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Reponses to Comment Letter F-1 

F-1-1 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-2 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-3 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment.  The action alternatives were formulated to 
permit an evaluation of a wide range of operating conditions and to permit an evaluation of 
several trade-offs, including the trade-offs between water deliveries and retaining water in 
storage for future use.    

F-1-4 and F-1-5 
Reclamation does not concur with these comments.  The Basin States Alternative and the 
Preferred Alternative include provisions for stepped water delivery reductions associated with 
specific Lake Mead elevations that begin at elevation 1,075 feet msl and continue down to 
elevation 1,025 feet msl.  The re-consultation that would occur under these alternatives when the 
Lake Mead water level falls below elevation 1,025 feet msl is expected to consider among other 
factors, projected inflow conditions, the need for and magnitude of additional shortages, and the 
ability of water users to manage additional delivery reductions at that point in time.  Therefore, 
the shortage guidelines provided in the Basin States Alternative and the Preferred Alternative 
meet the purpose and need of the proposed federal action. 

F-1-6 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. The trade-offs between 
reducing water deliveries and retaining water in storage for future use is clearly demonstrated in 
the analysis of the alternatives. 

F-1-7 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-8 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-9 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 
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F-1-10 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-11 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-12 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-13 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-14 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-15 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-16 through F-1-18 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment.  Consistent with the purpose and need of the 
proposed federal action, Reclamation believes that it is important to provide operational 
guidelines that address the operation of the reservoirs throughout the full range of water levels.  
This includes the availability of surplus water when water levels in the reservoirs are in the upper 
range.  

F-1-19 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-20 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-21 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment. The foundation of the analysis in the EIS is a 
relative comparison between alternatives. Use of the historical record, tree-ring reconstructions 
and other techniques to project future inflows (Section 4.2 and Appendix N) provides a valid 
relative comparison of the alternatives.  
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F-1-22 
See response to Comment No. F-1-21.  

F-1-23 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-24 
Your comment is addressed in the general response pertaining to climate changes and hydrologic 
variability in the introduction to Volume IV of the Final EIS.  Section 4.2 of the Final EIS has 
been enhanced and two new appendices (Appendix T and Appendix U) have been added to 
provide additional information regarding the potential impacts of climate change and hydrologic 
variability.  

F-1-25 
Reclamation concurs with this comment.  Actual inflow from August 2006 through May 2007 
was substantially lower than the projected inflow that was used in the hydrologic modeling that 
was conducted in the fall of 2006 for the Draft EIS.  The modeling for the Final EIS was updated 
in June 2007 and incorporated the most current conditions and inflow projection information at 
that time.  The different initial conditions that were used in the modeling for the Draft EIS and 
Final EIS are presented in Appendix A.  

F-1-26 through F-1-28 
See response to Comment No. F-1-21. 

F-1-29 
In the modeling of the alternatives, all action alternatives are assumed to revert back to the 
assumptions used to represent the No Action Alternative after in 2026. Figure 4.4-6 shows the 
maximum modeled shortage amounts in each year for all alternatives and the large maximum 
shortages occurring after 2026 are primarily the result of this assumption.  

F-1-30 
Reclamation concurs with this comment. The referenced table and figure have been revised in 
the Final EIS. 

F-1-31 
Reclamation concurs not concur with this comment.  As noted in Section 4.11.1.3, the 
underlying hourly prices used in the analysis of economic values were based on 2004 price data.  
However, these prices were escalated by 2.2 percent per year to estimate 2008 prices. This 
escalation method is commonly used in the industry, was determined to be appropriate for this 
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analysis, and provided results that could be used in the relative comparison of the action 
alternatives to the No Action Alternative. 

F-1-32 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-33 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-34 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-35 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-1-36 
See response to Comment No. F-1-3.  

F-1-37 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 
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Reponses to Comment Letter F-2 

F-2-1 
Reclamation reviewed the comments submitted in January 2007 and as appropriate, modified the 
Draft EIS that was published in February 2007.   

F-2-2 
Reclamation concurs with this comment.  A citation of Minute 306 has been added to 
Table 1.7-1. 

F-2-3 and F-2-4 
Your comments are noted. Potential impacts of the proposed federal action to fish and wildlife 
resources in the NIB to SIB reach are analyzed (Section 4.8). 

F-2-5 
Reclamation has complied with Executive Order No. 12114 and Public Law 109-432 by 
informing the Department of State of the proposed federal action and by providing technical 
support to the United States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission 
(USIBWC) for its consultation with Mexico. The Final EIS incorporates appropriate information 
regarding potential hydrologic and water quality impacts to Mexico (at the appropriate Treaty 
delivery point) that have been prepared after coordination with the USIBWC, as well as with 
representatives of the Department of State. 

F-2-6 
The information requested is provided in the EIS.  Reclamation's modeling of the alternatives 
considered various factors that could affect future reservoir water levels.  These factors include 
future water demands, hydrologic variability, the coordinated operation for Lake Powell and 
Lake Mead, and the storage and delivery of conserved water via the proposed Lake Mead storage 
and delivery mechanism. 

F-2-7 
Your comment is noted. No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-2-8 and F-2-9 

Reclamation concurs with these comments. The referenced statement in Section 1.8.5 regarding 
mitigation for un-covered species has been modified. 
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F-2-10 
Reclamation concurs with this comment.  The terms “system water” and “non-system water” 
have been defined in the glossary of the Final EIS.  

F-2-11 
Reclamation has included draft operational guidelines in the Final EIS (Appendix S).  

F-2-12 
The term “bypass flows” has been defined in the glossary of the Final EIS. 

