
Q.
Did you find trend or cycles in this data?

A.
No.  I used a regression analysis to test for structural shifts and the presence of deterministic trends.  I was not able to find statistically significant trends in the water flow in the data.  The trend that had been observed in generation is not present at statistically significant levels in the post 1948 period in the natural water flow data (t-statistic = -1.78).  This supports the finding that the 40-year period is too short to correctly model this geological phenomenon.

Q.
Did you test for stationarity in the water flow data?

A.
Yes.  The data are generated by stationary stochastic processes.  Yevjevich (1972) has concluded that this is generally true for hydrologic series.  He notes that while river basins and climate change slowly with time, "these changes are relatively small in the time span of a couple decades or centuries, man-made effects and natural disruptions excluded, so that many hydrologic series … may be considered stationary from a practical point of view."

Q.
Did you examine the natural water flow data using correlogram, partial correlogram, and ARIMA analysis?

A.
Yes.  I did not find significant departure from a purely random or very low-order ARIMA processes in the data.  This implies that there is likely to be very little or no (i.e. short-term) forecastability in the natural water flow data.
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