3.4.3.2.  In Attachment H of the FEIS under the discussion entitled "Normal depletion schedules with and without Calfiornia transfers" this text has been added explaining Arizona's unused apportionment.

154:  The percentage values for Nevada under baseline conditions and the Flood Control Alternative in DEIS Table 3.4-3, Years 2001 to 2015, are incorrect. The correct values should have been 50 percent under baseline conditions and 52 percent under the Flood Control Alternative.  This information will be updated for the FEIS using the new modeling output for the baseline and surplus alternatives. 

155:  This additional modeling detail has been added to the modeling assumptions listed under  ˆAssumptions Common to Baseline and All Alternativesˆ in Section 3.3.3.3.
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156:  The probability of surplus water deliveries to the Lower Basin states and Mexico is highest in the early years due to the starting high reservoir conditions that were modeled.  To a lesser extent, this is also affected by the increasing total basin depletions.  It should be noted in the DEIS from Figure 3.3-13 that Lake Mead elevations decrease over time in all alternatives.  Figure 3.4-30 is in reference to Mexico's modeled annual depletions under baseline conditions and shows Mexico's annual treaty depletion over time.

157:  The effect of interim surplus criteria on the delivery of surplus flows to Mexico is best depicted by Figure 3.4-18 (for years 2001 to 2015) and Figure 3.4-19 (for years 2016 to 2050) in the DEIS.  This information is also summarized in Table 3.4-4.    The Colorado River water supply deliveries to Mexico never dropped below 1.5 maf under the modeled conditions and as such, the respective figures depict this.  

158:  See response to Comment 57-145.  The FEIS results show a potential for a small reduction (3 to 6 percent) in the frequency of excess flows under the Basin States, Six States, California and Shortage Protection alternatives and a potential for a small increase (1 percent) in the frequency of flows under the Flood Control Alternative, when compared to the baseline conditions for year 2016.

159:  The text has been revised in the FEIS to provide clarification.


160:  Comment noted.  However, Reclamation does not believe that this information would aid in understanding the flow system of the river at this point in the discussion.


161:  Reclamation has considered this request; however, because modeling conducted for the FEIS indicated a general reduction in salinity under each of the alternatives it was determined that this information was not necessary.  The effects of transfers associated with Secretarial Implementation Agreements will be considered under separate NEPA compliance.

162:  The referenced paragraph has been revised for clarification.

163:  Note that the information in Table 3.5-1 has been updated with modeling conducted for the FEIS.

164:  Because of the uncertainty of the long-range salinity control projects, projections of future control projects that may be necessary to offset the effects of future water development beyond 2015 have not been made by the Forum.  Note that modeling for the EIS considers only those salinity control programs currently in place.

165:  Reclamation is not aware of any studies of damages in localized areas such as Laughlin.
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166:  Elevation 1,205 feet msl is the Hoover Dam spillway crest as identified in Table 3.5-3.


167:  Comment noted.  The table is located in the appropriate section.


168:  Discussion in referenced paragraph has been revised to incorporate this information.


169:  Note that additional information has been included in Section 3.5.3 and Reclamation believes that the information presented in the FEIS appropriately identifies the potential water quality effects of interim surplus criteria.  Potential effects to important resources are also presented appropriately in other sections of the FEIS.


170:  Section 3.6.4 presents analysis of the potential for high flows (based on defined flow thresholds) below Hoover Dam with reference to the potential for causing flood damage, and is not intended to describe the general effects of river flows on resources within the river corridor.  As discussed previously, Section 3.8 of the FEIS has incorporated summary information from the BA for interim surplus criteria regarding potential effects from changes in flows on special-status species and their habitat between Hoover Dam and the SIB.  Reclamation is also consulting with your agency on the effects of approving the water transfers proposed by California's Plan.

171:  A plot of annual BHBF probabilities has been added to Section 3.6.2.


172:  The decreased probability of 8.23 maf release years for the "liberal" alternatives is a result of their increased probability of surplus, which results in releases from Glen Canyon Dam in excess of 8.23 maf.   Table 3.6.2 is based on water year because the commitment for low steady summer flow releases is governed by annual release volumes from Glen Canyon Dam, which are accounted for by water year under the provisions of the LROC. This has been noted in Section 3.6.2.


173:  See response to Comment 57-170.