F-2-13 through F-2-15 
Your comments are noted.  Any presumption of temporary or long-term water transfers between 
specific agricultural and municipal interests is speculative since it is unknown which entities 
might participate and at what level of participation.  Given the speculative nature of agricultural 
to urban transfers, it is not possible to make a quantitative assessment of the potential impacts of 
these types of actions on groundwater or other resources. 

F-2-16 
Reclamation concurs with this comment.  Table 3.8-7 has been corrected in the Final EIS.  

F-2-17 
 Reclamation concurs with this comment.  Table 3.8-7 has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

F-2-18 
Your comment is addressed in the general response pertaining to climate changes and hydrologic 
variability in the introduction to Volume IV of the Final EIS.  Section 4.2 of the Final EIS has 
been enhanced and two new appendices (Appendix T and Appendix U) have been added to 
provide additional information regarding the potential impacts of climate change and hydrologic 
variability. 

F-2-19 and F-2-20 
Potential flow reductions resulting from shortages and changes to points of diversion (e.g. due to 
existing or planned water transfers, conservation activities postulated for the storage and delivery 
mechanism, etc.) were modeled for each alternative and the modeling assumptions are detailed in 
Section 4.2, Appendix A, Appendix D, and Appendix M.  The groundwater analysis in the Davis 
Dam to Parker Dam and Parker Dam to Imperial Dam reaches was based on a relative 
comparison of the median flows for each alternative, including potential flow reductions as 
modeled. 
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Consistency of the Preferred Alternative with the LCR MSCP will be analyzed and submitted 
separately to the Fish and Wildlife Service.  

F-2-21 and F-2-22 
Legislation passed by Congress in late 2006 (Public Law 109-432) requires that the Secretary 
proceed “without delay” with the “construction, operation and maintenance” of the Drop 2 
Storage Reservoir.  Reclamation published a Final EA on the Drop 2 Storage Reservoir project 
on June 20, 2007 (http://www.usbr.gov/lc/yuma/environmental_docs/environ_docs.html). 
Construction is scheduled to begin in 2008 and is expected to be operational by 2010.  Therefore, 
the inclusion of this project as part of the No Action Alternative and the action alternatives is 
consistent with NEPA guidelines. 

F-2-23 
See response to Comment No. F-2-10. 

F-2-24 
The effect that individual future SNWA non-system water projects will have on Hoover Dam 
releases will vary depending on whether the source of supply for the individual projects is 
located upstream or downstream of Hoover Dam. Since SNWA’s intakes are in Lake Mead,  
non-system water projects originating upstream of Hoover Dam would have no effect on Hoover 
Dam releases. SNWA non-system water projects originating downstream of Hoover Dam, 
however, could potentially result in a reduction in Hoover Dam releases. Such projects would 
likely involve a water “exchange” with another agency where the other agency would take 
possession of the new non-system water supply developed by SNWA in exchange for an 
equivalent portion of the other agency's Colorado River water supply yet to be released from 
Lake Mead. The analysis of the storage and delivery mechanism in the EIS considered non-
system water projects originating upstream and downstream of Hoover Dam. 

F-2-25 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary.   

F-2-26 
The analysis of the potential changes in flows in each reach is detailed in Section 4.3. 

F-2-27 

See responses to Comment Nos. F-2-19 and F-2-20. 

F-2-28 
Your comment is noted. No change in the Final EIS was necessary. 
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F-2-29 

See responses to Comments Nos. F-2-13 through F-2-15. 

F-2-30 and F-2-31 
Conservation projects (including canal lining, desalination, etc.) would result in additional water 
supplies. Those projects would not necessarily need to be near a source of Colorado River water 
to affect an exchange. 

F-2-32 

This comment does not accurately reflect the information published by Reclamation in the Draft 
EIS. The referenced section on Page 4-79 of the Draft EIS states “The river flow reductions that 
were observed for the river reaches downstream of Hoover Dam under the action alternatives 
were similar to those previously analyzed in the LCRMSCP Final EIS and LCR MSCP BA/BO”.  

Also see responses to Comment Nos. F-2-19 and F-2-20.  

F-2-33 
Reclamation has included draft operational guidelines in the Final EIS (Appendix S) that discuss 
the creation and delivery of Intentionally Created Surplus (ICS) for all Lower Basin water supply 
conditions (including during a Shortage Condition and a Surplus Condition). 

F-2-34 
Reclamation concurs with this comment.  The text in Section 1.8.5 and Section 4.8.1.2 has been 
modified.  

F-2-35 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-2-19 and F-2-20.   

F-2-36 through F-2-38 
The discussion of the potential impacts on vegetation has been expanded in the Final EIS to more 
directly address the connection between changes in annual median flows, groundwater levels, 
and riparian and marsh vegetation impacts.  Sections 4.8.3.4 and 4.8.3.5 have also been modified 
in the Final EIS to include discussions of the magnitude, frequency, and duration of annual 
median flow differences under all alternatives and the anticipated effects on riparian groundwater 
levels and vegetation. 

F-2-39 
Information presented in the Draft EIS has been modified in the Final EIS to clarify this issue.  
Reclamation identified that the temperature graphs used in the Draft EIS (presented in Appendix 
P) could be clarified by establishing a single temperature output for each month at the three Lake 
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Powell elevation percentiles.  Accordingly, for the Final EIS, the average monthly temperature 
for each month at the 10th, 50th and 90th percentile were used rather than the range provided in 
the Draft EIS.  Based on this revision, the average temperature for some of the action alternatives 
does fall lower than the No Action Alternative.  As a result, Reclamation added additional 
discussion on these potential impacts to fishery resources in the Final EIS.  Please refer to 
Chapter 4.8 for discussion of the results of these analyses.    

F-2-40 
Information presented in the Draft EIS has been modified in the Final EIS (see Section 4.8.4.3 
and Table 4.8-5) to clarify this issue.  The FEIS includes a discussion and analysis of McNeill’s 
sooty-winged skipper and its habitat at Lake Mead. 

