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Miller-Levy, Brooke <bmillerlevy@usbr.gov>

FW: CVP CAS modeling questions
2 messages

Dana Jacobson <DJacobson@valleywater.org> Thu, May 22, 2014 at 9:57 AM
To: "bmillerlevy@usbr. gov (bmillerlevy@usbr.gov)" <bmillerlevy@usbr.gov>

Hi Brooke,

 

I just wanted to get on record to clarify my earlier comments concerning the valuation of water supply benefits.
My concerns were mostly about repayment implications of course, and were based on my misunderstanding
about how costs are actually allocated within the water supply purpose.  At this point I am not worried about the
potential undervaluation of irrigation water supply. However, to the extent possible, I think that Reclamation
should try to value each project purpose as consistently as possible, understanding that it doesn’t necessarily
makes sense to apply metrics uniformly across all purposes.

 

I would still like to get some formal comments to you on the information presented to date if I can find the time to
sit down and think about it. Thanks again for involving the contractors in this process.

 

Dana

 

Dana Jacobson

Associate Water Resources Specialist

Imported Water Unit

Water Utility Enterprise

Santa Clara Valley Water District

(408) 630-2932

(831) 212-2490 cell

djacobson@valleyw ater.org

 

 

From: Dana Jacobson 
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2014 3:15 PM
To: bmillerlevy@usbr. gov (bmillerlevy@usbr.gov)
Subject: CVP CAS modeling questions

 

Hi Brooke,

https://mail.google.com/mail/?view=cm&fs=1&tf=1&to=djacobson@valleywater.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/?view=cm&fs=1&tf=1&to=bmillerlevy@usbr.gov


5/22/2014 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - FW: CVP CAS modeling questions

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4fb36fa2d7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14624ddc490a0b56&siml=14624ddc490a0b56&siml=14625454c4151d09 2/3

 

Following up on today’s telephone call, I’m writing to ask a few questions and get some clarification on how the
various models will be used to assign benefits so that I can better understand the process. I also wanted to make
a couple of suggestions. I don’t expect answers to everything immediately but I just wanted to get some of my
concerns into the discussion.

 

Ultimately, it would be great if we could use the same metrics to calculate monetary  benefits for both irrigation
and M&I water supply so that there is a level playing field.  But I understand why this is not possible and the
models being considered (CalSim2, CMDM, SWAP) are well known and as justifiable as any. 

 

As we discussed, because the CMDM uses a willingness to pay basis, M&I water will be valued higher. This is
probably fair.  The description of CMDM in the fact sheet on your website indicates that M&I benefits are
measured by comparing the implicit price of water use with and without the project. Is this also the case in the
SWAP model?

 

My understanding of the SWAP model is that it can be calibrated with various alternative water sources. In this
case groundwater would likely be the first available option. I also understand that the model can be calibrated to
account for varying groundwater levels and the increase in cost resulting from groundwater level declines.  I would
recommend that Reclamation tie SWAP to a groundwater model so that groundwater level changes resulting from
shortages in CVP deliveries can be tracked.  I think that when SWAP was used for a calculation of agricultural
benefits in the context of BDCP, the assumption was that groundwater would be available as an alternative
supply source for irrigators indefinitely and in unlimited capacity. As we have seen over the last couple of dry
years, this assumption is not valid.  After all, one of the justifications for the construction of the CVP was
groundwater overdraft in the San Joaquin valley. So I don’t think that we should take the same approach in the
CAS.  Whatever alternative source that could be available as a marginal supply for irrigators would likely be cost
prohibitive for that purpose.  I am wondering if there is any way to monetize this, because I’m concerned that the
CVP deliveries are undervalued, which could shift a disproportionate amount of costs to the M&I purpose.  

 

I’m still trying to wrap my head around all this so please correct me if I’m not understanding something.

 

Dana

 

Dana Jacobson

Associate Water Resources Specialist

Imported Water Unit

Water Utility Enterprise

Santa Clara Valley Water District

(408) 630-2932

(408) 979-9737 cell

djacobson@valleyw ater.org
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Miller-Levy, Brooke <bmillerlevy@usbr.gov> Thu, May 22, 2014 at 11:50 AM
To: John Jordan <jjordan@usbr.gov>

FYI -- Dana's concerns may have changed from his original e-mail that you forwarded Dean.

Thanks,
Brooke
[Quoted text hidden]

-- 

Brooke Miller-Levy 

Project Manager 

Bureau of Reclamation

Mid Pacific Region

Planning Division

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Office: (916) 978-5296

Cell:    (916) 217-7648