174:  The Colorado River Floodway Protection Act addresses flooding from 40,000 cfs flow events or 1-in-100 year flow events (if greater than 40,000 cfs). It does not address smaller or more frequent events.  Table 3.6-4 in the FEIS, Discharge Probabilities from Hoover, Davis and Parker Dam, shows the probabilities of various flow events, including 40,000 cfs, under each alternative.
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175:  Threshold flows are shown in the two bullets included in Section 3.6.4.1.4.     Section 3.3.4.5 and Attachment N of the DEIS provide additional comparison of river flows below Hoover Dam. 


176:  Values in Table 3.6.-4 (Table 3.6-3 in the DEIS) have been revised based on modeling performed for the FEIS.


177:  Comment noted.  This section is intended to address the potential for damaging flows, as discussed in the response to Comment 57-170. Developing a correlation between probabilities of damaging flows and surplus water delivery to Mexico is beyond the needs for evaluating potential effects on resources. 


178:  Section 3.7 addresses potential effects of interim surplus criteria on lake habitat in Lake Powell and Lake Mead for both native and non-native species, and also addresses potential effects on sport fisheries within and between the two reservoirs.  Section 3.8.2.3.3 discusses potential effects on special-status fish species.


179:  Discussion of Lake Powell habitat is located appropriately within the document.


180:  Revisions have been made to Section 3.7.2.2.2 of the FEIS to discuss that razorback sucker is the only native species with a remnant population in Lake Mead.  


181: Section 3.7.2.2.3 discusses the effects of fluctuating reservoir elevations on fish populations, and additional information has been included in the FEIS.  It should be noted that although it is recognized that fluctuating water levels can affect fisheries, the alternatives under consideration are expected to result in fluctuations similar to baseline conditions.  Historical conditions within Lake Powell and Lake Mead have resulted in those lakes being considered extremely popular striped bass fisheries that also support populations of largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, crappie, catfish, and carp.   Both lakes have shown unprecedented natural reproduction and survival of striped bass.

182:   The analysis in the EIS is presented to compare the potential effects under the alternatives with those under baseline conditions.  Revisions have been made to Section 3.7.3.3.1 to clarify the discussion.  It should be noted that modeling indicates that although some alternatives would have increased probabilities for lower reservoir elevations, fluctuations under the alternatives and baseline conditions would be similar. It is acknowledged that management practices being developed for native species  indicate a recruitment window may exist if water levels are very low and then rise suddenly.  Study of these management strategies is currently underway and will continue. Information on current management strategies can be found in the BA prepared for interim surplus criteria and Secretarial implementation agreements.
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183:  The FEIS includes expanded and new discussions in appropriate sections of impacts to resources below Hoover Dam.


184:  The 15 to 20-foot elevation changes described in the text occur over a year, not month-to-month.  The rate of fluctuations would remain approximately the same with adoption of interim surplus criteria.  Section 3.7.3.3.1 has been modified.

185:  Studies are ongoing to determine effects of toxins on fish, with the premise that increased concentrations show increased effects, and to determine what limits need to be enforced.  Section 3.5.3 discusses potential water quality effects associated with Las Vegas Wash and Lake Mead.


186:  The FEIS considers the potential effects of increases in the temperature of water released from Hoover Dam under decreased reservoir elevations on the sport fishery within the river between Hoover Dam and Lake Mohave in Section 3.7.3.  Reclamation has determined that fluctuations in flows below Hoover Dam to the SIB under the alternatives would be within the historical operating range of the river and would, therefore, not affect aquatic resources within this segment.


187:  Section 3.8 of the FEIS addresses species below Hoover Dam, downstream to the SIB with Mexico.


188:  This section is meant only to provide existing information.  The analysis on how the changes in reservoir levels might impact these plant species is included in the Environmental Consequences section.
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189:  See response for Comment 57-187.


190:  Paragraph has been modified in the FEIS for clarification.





191:  The table, and subsequent discussion of the species, has been reorganized as you suggested.


192:  The discussion on lakeside habitat and riverside habitat in the lower canyon will be presented in separate sections in the FEIS in order to clarify these two distinct areas.  No additional information will be added to the existing discussion on habitat in the lower canyon and potential changes in riverside and marsh habitat as it is adequately addressed.