F-2-41   
The discussion regarding woundfin at Lake Mead in the Draft EIS was related to those 
individuals that may move downstream from the Virgin River into Lake Mead as the lake level 
drops and more riverine habitat is exposed in the inflow area upstream of Lake Mead and is not 
intended to indicate that woundfin regularly inhabit Lake Mead under current conditions.  

F-2-42 
Reclamation concurs with this comment. A discussion on potential impacts to the Colorado 
River Cotton Rat has been added to the Special Status Species discussion in Chapter 4.8 of the 
Final EIS and addresses the area from Davis Dam to Lake Havasu.   

F-2-43 
It is anticipated that the ROD for this EIS will implement guidelines for the coordinated 
management of the Lake Powell and Lake Mead.  These guidelines will be used in the AOP 
process to inform the Secretary’s decisions with regard to the annual release from Lake Powell 
for each year.  The Long-term Experimental Plan (LTEP) for the operation of Glen Canyon Dam 
is primarily focused on implementing a structured, long-term program of experimentation 
(including dam operations, as well as other potential management actions such as removal of 
non-native fish species).  Dam operations considered by LTEP will not modify Lake Powell’s 
annual release.  Potential changes to daily and seasonal patterns of release relative to the 
assumptions in this EIS may occur due to LTEP; however, those changes anticipated to be 
addressed in the LTEP EIS or other appropriate decision making processes. 
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Reponses to Comment Letter F-3 

F-3-1 
Your comment is addressed in the general response pertaining to climate changes and hydrologic 
variability in the introduction to Volume IV of the Final EIS.  Section 4.2 of the Final EIS has 
been enhanced and two new appendices (Appendix T and Appendix U) have been added to 
provide additional information regarding the potential impacts of climate change and hydrologic 
variability. 

F-3-2 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-3-3 and F-3-4 

Your comment is noted. The content of the Final EIS has been modified as appropriate.  

F-3-5 

Your comment is noted.  The content of the Final EIS has been modified as appropriate.  

F-3-6 
Your comment is noted. The content of the Final EIS has been modified as appropriate. 

F-3-7 
Water supply planning and water supply management occurs at the federal, state, regional and 
local levels.  Most states, regional agencies, local agencies, and communities already have or are 
in the process of preparing water resources management plans and/or drought management plans 
that address varying water demand and water supply management issues. The proposed 
guidelines are intended to, among other benefits, provide mainstream United States users of 
Colorado River water, particularly those in the Lower Division states, a greater degree of 
certainty with respect to the amount of annual water deliveries in future years, particularly under 
drought and low reservoir conditions and provide additional mechanisms for the storage and 
delivery of water supplies in Lake Mead. Additionally, the proposed water storage and delivery 
mechanism is expected to be used by agencies to increase their flexibility in meeting water use 
needs from Lake Mead.  Implementation of these guidelines will be highly beneficial to water 
supply planners and will provide added water supply management options that can be used by 
agencies to develop more comprehensive plans to meet their water use needs, particularly during 
drought or low reservoir conditions.   

F-3-8 
Your comment is noted. Reclamation has included draft operational guidelines in the Final EIS 
(Appendix S) that address the administration of the ICS mechanism.   
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F-3-9 and F-3-10 
Reclamation concurs with these comments.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-3-11 
See response to Comment No. F-3-7.  

F-3-12 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary.   

F-3-13 
Your comment is noted. Additional information with respect to the drought response and water 
supply management plans of Arizona, MWD, and SNWA have been included in Section 4.14 in 
the Final EIS.  

F-3-14 
Your comment is noted. The environmental impacts of a mechanism allowing ICS of up to 4.2 
maf have been analyzed for the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS.   

F-3-15 

Information presented in the Draft EIS has been modified in the Final EIS pursuant to this 
specific comment, as well as other public comments.  Section H.6. of the Final EIS includes an 
additional assessment that considers the impacts of a compensated voluntary conservation 
program.  Additionally as noted in Section 2.4.5 of the EIS, the Conservation Before Shortage 
proposal postulated several potential funding sources which the Department currently does not 
have the authority to implement in their entirety absent additional legislation.  The viability of 
this funding proposal is not known at this time and therefore there is some uncertainty as to 
whether all of the elements of the Conservation Before Shortage proposal can be implemented. 

F-3-16 
See response to Comment No. F-3-8. 

F-3-17 
Your comment is noted. No change to the Final EIS was necessary. 

F-3-18 
The United States Geological Survey (USGS), in cooperation with Reclamation and other 
regional and local agencies, maintains a stream flow gaging system throughout the Colorado 
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River Basin. Reclamation also maintains additional gages in the Lower Basin. The data from 
these systems is used to monitor and record flows throughout the mainstream and tributaries of 
the Colorado River. Although Reclamation is committed to maintaining its gaging network in 
addition to assisting the USGS, ensuring that resources are available to expand and maintain 
these networks is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

F-3-19 and F-3-20 
Your comment is addressed in the general response pertaining to climate changes and hydrologic 
variability in the introduction to Volume IV of the Final EIS.  Section 4.2 of the Final EIS has 
been enhanced and two new appendices (Appendix T and Appendix U) have been added to 
provide additional information regarding the potential impacts of climate change and hydrologic 
variability. 

F-3-21 and F-3-22 

The information requested regarding ecological resources in the NIB to SIB reach (limitrophe) is 
provided in the Draft and Final EIS.  Section 3.8 provides a discussion of the vegetation and 
wildlife species present in the study area by river reach, including the NIB to SIB reach. 
Additional information on the existing endangered and listed species that are found in the NIB to 
SIB reach can be found in the LCR MSCP EIS (Reclamation 2004).  Section 4.8 describes the 
potential effects of the proposed action, again by river reach including the NIB to SIB reach.  

