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SGGT2 unit hydrograph from GeoTool

San Antonio Basin

CICT2

CICT2 is a headwater with a basin area of 70 mi®. The largest event is 26150 cfs. Five events selected for the analysis peak at
26150 cfs, 20138 cfs, 12523, cfs, 12070 cfs, and 13726 cfs. Rainfall durations varied from 3 to 6 hours for these events. The
resulting average unit hydrograph appears reasonable despite the 9/28/2013 appearing to be somewhat of an outlier.
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CICT2 unit hydrographs from each event and resulting average unit hydrograph

MMDT2

MMDT?2’s local and total drainage areas are 253 mi® and 894 mi?, respectively. Its largest event on record was 55200 cfs. Four
events were selected for the analysis peak at about 520, 2190, 4180, and 3100 cfs. Rainfall durations varied from 6 to 11 hours
for these events. Resulting unit hydrographs for MMDT2 were above average. Because there is minimal contribution to the
overall downstream flow from the upstream basins and/or the upstream flow was routed well for the selected events, the
quality of data is comparable to that of a headwater basin. As a result the four events have a respectable level of consistency
among each other.
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Appendix C

Page 4-68, Table 82, entry for original value of UZFWM is listed as “b.” Please providethe correct original
value.

RTI Response: Corrected.

There appear to be several cases where values for the highest recorded instantaneous flowstated in the
report do not match peak flow data availablefromthe US Geological Survey. For example, Section 4.6.4 on
page 4-116, states “the highestinstantaneous flowever recorded atthe gageis 2,100 cfs.” However, USGS
peak flow data for this gage lists a peak flow of 3,490 cfs on May 25, 2013.Similarly, Section 4.6.5, page 4-120,
states “the highestinstantaneous flow ever recorded at the gageis 43,400 cfs.” USGS data for this location
lists a peak flow of 64,400 cfs on Oct. 17, 1998.Section 4.6.7 lists a maximuminstantaneous flow of 17,900 cfs
but the USGS data lists a peak flow of 20,100 cfs on August 17, 2007. Pleasedoublecheck statements about
highest instantaneous flows within the document and correctas necessary.

RTI Response: These values have been corrected as needed and additional information on when the event
occurred was added to the text.

Pleaseprovidea reference inSection 7.0 related to “(NLCD 2011)” cited in the headingof the 7" column of
Tables 2, 3, and 4 on pages 3-2 to 3-7 and alsocited in other tables throughout the report.

RTI Response: This reference was added.

SUGGESTED CHANGES

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Page 4-5, Table 15. It would be helpful to have an additional columnin this table providing a description of
each of the parameters listedin column 1.

RTI Response: The recommended column was added to the table.

Suggest modifyingthe title of Tables 12 and 13 to indicatethe water balancewas based on annual volumes.
RTI Response: The titles were updated to clarify that the water balance is based on average annual volumes.
For clarity, suggestspecifyingthe basin pairsassociated with routing parameters intitles for tables associated
with Lag/Q and K/Q (suchas Tables 26,31, 37, 43,44 45, 46, 51, etc).

RTI Response: The sub-basin pairs for the routing reaches were added to the table heading.

In order to distinguish thetables from one another, suggest specifyingthe basinin the title of parameter
comparisontables (suchas Tables 22,27,32, 38,47 etc.).

RTI Response: The sub-basin names were added to the table captions.

On page 4-51, lastparagraph, firstsentence, the statement is made that “models tended to over-predict the
number and magnitudes of responses to storm events.” Itis not clear how the models over-predicted the
number of responses to storm events. For clarity, consider rewordingor describingin greater detail.

RTI Response: This statement was edited to read, “Testing of the model parameters from the existing CHPS
configuration provided by the WGRFC demonstrated that the models tended to over-predict the frequency of
runoff events and the magnitudes of the streamflow peaks.”

To provideconsistency with the write-ups for other locations, pleaseconsider providing a table of SAC-SMA
parameters for basin SEGT2 in Section 4.5.2.

RTI Response: Atable (Table 101) with SAC-SMA parameters for SEGT2 was added.
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