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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.