As noted in Section 3.9, there is little to no data relative to the existence of historic properties 
within the river channel for the river reach that extends from Imperial Dam to the SIB. 
Nevertheless, any known or as yet undiscovered cultural resources within this reach of the River 
will not be affected by the No Action Alternative or action alternatives because the current river 
operations will continue into the future 

F-3-23 
Section 3.10 provides a description of Indian Trust Assets (ITA), including those of the Cocopah 
Indian Reservation. Potential impacts to ITAs as a result of the proposed federal action are 
discussed in Section 4.10.     

F-3-24 and F-3-25  
Section 4.11 provides a description of electrical power resources, including the Basin Funds. 
Potential impacts to the Basin Funds as a result of the proposed federal action are discussed in 
Section 4.11.   
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Reponses to Comment Letter F-4 

F-4-1 
Your comment is noted. The TOC and Section 6.8 have been revised in the final EIS to reflect 
the suggested changes.  

F-4-2 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment. No change to the Final EIS was made. 

F-4-3 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary.  The Draft EIS and the Final 
EIS include statements throughout clearly stating that determinations regarding water deliveries 
to Mexico would be made in accordance with the 1944 Treaty and are therefore not part of the 
proposed federal action.  

F-4-4 
Your comment is noted. The reference has been changed from Section 1.7 to Section 1.7.2.3. 

F-4-5 
Your comment is noted. No change to the Final EIS was necessary.  As noted in Appendix M, at 
this time, it is unknown which entities might participate in a Lake Mead mechanism that allows 
the storage and delivery of conserved system and non-system water. However, modeling 
assumptions with respect to the entities that might participate and their respective level of 
participation were needed to enable the evaluation of the mechanism and its potential effects on 
environmental resources, particularly to reservoir storage and river flows below Lake Mead. 
Reclamation’s modeling assumptions are not intended to constitute an interpretation or 
application of the 1944 Treaty or to represent current United States policy or a determination of 
future United States policy regarding deliveries to Mexico. 

F-4-6 
Under the current modeling assumptions, the probability of shortages to California and MWD is 
zero over the interim period for the Preferred Alternative (Section 4.4.7.2 of the Final EIS). 

F-4-7 
Your comment is noted. The reference has been changed from Section 3.4 to Section 3.4.5 in the 
Final EIS. 
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F-4-8 
Your comment is noted. Information presented in the EIS in Section 4.2.7 accurately reflects the 
modeling assumptions that are common to the No Action Alternative and the action alternatives.  
No change to the Final EIS was necessary with regard to expanding or clarifying the paragraph 
referenced in the comment.  However, although not part of the comment, there was an omission 
in the first sentence of this paragraph.  The first sentence in this paragraph has been revised in 
the Final EIS. 

F-4-9 

As discussed in Section 4.2.7 of the Final EIS, the bypass of return flows from the Welton-
Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District to the Cienega de Santa Clara in Mexico is assumed to 
be 109 kafy (the historical average for the period 1990 through 2005). This water is not counted 
as part of the 1944 Treaty delivery.  

Except under the Conservation Before Shortage and Reservoir Storage alternatives, replacement 
of the bypassed water is not assumed to occur in the future. Under those alternatives, 
replacement of the bypass flows was assumed to be part of activities related to the storage and 
delivery mechanism.  

The United States recognizes that it has an obligation to replace, as appropriate, the bypass flows 
and the assumptions made herein, for modeling purposes; do not necessarily represent the policy 
that Reclamation will adopt for replacement of bypass flows. The assumptions made with respect 
to modeling the bypass flows are intended only to provide a thorough and comprehensive 
accounting of the Lower Basin water supply. The United States is exploring options for 
replacement of the bypass flows, including options that would not require operation of the Yuma 
Desalting Plant. For modeling purposes only, the Yuma Desalting Plant is not assumed to 
operate over the modeling period. 

F-4-10 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was made. 

F-4-11 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was made. The term “depletions” is used 
throughout the EIS and is defined in the Glossary.  

F-4-12 and F-4-13 
Your comment is noted. Additional language has been added to Section 3.5.1 and Section 4.5.3 
in the Final EIS. 

F-4-14 
Your comment is noted. The referenced sentence in Section 6.8 has been modified in the Final 
EIS. 
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F-4-15 
Your comment is noted. The referenced entry in Table 6.9-1 has been modified in the Final EIS.  

F-4-16 
Your comment is noted. The referenced sentence in Section B.2.8 has been modified in the Final 
EIS. 

F-4-17 
Your comment is noted.  No change to the Final EIS was necessary. The design capacity of the 
limitrophe reach is already noted in the second paragraph in Section B.2.8.  

F-4-18 
Your comment is noted. The referenced sentence in Section B.2.8 has been modified in the Final 
EIS. 

F-4-19 

Your comment is noted. The referenced sentence in Section B.2.8 has been modified in the Final 
EIS. 

F-4-20 
Your comment is noted. No change to the Final EIS was made.  

F-4-21 
Your comment is noted. The referenced entry in Table I-1 has been modified in the Final EIS.  

F-4-22 through F-4-24 
Your comment is noted. No change to the Final EIS was made.   

F-4-25 
Your comment is noted. The appropriate information in Table I-1 has been updated in the Final 
EIS.   

F-4-26 and F-4-27 
See response to Comment No. F-4-5. 
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Reponses to Comment Letter F-5 

Responses to Mexico’s Comments: 
Allotment of Colorado River water to Mexico is governed by the 1944 Treaty. The proposed 
federal action is a domestic action for the purpose of adopting additional operational guidelines 
to improve the Department’s annual management and operation of key Colorado River reservoirs 
for an interim period through 2026. Certain modeling assumptions are used in this EIS in order 
to assess the potential effects to environmental resources of the proposed federal action. This 
assessment includes, but is not limited to, potential effects to water quantity, water quality, and 
fish and wildlife, particularly at the borders between the United States and Mexico. 
Reclamation’s modeling assumptions are not intended to constitute an interpretation or 
application of the 1944 Treaty or to represent current United States policy or a determination of 
future United States policy regarding deliveries to Mexico.  