193:  The lakeside habitat has been organized under its own headings.  Riverside habitat along the lower river has been added with reference to detailed discussions from the biological assessment (BA) prepared by Reclamation for the interim surplus criteria.




194:  Additional information on water levels and development of riparian and marsh habitats in the Lake Mead Delta and Lower Grand Canyon has been added to the discussion of the FEIS.   This information summarizes findings from the following Reclamation report: Willow Flycatcher Disturbances, Threats and Protective Management Along the Lower Virgin and Colorado Rivers - 1997 (Reclamation, 1998).

195:  Additional information on marshes and backwaters along the Colorado River from below Hoover Dam to the SIB has been added.  The discussion references findings from Reclamation's BA that examines potential effects of the implementation of the interim surplus criteria on these habitats.

196:  The sentence has been reworded in the FEIS.

197:  See response to Comment 57-187.
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198:  Additional information on lake elevation and breeding season for the Southwestern willow flycatcher has been added to the FEIS.  This information was summarized from information included in the BA discussed in previous responses.  


199:  According to information included in McKernan, 1999, individual Yuma clapper rails have been documented at the Virgin and Muddy Rivers including the Virgin River floodplain between Littlefield, AZ and the Virgin River Delta, NV, and at sites within the lower Grand Canyon.  No additional information on possible sightings of Yuma clapper rail in the Lake Mead Delta is available.

200:  Revisions have been made to the discussion of bonytail in the FEIS.  




201:  Section 3.8.2.2.3 has been revised to use the term "repatriate" instead of "reintroduce."

202:  The locations of designation of critical habitat for all four fish species references the Federal Register notice (March 21, 1994), and occurrence of critical habitat in the analysis area is noted for each species.

203:  This information has been noted in the FEIS.

204:  See response to Comment 57-202 above.



205:  See response to Comment 57-202 above.  This information has been added to the FEIS.

206:  This section has been modified to discuss that razorback sucker can be found in the lower Colorado River and Lake Havasu.  Populations of razorback sucker within the San Juan River are outside of the area under consideration in the EIS.

207:  Comment noted.  However, Reclamation believes that the information is presented appropriately.
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208:  It should be noted that the analysis considers how species would be affected by changing system conditions that could occur under baseline conditions and each of the alternatives.  With regard to potential effects on special-status species, the differences between the alternatives is primarily associated with changes in probabilities for certain conditions to occur.  A more complete and detailed analysis would involve extensive study of each of these species and their population dynamics.

209:  Comment noted.  However, Reclamation believes that the information is presented appropriately.

210:  Modeling of future conditions under baseline conditions and the alternatives indicates increased potential for declining water levels at Lake Mead.  Although the rate of changed potential for surface elevation reductions varies among the alternatives compared to baseline conditions, significant differences in seasonal fluctuations are not expected (or indicated through system modeling).  No research directly addressing various lake levels and resulting development of riparian and marsh habitat is available.  Only general historical information is available and is associated with post-drought years followed by high water years.  As a result, a general approach that includes potential effects on vegetation based on the predicted declines in water levels is presented.

211:  Comment noted.  Reclamation believes that the analysis presented adequately identifies the potential effects of the alternatives compared to baseline conditions.


212:  The discussions for effects to fish species has been reformatted similar to that for the plant and wildlife species.  Effects of the alternatives to razorback sucker in Lake Mead are analyzed.




213:  Flows below Hoover Dam would be within historical ranges under baseline conditions and each of the alternatives, and no impacts to special-status species fish within this segment would occur as a result of interim surplus criteria.



214:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 57-213. The last sentence has been clarified.
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215:  The analysis has been revised to discuss potential effects to razorback sucker.  Ongoing efforts to protect the species under the ESA will continue under baseline conditions and each of the alternatives.    Because there are no known specific threshold elevations for razorback spawning, determining the specific probabilities associated with a particular elevation could not be done.  The text was revised to mention ongoing studies of the razorback sucker population in Lake Mead.

216:  Reclamation has determined that fluctuations in flows below Hoover Dam to the SIB under the alternatives would be within the historical operating range of the river and would, therefore, not affect recreation within these areas.  The FEIS does consider the potential effects of increases in the temperature of water released from Hoover Dam under decreased reservoir elevations on sport fishing within the river between Hoover Dam and Lake Mohave in Section 3.7.3. 

