input parameters to the model. This was done to a limited extent in the CALSIM II validation
run with three regulatory periods modeled related to decisions made by the State Water
Resources Control Board. It is also legitimate to incorporate growth in demand especially if
that growth is described in a manner that is consistent with the way that demand is specified in
the production run. Demand north of the Delta was specified in the validation run by inputting
the historical crop areas.

A Calibration/Validation report should be very useful in demonstrating the accuracy of the
model. However there are a number of elements in the CALSIM II validation run and the
validation report which reduce that confidence including:

e State Water Project (SWP) demands south of the Delta were set at historical deliveries
in years with no restriction and at the contractor’s request level in restricted years.
Neither of these pieces of information is available to a production run which calculates
demand based on crop areas. Therefore the validation run does not provide reliable
information on how well the model can represent these demands.

e The validation run omitted Article 21 deliveries. Although this omission will not affect
the delivery of ‘Table A’ volumes south of the Delta, it will affect flow in the Delta and
Delta water quality. Also, in the example model run presented in the paper by Draper
AJ. et al (2003) which was supplied as part of the review, changes to Article 21
deliveries constituted the largest impact resulting from a change to the allowable
pumping capacity at Banks between March and December. This suggests that the
modeling of these demands is important.

e The DWR (2003) report produces estimates of SWP and Central Valley Project (CVP)
deliveries south of the Delta but then adjusts them for changes in storage before
presenting comparisons of those results with observed deliveries. This process merely
checks that the model is preserving a water balance and does not present a legitimate
validation of model deliveries.

¢ The report provides statistics on long term average deliveries and flows but no statistics
on the fit for individual years. Additional analysis of the output would assist
stakeholders to assess whether the estimate of water supply reliability and in particular
the modeled volumes of water available in the most restricted years are accurate.

¢ In some instances, such as the examination of water quality in the Delta, the ability to
accurately model monthly flows and deliveries will be important. The validation report
contains no information that would enable the ability to model monthly flows to be
assessed.

e A key model output is the water quality in the Delta. It would assist the validation of
the model if a comparison of parameters such as the location of the X2 boundary was
provided.

The users of CALSIM should recognize that models are a summary of what one believes to be
true and important about a system. Validation is then an exercise to test how good that

summary and understanding really is.

Appendix I contains brief descriptions of calibration modeling in the Murray-Darling Basin in
Australia and in the State of Texas.
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