The United States has provided information to Mexico throughout the NEPA process through the 
United States and Mexican sections of the IBWC as detailed in Chapter 6. The United States will 
conduct all necessary and appropriate discussions regarding the proposed federal action and 
implementation of the 1944 Treaty with Mexico through the IBWC in consultation with the 
Department of State. 

F-5-1 
Comments transmitted in letters dated March 29, 2007 and April 25, 2007 have been addressed 
in this Final EIS. 

F-5-2 
Allotment of Colorado River water to Mexico is governed by the 1944 Treaty. The proposed 
federal action is a domestic action for the purpose of adopting additional operational guidelines 
to improve the Department’s annual management and operation of key Colorado River reservoirs 
for an interim period through 2026.  The proposed federal action is a domestic action.  However, 
in order to assess the potential effects of the proposed federal action in this Final EIS, certain 
modeling assumptions (discussed in Section 2.2.1, Section 4.2, Appendix A, and Appendix M) 
are used that display projected water deliveries to Mexico. These modeling assumptions are 
common to all of the alternatives studied and are not intended to constitute an interpretation or 
application of the 1944 Treaty or to represent current United States policy or a determination of 
future United States policy regarding deliveries to Mexico.  The United States will conduct all 
necessary and appropriate discussions regarding the proposed federal action and implementation 
of the 1944 Treaty with Mexico through the IBWC in consultation with the Department of State. 

F-5-3 
As noted in Section 1.7.2.3, allotment of Colorado River water to Mexico is governed by the 
1944 Treaty. Determination of deliveries to Mexico would be made in accordance with the 1944 
Treaty.  The United States will conduct all necessary and appropriate discussions regarding the 
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implementation of the 1944 Treaty with Mexico through the IBWC in consultation with the 
Department of State. 

F-5-4 
The modeling assumption used in this EIS assumes future water delivery reductions to Mexico 
are proportional to future reductions to United States users in the Lower Basin. Based upon 
comments provided by Mexico regarding this assumption, a sensitivity analysis was conducted 
and included as Appendix Q, Modeling Assumptions with Regard to Future Water Deliveries to 
Mexico, Sensitivity Analysis, of this Final EIS. This analysis examines the sensitivity of the 
hydrologic resources to a different modeling assumption that assumes future water reductions to 
Mexico are in the same proportion as water delivery reductions to all United States users, in both 
the Upper and Lower Basin.  

F-5-5 
The governments of Mexico and the United States expressed their intention to cooperate and 
collaborate on issues related to the lower Colorado River in a joint statement issued on August 
13, 2007. In that statement, United States and Mexican authorities stated that cooperative, 
innovative and holistic measures should be considered to ensure that the Colorado River is able 
to continue to meet environmental, agricultural and urban demands of both nations. 
Opportunities for water conservation, storage and supply augmentation, and more efficient 
Colorado River water deliveries to Mexico are among the issues expected to be addressed in 
discussions held under the auspices of the IBWC.  

F-5-6 
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 authorized implementation of desalting 
and salinity control projects to improve river water quality. Salinity control projects have and 
continue to be implemented throughout the basin including projects to control irrigation seepage 
and reduce transport of salt loads to the Colorado River.  As shown in Section 4.5 of the Final 
EIS, relative changes in salinity at Imperial Dam under all alternatives are expected to be minor 
(approximately one to three percent). 

IBWC Minute 242 (Section 3.5) was developed in 1973. Minute 242 limits the differential in 
annual salinity between Imperial Dam and the NIB to 115 parts per million (ppm) ± 30 ppm. The 
United States will continue to undertake activities to ensure compliance with the salinity 
provisions of Minute 242 and these activities will not be affected by the proposed federal action.   

F-5-7 
During flood control operations at Lake Mead, releases are made from Hoover Dam as specified 
by the flood control criteria established with the USACE (Section 3.3.4). Under current practice 
(Section 2.2.4.1), Mexico is allowed to schedule up to an additional 200 kaf pursuant to the 1944 
Treaty during flood control years when water supplies exceed those required for use in the 
United States. 
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As described in Section 4.2.7, modeling assumptions common to all alternatives included 
deliveries to Mexico of up to 1.7 maf during flood control years.  The probability of flood 
control surplus deliveries to the Lower Basin states for all alternatives is shown in Figure 4.4-16. 
Given the modeling assumption that deliveries to Mexico of up to 1.7 mafy would be made 
under these conditions, this figure also shows the likelihood of Mexico receiving surplus water 
under the 1944 Treaty. As shown in Figure 4.4-16, the likelihood of flood control releases under 
all alternatives is nearly the same (ranging from between zero and approximately 20 percent for 
all alternatives over the interim period), with the exception of the Reservoir Storage Alternative 
which is higher (up to a maximum of eight percent higher in 2015) over much of the interim 
period due to the larger volumes of shortages that are applied under that alternative which tend to 
keep the reservoir higher. 

F-5-8 
As discussed in Section 3.3.10, Mexico diverts the majority of its Colorado River water 
allotment at Morelos Diversion Dam resulting in limited volumes of water flowing in the NIB to 
SIB (limitrophe) reach and to the Colorado River Delta. The more frequent and smaller volumes 
of water (up to but typically less than 50,000 afy) are primarily the result of seepage from 
Morelos Diversion Dam, irrigation return flows and groundwater from Mexico and the United 
States, and water in excess of Mexico’s scheduled delivery due to cancelled orders in the United 
States.  The proposed federal action would not affect these smaller volumes of water. 