217:  The analysis of probabilities associated with the occurrence of reservoir elevations below specified elevations was used in the recreation analysis because specific elevations were identifed for recreation resources.  Other analyses in the EIS, including the analysis done to determine potential effects on special-status species, did not identify specific elevations with which to analyze probabilities.  In these instances, the model projections of certain elevations, typically the median elevation in each year, were used to identify the differences between the alternatives and baseline conditions.

218:  Section 3.9.2.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the typical annual range of Lake Mead elevations.  Differences between baseline conditions and alternatives shown for a single month represent differences throughout the year.

219:  Table 3.9-2 indicates existing facilities with the exception of Antelope Point.  For Antelope Point, proposed facilities are identified in the Development Concept Plan for the facility.  A footnote in Table 3.9-2 and the written description of Antelope Point in the FEIS provide information with regard to existing facilities at Antelope Point.

220:  The paragraph referenced discusses results from the Combrink and Collins study on the effects of general lake level fluctuations on reservoir facilities at Lake Powell.  As stated in the discussion "if lake fluctuations 'exceed' 25 feet, special adjustments would be necessary."  Although required adjustments at specific facilities are not known, such adjustments would be necessary both under baseline conditions and the alternatives.

221:    It is assumed based on the comment content that the commentor is referring to the discussion below Figure 3.9-1 on page 3.9-14.  Discussions of modeling results have been revised in the FEIS.

222:  Relevant information on angler use and success rates at Lake Mead, Lake Powell and Lake Mohave from the appropriate resource agencies in Utah, Arizona, and Nevada has been incorporated into Section 3.9.5..  However, it should be noted that, as discussed in Section 3.9.5, catch rates are not expected to be affected by interim surplus criteria.
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223:  Sections 3.7.3 and 3.9.5, both of which address sport fishing and the sport fishery, have been expanded.  Special status fish species are addressed in Section 3.8.2.2.2.


224:  The energy output of a powerplant is a function of the net effective head, the efficiency of the turbine and the quantity of water through the turbine.  Obviously this changes from year to year.  However, as a point of interest, the 30-year average conversion efficiency of Glen Canyon and Hoover is 463.8 kWh/AF and 456.2 kWh/AF, respectively.


225:  The nameplate capacity of Glen Canyon is about 1,200 MW.  Because of the flow restriction of 25,000 cfs, the powerplant can only produce 1,048 MW at maximum head.


226:  This analysis does not make any assumptions related to contract renewals.  However, it is possible that Western Area Power Administration would only make contract commitments when the current contracts terminate based on the foreseeable amounts of capacity and energy during the next contract term.  Potential increases or decreases in revenue from changes in power production are beyond the scope of analysis necessary to appropriately assess the potential effects of interim surplus criteria.


227:  Average Lake Powell and Lake Mead shoreline slopes used for the air quality analysis are based on general estimates by persons with knowledge of the terrain surrounding the two reservoirs.  It should be noted that estimates were developed for the purposes of comparing alternatives to baseline conditions, and determination of the actual slope was not necessary for this comparison.

228:  The temporary nature of reservoir levels has been noted in the discussion in the EIS.  The increase of median Lake Powell elevations after the interim period is due to the suspension of equalization requirements as discussed in Section 1.4.2.

229:  Section 3.13.4 discusses historical annual fluctuations of Lake Mead, which ranged to 75 feet.  The 10 to 20 feet fluctuations discussed in Section 3.12.4.1.2 are projected based on modeling results.

230:  Comment noted.  Discussion of potential effects have been revised as practicable to clarify information presented in the FEIS.  Note that the methodology used for analysis of various resources was dependent upon the amount of information available and the potential effects identified through modeling.
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231:  Tribal water rights are trust assets that are covered under the section on Indian Trust Assets, not under the Cultural Resources section.  


232:  A detailed discussion of Present Perfected Rights is beyond the space limitations available here. We suggest you read the Supreme Court Decision in Arizona v. California and supplemental decrees. Additional clarifying text has been modified in Section 3.14 to explain how Tribes water is acounted.    As Tribal water is developed, and depletions in the Upper Basin increase, less water will be available for storage in Colorado River reservoirs.  The modeling for the FEIS includes the increased use of water under Tribal rights over time in both the baseline and action alternatives.  Modeling the increased use of water in the Upper Basin, including the Tribal water, is essential in predicting future reservoir levels.


