Mr. Gerald Johns October 2, 2005
Deputy Director, DWR

Subject: Response to Director Johns® Letter of September 22, 2005 on CALSIM I

. Dear Mr. Johns:

- The letter, was directed to the EIR committee but in fact it deals with comments '
generated by the plaintiff group of the committee. The comments we have generated over
the past several months go to the technical validity of the model, CALSIM II, and
because of its shortcomings its use as the tool in the Monterey Plus EIR. In your letter
you make several assertions that are intended to respond to our comments but none really
deal with the technical shortcomings of the model. As we have attempted to point out, the
model contains fundamental errors in its construction that probably cannot be readily
fixed. To continue to use this model in the EIR process will jeopardize the entire validity
of the EIR. Accordingly, it is important that the Department undertake actions to address
the vulnerability of the EIR. / _ -

You state that the model is an important tool to “study many technical and policy
issues related to water supply reliability, environmental management and performance,

- water demands, economics, hydrology and climate, and regulatory compliance ” In truth
the model is not really spec1ﬁed to do these things and its construction is ill-suited to do
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provides measures that can be reasonably used to perform these tasks. In fact, the model
treats the environmental issues as constraints buried in the hard code of the model and
some of these constraints are of lower priority than water deliveries in the model.
Furthermore, the constraints are based primarily on studies of the response of the
environment in the Sacramento basin to condmons and pIOJect operatlons pnor to the

the Delta demand it. But thls model is-exceedingly cumbersome to use for this
purpose. What new constraints should be offered? Shouldn’t we be going back to the
State Water Resources Control Board for review? These are questions that need to be

FEnvironmental management and performance would require that the model output-
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Similar arguments can be raised as to how much the model is used to study

“regional hydrology.” As with demands, the most important hydrologic input 1s the
historical record of major stream runoff into the Central Valley. If this hydrologic record
had been studied, one would have immediately found that its statistical makeup is very
complex and that the simple tacit assumptions built in to the model regarding that ]
makeup are just plain wrong. The statistical flaws impact both the interpretation given to ——
the model’s output and to the fundamental specification of indices used in the model.
These flaws are of such degree that both the model and the indices need to be re-
specified. The model as it stands 1 is basically useless as a tool for EIR or reliability

__studies.

estlon a model that is de51gned 10 maximize exports as 1n any way surcable to study
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Nanalysm both depend on ob}ectme Mmeasures.-
—AQd MSt take issue with your general assertions of “good faith” efforts
on the part of DWR staff. The Department has been asked on several occasions beginning
with the settlement negotiations on through the EIR preparation to perform calibration of
the model. The Department has stonewalled on this request for close to 5 years now.

As to your comments on how the Department has made its choice to use this
model after receiving comments from many forums, again there has been a total

* * reluctance to join the technical issues of the model’s flaws. We made very specific

comments on the draft Reliability report questioning the statistical use of the output data.
There was no response from anyone in DWR to support its particular use of statistics. In
general, the Department has never attempted to join the issue of the statistical flaws in the
model, continuing to dismiss criticisms to that effect with broad statements such as you
‘make here. We must consider these broad statements to be totally inadequate as a

- Tesponse.

You refer to the Peer Rewew Committee’s report to substantiate your general
claims for this model. However, you should realize that the Peer Review Panel made its
comments about optimization models and their suitability as a general approach. Their
more specific claims about the use of CALSIM II were not supportive. And we must
remind the Department that the Peer Review Panel was asked to review a model without
any specific application in mind nor without any model specification. In fact, we have not
seen a model specification against which we can validate the model’s performance. A
mode] specification is an essential step in any model development. We are sure that if the
original model specification had called for the ability to perform environmental impact



analyses and delivery reliability assessments it would have been structured in a
completely different fashion. It certainly would have called for model calibration and that
requirement would have led to a model whose structure would readily allow calibration.
We have been contmually told that ﬂ’L‘lS model can’t be calibrated, Whlch we consider
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With regard to the Department s report where they outline their continuing effort
to establish trust in and credibility for the model, we regard that as nothing but “spin”

given the Department’s stonewalling-on critical technical issues that have more to do

with developing “trust and credibility”.
Finally, if your letter was intended to be a response to technical comments, we

regard it as totally unresponsive.

Sincerely,

ArveR. Sjovold
Plaintiff Citizens Planning
Association Representative
To The EIR Committee