Larger, less frequent volumes of water may occur below Morelos Diversion Dam as a result of 
flood control releases from Hoover Dam (Section 3.3.10) that are not diverted at Morelos 
Diversion Dam. As shown in Figure 4.3-44 (Section 4.3.9), the probability of larger flows under 
all alternatives during the interim period are approximately nine to ten percent, with the 
exception of the Reservoir Storage Alternative which shows probabilities of about twelve 
percent, as well as somewhat higher magnitudes when the flows occur.  The somewhat higher 
frequencies and larger volumes under the Reservoir Storage Alternative are primarily due to the 
larger volumes of shortages that are applied which tend to keep the reservoir higher. 

Although the Conservation Before Shortage Alternative and Reservoir Storage Alternative 
assumed that conserved water would be delivered on a periodic basis to Mexico through the NIB 
to the SIB reach, these modeling assumptions were used only to model the alternative 
proponent’s recommendations and to analyze the potential impacts to resources of a larger 
storage and delivery mechanism. Use of these modeling assumptions does not represent any 
determination by Reclamation as to whether, or how, these releases could be made under current 
management of the Colorado River. 

F-5-9 
See response to Comment No. F-5-2. 

F-5-10 
See response to Comment No. F-5-3. 
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F-5-11 and F-5-12 
See response to Comment No. F-5-2. 

F-5-13 
See response to Comment No. F-5-4. 

F-5-14 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-2 and F-5-4. 

F-5-15 
See response to Comment No. F-5-2. 

F-5-16 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-2 and F-5-4.  

F-5-17 
As discussed in Appendix M, the Conservation Before Shortage Alternative and the Reservoir 
Storage Alternative assumed that storage credits would be generated and used for environmental 
purposes. These and other modeling assumptions were utilized in the Final EIS in order to 
analyze the potential impacts to environmental resources of the storage and delivery mechanism, 
particularly with regard to reservoir elevations and river flow impacts.  

The use of these modeling assumptions does not represent any determination by Reclamation as 
to whether, or how, these releases could be made under current administration of the river. 
Furthermore, notwithstanding the lack of an existing mechanism to implement such modeling 
assumptions, Reclamation utilized these assumptions for a number of reasons, including the 
following: (1) a larger volume of potential storage in Lake Mead is identified, (2) the maximum 
potential impacts on river flows below Hoover Dam are identified, (3) the Conservation Before 
Shortage Alternative proponent’s recommendations as to participating entities and levels of 
participation are modeled, (4) the arbitrary assignment of water conservation amounts to entities 
in the Lower Basin states is avoided, and (5) modeling impacts of a program of potential future 
cooperation between the United States and Mexico are identified. 

F-5-18 
The proposed federal action only involves domestic determinations and actions and does not 
address prospective voluntary arrangements that may be agreed upon by the United States and 
Mexico. The governments of Mexico and the United States expressed their intention to cooperate 
and collaborate on issues related to the lower Colorado River in a joint statement issued on 
August 13, 2007. In that statement, United States and Mexican authorities stated that 
cooperative, innovative and holistic measures should be considered to ensure that the Colorado 
River is able to continue to meet environmental, agricultural and urban demands of both nations.  
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Opportunities for water conservation, storage and supply augmentation, and more efficient 
Colorado River water deliveries to Mexico are among the issues expected to be addressed in 
discussions held under the auspices of the IBWC.  The inclusion of the modeled information is 
appropriate in Reclamation’s view, because, at this time, it is unknown which entities might 
participate in a Lake Mead mechanism that allows the storage and delivery of conserved system 
and non-system water and the timing and magnitude of the storage and delivery of conserved 
water is unknown. Certain modeling assumptions with respect to the entities that might 
participate and their respective level of participation were needed to enable the evaluation of the 
mechanism and its potential effects on environmental resources, particularly to reservoir storage 
and river flows below Lake Mead. 

See also response to Comment F-5-17. 

F-5-19 through F-5-21 
See response to Comment No. F-5-6. 

F-5-22 
The proposed federal action builds upon the prudent water management approaches contained in 
the Interim Surplus Guidelines adopted by the Secretary of the Interior in 2001.  These 
Guidelines had the effect of reducing demand on limited Colorado River water supplies through 
efforts to allow (and require) California to reduce its reliance on Colorado River supplies in 
excess of 4.4 mafy  These Guidelines link availability to water supplies to the elevation of Lake 
Mead. The proposed federal action will adopt operational guidelines for the operation of Lake 
Mead for a full range of reservoir operations, including surplus, normal, and shortage conditions. 
This approach is integral to the prudent development of new low-reservoir operational 
guidelines, as the approach and management of these reservoirs at higher elevations has a direct 
impact on available storage, thereby affecting the likelihood and severity of potential future 
shortages. 

F-5-23 

Reclamation does not concur with Mexico’s position as expressed in this comment. Under 
current practice (Section 3.3.4), Mexico can schedule up to an additional 200 kaf during flood 
control years when the water supply exceeds the needs of Colorado River water users in the 
United States. The modeling assumptions used in the EIS, particularly with regard to water 
reductions to Mexico, are common to all alternatives, are used only to display projected water 
deliveries to Mexico, and are not intended to constitute an interpretation or application of the 
1944 Treaty.  

See also response to Comments F-5-2 and F-5-7. 

F-5-24 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-7 and F-5-8. 
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F-5-25  
Reclamation concurs with this comment. Table 3.8.7 identified 16 species of fish, primarily non-
native, that may be found in NIB to SIB (limitrophe) reach. The analysis of potential impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife for this reach is presented in Section 4.8.3.7. It is also noted that an 
analysis of potential impacts to special status species for the NIB to SIB reach is also presented 
in Section 4.8.4.7. 