233:  The Northern Ute Tribe, located in the Upper Basin, has the right to deplete 248,943 acre-feet.  At the current time, approximately 100,000 acre-feet of this water is yet undeveloped.  The Northern Ute's Tribal allocation is included in the Upper Basin schedule of increased depletions, and included in the modeling process as discussed in the response to Comment 57-232.


234:  The Jicarilla Apache Tribe, located in the Upper Basin has about 30,000 acre-feet of undeveloped water.   The Jicarilla Apache Tribal allocation is included in the Upper Basin schedule of increased depletions, and included in the modeling process as discussed in the response to Comment 57-232.      


235:  The Navajo Tribe, currently has over 150,000 acre-feet of undeveloped water in the Upper Basin.  The Navajo's Tribal allocation is included in the Upper Basin schedule of increased depletions, and included in the modeling process as discussed in the response to Comment 57-232.      

236:  The Southern Ute Tribe, located in the Upper Basin has about 30,000 acre-feet of undeveloped water.  The Southern Ute's Tribal allocation is included in the Upper Basin schedule of increased depletions, and included in the modeling process as discussed in the response to Comment 57-232.       

237:  The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, located in the Upper Basin has about 50,000 acre-feet of undeveloped water.  The Ute Mountain Ute's Tribal allocation is included in the Upper Basin schedule of increased depletions, and included in the modeling process as discussed in the response to Comment 57-232.
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238:  There is no table in the DEIS that shows the Fort Mojave Indian Reservation is over-using its present perfected federal reserved water right in California.  As the table shows in Section 3.14.2.5 of this FEIS, the Tribe's right in California was limited, prior to June 19, 2000, to an annual diversion not to exceed 13,698 acre-feet.  The Fort Mojave Indian Reservation's reported diversions in the Article V Decree accounting records for use in California were 21,109 acre-feet in calendar year 1999.  As of June 19, 2000, the Fort Mojave Indian Reservation's present perfected federal reserved right was increased to a maximum annual diversion right of 16,720 acre-feet for use in California (see response to Comment 57-19).  This additional water right will help cover the amount of the overdraft but the Fort Mojave Indian Reservation may use its 16,720 acre feet of federal reserved right available for use in California on any lands within the reservation boundaries in California.  The Fort Mojave Indian Reservation's reported diversions for use in Arizona were 80,252 acre-feet in calendar year 1999.  Because the Tribe's water right for lands in Arizona is part of the 2.8 maf apportioned for use in the State of Arizona, any water that is not used by the Tribe first is made available to junior priority holders in Arizona.  Any water within this 2.8 maf apportionment that is not used in Arizona may be released by the Secretary under Article II(B)(6) of the Decree as unused apportionment for use in another Lower Division state.  Any of this water that is delivered to a California entitlement holder is unused apportionment, not surplus water.  There is no loss to make up.  If a holder of a Colorado River water entitlement does not use all the water to which it is entitled in any year, that entity does not retain a right to the unused water - it remains Colorado River System water and is available for the Secretary to release for use in another state as unused apportionment or surplus water, under Articles II(B)(6) or II(B)(3), respectively, of the Decree.

239:  The Article V Decree accounting records show the Chemehuevi Indian Reservation diverted 664 acre-feet in calendar year 1998 and 265 acre-feet in 1999.  The Tribe has proposed to lease some of its water right.  Because the Tribe's water right is part of the 4.4 maf apportioned for use in the State of California, any water that is not used by the Tribe first is available to junior priority holders in California in accordance with the priority system established for California by the California Seven-Party Agreement dated August 18, 1931.  There is no loss to be made up.  See the discussion under Comment 57-238.

240:  The most recent Article V Decree accounting records are for calendar year 1999.  As of 1999, the Colorado River Indian Tribes reported annual diversions of 599,509 and 5,791 acre-feet of diversions for use in the States of Arizona and California, respectively.  These reported uses compare to the tribes' Federal reserved right maximum diversions of 662,402 and 54,746 acre-feet for Arizona and California, respectively.  As for disposition if this unused water, see the discussion under Comment 57-238.

241:   The Quechan Tribe did not use all the present perfected Federal reserved water rights available for use by the Fort Yuma Indian Reservation in 1999, the most recent year for which Article V Decree accounting records are available.  In 1999, the annual diversions reported for the tribe were 31,350 acre-feet.  See the discussion under Comment 57-238.    

