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7:  Reclamation and the Department agree that the determination of surplus must be consistent with Article II(B)(2) of the Decree in Arizona v. California. The assumption that the Baseline and Flood Control Alternative declare a "full surplus" (unquantified surplus), reflects the fact that the system is relatively full under those conditions.8:  Reclamation used the 75R strategy for the upper tier of the Six States Alternative and for the period of analysis after the end of the interim period.  Because 75R was selected as the baseline, Reclamation was concerned that the use of 70R as presented in the Six States Proposal would introduce inconsistencies into the modelling and compromise the results.  In as much as 70R is being used for the baseline in this FEIS, the descriptin of the Six States Alternative will include 70R operation as initally proposed by the States.  The inconsistencies in descriptions have been corrected.
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9:  Comment noted.  Reclamation formulated the Storage Protection Alternative as an approximation of the maximum amount of surplus water that could be determined during the interim period, while maintaining a certain amount of water in storage for protection against future shortages.10:  Revised depletion schedules provided by the Basin States were used in analyses for the FEIS.  See response to Comment 14-10 for more detail.11:  For the FEIS, intrastate transfers were considered and modeled in all five surplus alternatives that were evaluated in the FEIS.  This includes the 1988 IID/MWD agreement. The baseline (No Action) conditions were modeled with and without the transfers.  A sensitivity analysis comparing a baseline with and without transfers to the Seven Basin States alternative, was conducted to evaluate the sensitivity of the transfers. Please see Appendix L of the FEIS for the results of this sensitivity analysis and Section 3.4 for the results of the water supply analysis.12:  Revised depletion schedules provided by the Basin States were used in analyses for the FEIS.  See response to Comment 14-10 for more detail.  The Lower Division depletion schedlues are Attachment H of the FEIS.13:  See response to Comment 14-11 regarding Arizona shortages.14:  The interim surplus criteria alternatives under consideration would be used in years 2001 through 2015 to make surplus determinations for the next year.  Thus, water deliveries in years 2002 through 2016 would be subject to interim surplus criteria.  Discussion has been added to Chapter 2 of the FEIS to provide clarification.15:  ADWR's comment is noted.  ADWR and Reclamation have a rather longstanding difference of opinion regarding shortage impacts on CAP.  Under the GRIC Settlement, it is hoped that a resolution of this disagreement may be reached.  The disagreement is over which priority takes a reduction first; the CAP fourth priority (M&I water greater than 510,000 AF) or the CAP third priority requiring a reduction of 25 percent of GRIC agricultural water and 10 percent of other CAP Indian agricultural water.
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