F-5-26 
As discussed in Section 4.2 and Section 4.16.2, the Drop 2 Storage Reservoir Project was 
included in the hydrologic modeling for all alternatives for Lake Mead and the Colorado River 
conducted for this EIS. Potential impacts are included in the analysis in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, 
particularly to larger flows in the NIB to SIB (limitrophe) reach resulting from flood control 
releases (see response to Comment No. F-5-8). The Lower Colorado River Drop 2 Storage 
Project Environmental Assessment analyzed the potential hydrologic impacts of the project on 
smaller (non-flood release) flows in the limitrophe reach.  

F-5-27 
The alternatives analyzed in the EIS considered a range of methodologies for determining 
surplus conditions in the United States. Specifically, the Basin States Alternative, the 
Conservation Before Shortage Alternative, and the Preferred Alternative assume that the more 
permissive provision of the Interim Surplus Guidelines (i.e., Partial Domestic Surplus) is 
eliminated in 2008. See also response to Comment No. F-5-7. 

F-5-28 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-2 and F-5-5. 

F-5-29 through F-5-30 
See response to Comment No. F-5-2. 

F-5-31 and F-5-32 
As noted in Section 2.2, a reasonable representation of future conditions under the No Action 
Alternative is needed for comparison to each action alternative. The modeling assumptions used 
for this representation are consistent with assumptions used in previous environmental 
compliance documents for the ISG, the Colorado River Water Delivery Agreement, and the LCR 
MSCP (Section 1.8). However, as noted in the response to Comment No. F-5-2, the assumptions 
used in the No Action Alternative are not intended to constitute an interpretation or application 
of the 1944 Treaty or to represent current United States policy or a determination of future 
United States policy regarding deliveries to Mexico.  The United States will conduct all 
necessary and appropriate discussions regarding the proposed federal action and implementation 
of the 1944 Treaty with Mexico through the IBWC in consultation with the Department of State. 
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F-5-33 
Reclamation conducted a modeling workshop to facilitate an understanding of the technical 
details of the modeling conducted for the Draft EIS. This workshop was held in Henderson 
Nevada on March 6, 2007 for all interested parties, including Mexico. One participant from 
Mexico attended. In the spirit of comity, Reclamation offered to repeat the workshop in Juarez 
Mexico on March 14, 2007 for the convenience of other interested parties in Mexico. Additional 
information was requested by the Mexican participants at that time and Reclamation provided, 
through the USIBWC, all available information in the timeliest manner possible. 

F-5-34 
See response to Comment No. F-5-4. 

F-5-35 
As discussed in Section 4.2, modeling future Colorado River conditions requires the input of a 
large amount of information, including the future depletion (consumption) schedules for the 
Basin States and for Mexico. The depletion schedules for future use in the Upper Basin were 
provided by the Upper Colorado River Commission (Section 3.4 and Appendix C).  

F-5-36  
The United States does not concur with Mexico’s statement that drought in the Upper Basin has 
been “not significant.” Provisional calculations of natural flow for the Colorado River at Lees 
Ferry, Arizona, show that the average flow over the past eight years (2000 through 2007 
inclusive) was the lowest eight-year average in 100 years of record-keeping. United States users 
throughout the Upper Basin have incurred shortages throughout this period. 

With respect to the inclusion of the Upper Basin in calculations of modeled water reductions, see 
response to Comment F-5-4. 

F-5-37 
The modeling assumptions used in this EIS regarding shortage-sharing between the Lower 
Division states are consistent with the Consolidated Decree and federal law, in particular the 
1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act (the CRBPA). Specifically, the CRBPA states that 
satisfaction of all PPRs and California’s 4.4 maf apportionment would have priority over CAP 
and other post-1968 water delivery contracts (contracts with approval dates after September 30, 
1968). It also states that Nevada shall not be required to bear shortages in any proportion greater 
than would have been imposed in the absence of the CRBPA (Section 3.4.3). 

F-5-38 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-2 and F-5-4. 
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F-5-39 
Your comment is noted. Reclamation agrees that a complete understanding of the relationships 
between precipitation and runoff throughout the Basin would require a large amount of data and 
further study.   

F-5-40 
Your comment is noted. In addition, the Department concurs that recent hydrologic trends 
indicate a strong likelihood of ongoing and imminent periods of less runoff.  These concerns are 
highlighted by inclusion of information in the Final EIS regarding considerations of 
paleohydrology and possible global climate change impacts.  It is precisely these concerns and 
realities (along with precipitously decreasing reservoir levels) that informed the decision to 
proceed with this NEPA process.  The uncertainty in future hydrologic conditions warrant more 
efficient use of the available water supply throughout the basin.  This process to develop 
additional operational guidelines for Lake Powell and Lake Mead is being undertaken to address 
this concern. 

F-5-41 
If the reference is assumed to be Appendix N (as suggested by USIBWC), it should be noted that 
the elevations shown for example in Figure N-3, do not represent actual traces, but rather the 
ranking of each year’s data from the 100 traces for the conditions modeled. Future reservoir 
levels would fluctuate from year to year and would depend on the future variation in basin runoff 
conditions. As noted in Section 4.3, these presentations are best used for comparing the relative 
differences in the general lake level trends that result from the simulation of the different 
alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, the 50th percentile or median elevations at Lake 
Mead remain relatively stable over time primarily due to the increasing probability of shortage. 

F-5-42 
Your comment is noted; however, Reclamation notes that the Conservation Before Shortage 
Alternative would have users make efforts to maintain high levels in Lake Mead not Lake Powell 
as referenced in your comment.  

F-5-43 
See responses to Comment F-5-17 and Comment F-5-18. 