242:  The total diversions reported for the Cocopah Indian Reservation were 11,546 acre-feet during calendar year 1999, which exceeded the tribe's annual diversion right of 10,847 acre-feet.  See the discussion under Comment 57-238.   

243:   See response to Comment 56-6.

244:  Excess flows to Mexico are defined as flows at the Northerly International Boundary (NIB) in excess of Mexico's scheduled delivery.  When flood control releases occur at Lake Mead, Mexico is allowed to schedule up to an additional 200 kaf for delivery for that year.  Excess flows under flood control releases are then flows in excess of that increased Mexico scheduled delivery.
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245:  The discussion of historical versus current habitat notes when non-native species such as salt cedar and shrimp were introduced.  Occurrence of the Southwestern willow flycatcher in Mexico is noted in Section 3.16.6, as is the status of Yuma clapper rail.


246:  Additional information has been added to the FEIS concerning Mexico's practice of diverting excess flows (such water does not count against their allocation).


247:  As discussed in Section 3.4.4.5.2 of the FEIS, Mexico receives surplus deliveries 26% of the time for the interim surplus criteria period under baseline conditions, and 23% of the time under the preferred alternative (Basin States Alternative).  As noted in Section 3.3.3.3, all alternatives and baseline used identical Upper Basin depletions.  

248:  As stated in the DEIS on page 3-16-8, paragraph 2, "the relatively high frequencies occurring in years 2001 through 2005 result from the current full reservoir conditions".  After 2005, there is a gradually declining trend out to 2050 that is due to the increasing Upper Basin depletions.

249:  Reclamation notes that in 1983 through 1987, excess flows at NIB were greater than 9 maf annually, with a maximum of 13.8 maf in 1984.

250:  As discussed in Section 3.3.3.5, the range of possible future hydrologic inflows modeled includes the 1983-1987 historical inflows.  Such events will cause flood control releases of similar magnitudes in the future.

251:  The term "magnitude" has been added to the glossary of the FEIS to provide a definition for this tern.  See response to Comment 11-18 which addresses reductions in historic river flows below NIB.

252:  Reclamation assessment has been revised to discuss these concepts.
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253:  Excess flows to Mexico primarily result from flood control releases from Lake Mead.  As shown in Figures 3.16-2 through 3.16-5 in the FEIS, the surplus alternatives have annual excess flow volumes over the same range as the volumes for the baseline conditions.  The differences between the alternatives and baseline conditions are in the frequency of occurrence (or probability) of excess flow volumes of a particular magnitude (e.g. 2-3% for a volume of 4 maf in year 2005).

254:  This information is included in the discussion for the desert pupfish in Section 3.16.6.2.1 of the FEIS.

255:  Inflow to and salinity of the Cienaga from MODE would not be affected by the interim surplus criteria.

256:  The discussion of the status of the Southwestern willow flycatcher notes this.


257:  Reclamation could only find documents of flycatchers being observed in Mexico before its breeding season, and believes it is not reasonable to assume they breed in the area.


258:  The analysis for the FEIS focuses on acreages from a 1997 survey of floodplain vegetation in the Limotrophe Division, a 1999 study conducted by the University of Monterrey, University of Arizona, Environmental Defense Fund, and the Sonoran Institute, and a 1998 aerial survey of the Rio Hardy and Colorado rivers.

259:  A map has been added to Section 3.16.

260:  Comment noted.

261:  Mention of when crayfish were introduced to the lower Colorado River and its role in extending the breeding range of the rail has been moved up.

262:  No, they are two different areas in California.

263:  This has been added to the discussion.
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264:  Comment noted.

265:  This update has been added to the discussion.

266:  Information on the legal status of the yellow-billed cuckoo has been revised.

267:  As stated in the definition from the CEQ regulations, cumulative impact analyses include the proposed action and other actions.


268:  Comment noted.


269:  The text has been edited. 


270:  Increasing the availability of surplus water is not the purpose and need of the proposed action.  See FEIS Section 1.1.3 for a definition of the purpose and need.  


271:  Comment noted.


