
Responses to Comment #45: Management Issues for SOH – a comment from  

circulated in 2013 

 

The following comments by  were circulated to members of the Hydrologic Frequency 

Analysis Work Group (HFAWG) in 2013.   is a member of the HFAWG. 

 

Response: The Multiple Grubbs-Beck (MGB) test for censoring low floods was revised in 2013 and is not 

the same test as was used in the 2008-2009 time period.  The MGB test used in Bulletin 17C is 

documented in a peer-reviewed journal article in Water Resources Research (Vol. 49, 5047-5058, August 

2013).  The low-outlier sensitivity was investigated in the HFAWG report “Evaluation of Recommended 

Revisions to Bulletin 17B”, dated May 3, 2015, that is on the Bulletin 17C web site at 

(http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/b17c/index.html).   

 

Response: The EMA procedure as implemented in Bulletin 17C was compared to Bulletin 17B 

procedures at 82 long-term gaging stations and simulated data in the HFAWG report “Evaluation of 

Recommended Revisions to Bulletin 17B”, dated May 3, 2015, that is on the Bulletin 17C web site at 

(http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/b17c/index.html).  Of the 82 long-term stations, 36 stations had 

historical floods or high outliers.  Historical floods or high flows were also simulated as part of a Monte 

Carlo analysis.  These comparisons indicated that overall the EMA/MGB procedures provided more 

reasonable or accurate estimates of flood discharges than the Bulletin 17B procedure. 
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Response:  The EMA and Bulletin 17B procedures were applied to the same observed and simulated 

data as is discussed in the HFAWG report “Evaluation of Recommended Revisions to Bulletin 17B”, dated 

May 3, 2015, that is on the Bulletin 17C web site at 

(http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/b17c/index.html).  The reference above to different input data 

sets relates to the number of low floods that were censored by the MGB test and GB test in Bulletin 17B.  

The resultant frequency analyses were based on a different number of censored low floods.  During the 

June 12-13, 2013 meeting of the HFAWG,  discussed two stations in Texas where EMA and 

Bulletin 17B procedures differed significantly and compared results for the same number of censored 

low floods.  The rationale for the results are documented in the minutes of the June 12-13, 2013 

meeting (http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/minutes/HFAWG_mins_june12-

13_2013_meeting_revised_071213.pdf).  The critical issue is the reasonableness or accuracy of the flood 

discharges and not how many low floods are censored.   
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Response: Of the 82 long-term gaging station records, the MGB test censored more than 25 percent of 

the sample for 13 stations.  For those 13 stations, the 1-percent chance discharge were compared 

between the MGB test censoring at the 50th percentile and limiting the censoring to the 25th percentile.  

These results are discussed in the HFAWG report on the Bulletin 17C web site at 

(http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/b17c/index.html).  The differences in the 1-percent chance 

discharges were small for 10 of the 13 stations and for the other three stations, the MGB test censoring 

at the median provided the most reasonable results. 

 

Response: The 82 long-term stations represent a range of data sets with historical data, low outliers 

and high outliers for which Bulletin 17C will be applied in the future.  These data sets provide a good test 

for the Bulletin 17C procedures.  In addition, simulated data were used to evaluate the Bulletin 17C 

procedures.  All these tests are documented in the HFAWG report on the Bulletin 17C web site at 

(http://acwi.gov/hydrology/Frequency/b17c/index.html). 
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Response: The new procedures in Bulletin 17C do provide incremental improvements in several areas 

over Bulletin 17B.  The new EMA procedures provide for a single, uniform and consistent framework for 

analyzing data sets with historical information, zero flows or low outliers; for identifying potentially 

influential low floods, for estimating more accurate confidence limits; and for developing new 

procedures for estimating regional skew.   

 

Response: The user of Bulletin 17C needs to evaluate whether the data series is stationary and whether 

Bulletin 17C procedures are applicable.  The procedures described in Appendix 3 provide statistical test 

to determine whether the time series is stationary.  In the section “Climate Variability and Change”, 

several references are provided that describe procedures for analyzing nonstationary data sets.   