F-5-44 
Although it is unclear the specific table that is being referenced, the model assumes that 
conserved water can only be delivered if sufficient credits exist. The credits may be created in 
the same year or they may be available because they were created in previous years. The model 
performs an accounting of the credit balance in each year as detailed in Appendix M. 
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F-5-45 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-17, F-5-18, and F-5-2. 

F-5-46 
See responses to Comment Nos. F-5-5, F-5-18, and F-5-2. 

F-5-47 
Your comment is noted. See also response to Comment F-5-18. 

F-5-48 
Your comment is noted. 

F-5-49 
Reclamation fully concurs with this comment. The example presented clearly shows that there 
are tradeoffs between incurring more manageable yet more frequent water delivery reductions 
versus incurring no water delivery reductions for some period of time resulting in an increased 
risk of incurring much larger, severe and less manageable water delivery reductions at a later 
date. 

F-5-50 
An analyses of the trade-offs between incurring more manageable yet more frequent water 
delivery reductions versus incurring no water delivery reductions for some period of time 
resulting in an increased risk of much larger, severe and less manageable water delivery 
reductions at a later date has been performed through the comparison of the alternatives that have 
been studied in the EIS. With respect to these trade-offs for purpose of this domestic action, 
Reclamation’s determination is manifested through its identification of the Preferred Alternative, 
which selects more frequent, less severe reductions in water deliveries, potentially avoiding the 
need for larger more severe reductions (depending on hydrology). These analyses included the 
potential impacts to water deliveries to Mexico (Section 4.4.6). The sensitivity of the hydrologic 
resources to increased hydrologic variability has been analyzed in Appendix N. 

F-5-51 
Your comment is noted.  See response to F-5-5. 

F-5-52 
Reclamation does not concur with this statement and does not believe it is an accurate 
description of the information presented in the Draft (and Final) EIS. The Basin States and 
Conservation Before Shortage Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative have a common 
coordinated operation element whereby the annual release from Lake Powell is determined by 
the storage in both Lake Powell and Lake Mead (Chapter 2 and Table 2.8-2). For example, under 
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these alternatives, if Lake Powell is below the Equalization Line and Lake Mead is below 1,075 
feet msl, the Upper Level Balancing operation can result in annual releases from Lake Powell of 
up to 9.0 mafy. 

F-5-53 
The Consolidated Decree stipulates that the United States shall prepare and maintain complete, 
detailed, and accurate records of diversions, return flows and consumptive use throughout the 
Lower Basin on an annual or more frequent basis. The Lower Colorado Region has an on-going 
program to meet this stipulation and the annual reports are available at 
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/wtracct.html. These reports also include various 
supplemental information including water conservation and water transfers.  Furthermore, 
Reclamation has expanded that program to provide, on a daily basis, estimates throughout the 
year of use-to-date and forecasted use through the end of the calendar year for all users 
throughout the Lower Basin that consume greater than 2,000 afy, totaling approximately 98 
percent of all water used in the Lower Division states.  

F-5-54 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment. As described in the response to Comment No. 
F-5-7, Figure 4.4-16 presents the probability of flood control surplus conditions, and given the 
modeling assumption that deliveries to Mexico of up to 1.7 mafy would be made under these 
conditions.  This figure also shows the likelihood of Mexico receiving surplus water under the 
1944 Treaty.  Although the likelihood of flood control releases under the all alternatives is nearly 
the same (with the exception of the Reservoir Storage Alternative), the probability of flood 
control releases under the No Action Alternative is not less than the probability under the Water 
Supply Alternative throughout the Interim Period. 

F-5 55 
Your comment is noted. 

F-5-56 
As discussed in the modeling workshop in Juarez Mexico held on March 14, 2007, certain Upper 
Basin reaches experience zero flow during simulation under the driest hydrologic sequences in 
the CRSS model. To prevent division by zero when performing salinity calculations, a minimum 
flow constraint of ten af per month is applied in each Upper Basin reach. This situation occurs 
infrequently. 

F-5-57 
Reclamation does not concur with this comment. Section 3.5 describes the water quality 
constituents that may be potentially affected by the proposed federal action and Section 4.5 
describes those potential impacts. In particular, the potential impacts to salinity are considered in 
both sections (see response to Comment No. F-5-6). 
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F-5-58 
The United States will continue to comply with the Minutes undertaken within the terms of the 
1944 Water Treaty, including with regard to the salinity differential pursuant to Minute 242, 
described in Section 3.5 (see response to Comment No. F-5-6). 

F-5-59 
Your comment is noted. Reclamation welcomes the opportunity to meet with representatives 
from Mexico to discuss the various assumptions and considerations that are used in the CRSS 
salinity module.  

F-5-60 
See response to Comment No. F-5-58. 

F-5-61 
Your comment is noted.  

F-5-62 
Reclamation investigated this observation, but did not find negative storage or release values at 
any reservoir. Reclamation welcomes the opportunity to meet with representatives from Mexico 
to discuss modeling results from CRSS.  

F-5-63 
Groundwater aquifers in direct connection to the Colorado River could act as either water 
sources or sinks depending upon the hydraulic gradient. In many areas, the hydraulic gradients 
are quite variable and can change rapidly. As noted in the response to Comment No. F-5-39, the 
interactions between surface and groundwater are complex and require a large amount of site-
specific data. The necessary data is not currently available throughout the Colorado River Basin. 
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Reponses to Comment Letter F-6 

F-6-1 through F-6-10 
Your comment is addressed in the general response pertaining to climate changes and hydrologic 
variability in the introduction to Volume IV of the Final EIS.  Section 4.2 of the Final EIS has 
been enhanced and two new appendices (Appendix T and Appendix U) have been added to 
provide additional information regarding the potential impacts of climate change and hydrologic 
variability. 
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