272:  Following a decision to implement one of the action alternatives, the Secretary could choose to revert to the current method for determining surplus.  A subsequent decision by the Secretary to revert to the current method (i.e., the AOP process without specific interim surplus criteria in effect) would be different than selecting the No Action Alternative at the present time.  The likelihood and timing of such subsequent decision is speculative and not analyzed in the FEIS.    Any changes to the interim surplus criteria or the LROC at the 5 year reviews would institute the need for appropriate environmental compliance.
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273:  Reclamation does not believe recreational losses would be irreversible because the reservoirs and river level are constantly fluctuating up and down over time.  Lower levels may actually improve some kinds of recreation such as reservoir fishing as fish become more concentrated.  Regarding power losses, power production is not a primary function of Hoover Dam.  It is third on the list of dam operation priorities behind flood control/improved navigation and irrigation/domestic uses/satisfaction of present perfected rights.











274:  The term "annual magnitude flows" is not commonly used in hydrology.  In the FEIS, flows shown on an annual basis represent total volume over the year at the specified point.

275:  The L. Fitzpatrick citation has been replaced with information from McKernan (1999).


276:  Please see response to Comment 57-275 above.


277:  This error from the DEIS has been corrected. These and additional references revising the transboundary impacts analysis have been incorporated into a single list of references in the FEIS.


278:  Yes, the requirement was included. 

279:  Reclamation's Six States Alternative was derived from the Six States proposal.  The alternative is as described in Chapter 2, and the assumptions used for modeling are described in Section 3.3.

280:  Please refer to the purpose and need discussion in Chapter 1.


281:  Please refer to Attachment H for a discussion of the water demand schedules.
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282:  California would be monitored for its progress in implementing its Colorado River Water Use Plan.   Each of the Lower Division states would be monitored as to use of its basic apportionment and purposes for which surplus water is used.


283:  Reclamation does not anticipate any waiver of Arizona's percentage right to surplus water.  The percentages would apply when a quantified surplus is declared that must be divided among the Lower Division states.


284:   The influence of this document is discussed in the introduction to Section 2.2.4.

285:  The provisions of the Six States Alternative in this FEIS take precedence over the provisions cited in the attachment.     


286:  Reclamation is formulating a policy for overrun accounting which we expect will be published in the Federal Register for public review and comment.  However, the matter is beyond the scope of this FEIS and is not described in this FEIS.


287:  Reclamation's understanding is that conjunctive use of groundwater will play an important role in the water supply for all the Lower Division states.


288:  Comment noted.


289:  The depletion schedules have been replaced with revised schedules used to model the baseline conditions and surplus alternatives for the FEIS.  Page numbers have been added. 


290:  In the FEIS, the Flood Control Alternative was modeled using California intrastate transfers. See response to Comment 37-11 for additional discussion.  


291:  The explanation of surplus depletion schedules provided in this paragraph has been revised to provide more clarity.   Additional more detailed explanation on the modeling criteria used to determine the availability and amount of surplus water deliveries under the modeled baseline conditions and the different surplus alternatives is provided in Attachment I of the FEIS.
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292:  Attachment G of the DEIS is now Attachment H in the FEIS.  The tables in these attachments represent the Lower Basin Depletion Schedules that were used as input to the model.  These schedules were updated by the states in September 2000, and represent the states' projections of their future water demands under the respective water supply conditions.

293:  The attachment has bee revised.  The draft guidelines focus on presenting information for the preferred alternative.  It is now Attachment I.  See response to Comment 57-279 above.


294:  The Guidelines contain detailed provisions of Reclamation's preferred plan, and is not necessarily intended to conform to the Seven States proposal.

295:  As stated in the purpose and need discussion in Section 1.1.3, a greater degree of predictability is being sought for mainstream users of Colorado River water.

296:   When surplus water delivery is based on a trigger elevation, the water level could drop below the trigger elevation once the deliveries are made.  See also response to Comment 57-64.




297:  The tables are in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  The tabulated values were produced by the operational model.



298:  Copies of this Attachment were available at the technical presentation on August 15, 2000, at the four public hearings for the DEIS, and upon request.  It is Attachment J to the FEIS.


299:  Comment noted.









300:  It is difficult to decrease the scale of these graphs without losing data.  The size of the data markers has been reduced to make it easier to distinguish between alternatives.  Graphs in Attachment L supplement information in the main body of the FEIS.
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301:  Comment  noted.




302:  This correction has been made for figures in the FEIS.
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