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Sources and Distribution of
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137 1
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110
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Responses to Comments
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Comment outside purview of Water Plan.

* The Comment Indet is the letter 1D placed alongside
each comment in the scanned document,

Commeat Sabjsct | |Hespoas
Comme Type Hattar Expart L Zhort EME Explanation for

ut Date of Commen [Select (SHE) Trpe [1- Rezposse Types 101 2
Yolume bapter Hame Humber Letter Received Anthor Organization tindex | Dropdows] Arrigued tn 5] [5ME to Edit PRD Word file 35 necded]
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General Comment on Wol 2

2 157 13002009 W32009] Teresa Jardan General Public F G Katoid, Tipton 2 The formatting will be consistent in final layout.
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Each chapter of Yolume 2 does have a different
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2z | EiGI2009 E512004| Jennifer Clary Clean Water Action E T Kotoid, Tipton ] Flan does not do this.
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2 197 Ei4i2003 Ef412004]| John Robertsan CA Regional Water Quality Contral Board C T K ofaid, Tipton ] do this.

Healthy, functioning and sustainable watersheds)
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Figure 1-1, Porential Annual Water Benefits will
2 2m Ei5I2003 E{52009| Evon Chambers Planning and Conservation League [PCL) B G K ofaid, Tipton 1 be in the [prejFinal wersion.
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Table 1-1is being updated based on the narritive
F 248 EI5I2003 Ei52004] Archibald, Elaine California Urban Water Agencies E T Eofaoid, Tipton 2 dispugsion of benefits.
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Work underway to complete the

Resource Management Strategies

> Authors reviewing, updating and changing text
and/or data based on comments received and
updated data and information.

> Photo and graphic design

> Legal review for select strategies

> Glossary work and consistency between strategies
> Refining benefits and definitions

> References




Examples of types of comments and
responses

> Technical (49%)

« Each resource management strategy should be analyzed for the true
economic, environmental and social benefits and costs of implementing that
strategy before it is included in the California Water Plan. The cost-benefit
analysis should include economic values attributable to ecosystem services.
Strategies that meet the goal of managing for ecosystem health and water
supply reliability and quality equally, provide multiple benefits and ensure the
most water at the least cost should be prioritized in the final California Water
Plan.

RESPONSE =5, Out of the scope of the Water Plan: A true cost/benefit
analysis would have to be done at a local, project specific level. This is outside
of the Water Plan scope.




Examples of types of comments and
responses

> Technical (49%)

Reference the state’s recently adopted State of California Green Building Code in
the section on recommendations to enhance “green building” activities to further
promote water and energy efficiency.

RESPONSE CODE 2, The Green Building Code reference has been added to the
narrative.




Examples of types of comments and
responses

> Policy (19%)

« Incentives needed at the home-owner level (Page 19-4 states the following:
“Statewide information on the benefits of increased management of urban
runoff is not available, although examples from local efforts exist.” Does the
State’s lack of data on multiple benefits from urban runoff preclude embedding
these best management practices statewide? While more research is usually
beneficial, these stormwater BMP concepts should be advanced systematically
at the State-level.

o RESPONSE Code 2, Changes made

In the Recommendations Section, for Local Agencies the
following language was added: "9. Seek opportunities to
provide incentives for the installation of LID features at the lot
level for new and existing developments."




Examples of types of comments and

responses

> Graphics/Presentation (10%)

o The Resource Management Strategies table should
show Urban Runoff Management providing a water
supply benefit as a primary benefit.

RESPONSE Code 2, Changes made

The Management Strategies table in the Highlights and
Volume 2, Chapter 1 has been updated.




Management Strategies Table
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Examples of types of comments and
responses

> Other (10%)

« Conjunctive Management Case Study, - How about adding one for the San
Joaquin Valley? An excellent example for the SJV would be the Friant Unit of
the CVP, conceived in the 1940’s, whereby a 1.4 maf Class 2 surplus supply is
managed primarily for in-lieu and direct recharge purposes. Or pick one or two
districts within that system as the example.

o RESPONSE, Code 4, Consider for Update 2013

Everyone wants their project or area included as good
examples of a success story for a strategy. Unfortunately, we
cannot include all of them. We do appreciate and count on
the input and comments and consider the outreach and
collaboration successful when our parking lot for the next
Water Plan cycle Is getting full.
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