Responses to Allan Wylie comments to ESPAM2 final report sections.

Notation used in this response:

A:
Edit accepted.

R:
Edit rejected.

C:
We will consider the edit.

NC:
No underlying change.  Guidance from IDWR is to only change the document as required by differences between ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2; this section appears to describe something that has not changed.

Hydrogeology Section.


1) Comment on paragraph 1 of page 7 regarding discrepancy between 1950 and 1970:  

a) A.  (change 1950 to 1970).


Irrigation Section

1) Page 1 paragraph 1 strikeout of stray "groundwater irrigated lands."

a) A


2) Page 3 paragraph 1, comment that the developers of On-Farm Algorithm should either be identified by the name of the consulting firm or the name of the party represented, rather than one each way.

a) A


3) Additional comments, pages 3 and 4. 

a) These are good comments.

b) Based on John Koreny comments this section will be reworked extensively.


Model I-2 Section

1) Page 4, edits to solver versions and parameters.

a) A


Model II Section
1) Page 2, correction of river-cell count.

a) A


2) Page 6, correction to drain cell count.

a) A


3) Page 7, first paragraph, refinement of drains per cell.

a) A


4) Page 7, striking of description of cumulative discharge along the Kimberly to King Hill reach.

a) C.  

b) Jennifer Sukow also wanted to strike this but I responded to her that it seemed like useful background description of the character of the spatial distribution of spring discharges.  However with two reviewers wanting to cut it, we must consider this.


5) Page 8, removing discussion of drain conductances, leaving only the pointer to the calibration section.

a) A.


6) Page 9, added discussion of spring targets by class.

a) A.


7) Page 12, corrections to discussion of starting heads.

a) A

Precipitation Section

1) Edit to footnote describing use of software

a) A.  

b) The text will change to correspond with the decision to run a final calibration using output of the new tools.  This will make the footnote unnecessary.


Water Budget III Section

1) Pages 3 and 4, corrections to entity numbers.

a) A


2) Page 5, edits to discussion of return flows.

a) A.  

b) Jennifer Sukow also made extensive edits to this section.  The final draft will blend the two reviews.
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