United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

TN REPLY REFER TO:

CGB-440
22421

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

Ashley Couch, PE, CFM

Water Resources Manager

San Joaquin County

1810 East Hazelton Ave/PO Box 1810
Stockton, CA 95201

Subject: San Joaquin County Mokelumne Integrated Conjunctive Use Program Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (State Clearinghouse #2024070107) Comments;
158,000 Acre-Feet per Year of New Consumptive Water Rights, San Joaquin County,
California

Dear Ms. Couch:

This letter is in response to a Notice of Availability for the San Joaquin County Mokelumne
Integrated Conjunctive Use Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) distributed for
public comment by the San Joaquin County (County) on May 18, 2026 pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Action. The Bureau of Reclamation provides the enclosed comments on
the DEIR for the Supplemental Water Rights Project Acquisition of 158,000 acre-feet per year of
New Consumptive Water Rights.

The proposed project for this DEIR is the approval by the State Water Resources Control Board
of Application 029835 by the County. The proposed project would divert surface water from
multiple locations to both replace groundwater pumping and directly recharge groundwater, in
order to partially address the over-drafted groundwater basin.
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Thank you in advance for your consideration of our comments. If you should have any questions,
please contact Lisa Holm, PE, Water Rights Officer, at (916) 407-9013 or by email at
lholm@usbr.gov.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by
MELISSA MELISSA VIGNAU
Date: 2026.08.28
VIGNAU 16:17:11 -07'00"
Melissa Vignau
Regional Resources Manager

Enclosure



Reclamation Comments on San Joaquin County’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Mokelumne Integrated Conjunctive Use Project (Modification of Water Right Application 29835)

August 28, 2026

San Joaquin County (County) is pursuing a project to address its over-drafted groundwater
basin while continuing existing levels of water use through obtaining a surface water right under
an amended water rights application. Application 29835 (A029835) was filed in 1990 but has
not yet been permitted by the California State Water Resources Control Board (Board). If
approved, the County would obtain the right to divert “excess” Mokelumne River water to
partially correct its significant groundwater overdraft. A029835, as amended, would allow
direct diversions of up to 620 cubic feet per second (cfs) between December 1 and June 30, with
a total amount of up to 110,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) and diversions to storage of up to
48,000 AFY in Camanche and Pardee Reservoir with water that can be made available by East
Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) flood control operations. This 48,000 AFY would be
released between July 1 and October 31 each year and made available to Mokelumne Integrated
Conjunctive Use Program (MICUP) Partner Agencies for use and recharge; currently, this water
is currently abandoned by EBMUD at Camanche Dam and available to existing water right
holders downstream of Camanche Dam through the Delta.

Reclamation owns and operates the Central Valley Project (CVP), a complex, multi-purpose
network of dams, reservoirs, canals, hydroelectric powerplants and other facilities, which
collectively delivers water for irrigation, municipal and refuge uses, maintain water quality in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and provides for flood control throughout the Sacramento
and San Joaquin watersheds. Reclamation holds multiple water rights within these watersheds
and is principally concerned with the potential injury this proposed project presents to
Reclamation’s exercise of water rights and the terms and conditions of those water rights for the
benefit of the environment. In similar, more recent water right applications for the use of new
water defined as “excess” to water rights, fish and wildlife, and the environment, Reclamation
has requested and obtained a special Delta term in addition to Standard Terms 80, 81, and 91.
Reclamation expects to request this same term to ensure that it is not injured by this A029835.
The special Delta term could look like this:

No diversion is authorized that would adversely affect the operation of

the Central Valley Project or State Water Project under the Projects’

existing water rights, as may be modified, in effect on the date of this

Order. An adverse effect shall be deemed to result from permittee’s

diversion at any time the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of

Water Resources have declared the Delta to be in balanced water

conditions under the Coordinated Operation Agreement, unless otherwise

agreed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Water

Resources. This shall include any time that such diversion would directly

or indirectly require the Central Valley Project or the State Water Project

to release water from storage or to reduce their diversion or rediversion of

water from the Delta to provide or assure flow in the Delta required to

meet any applicable provision of state or federal law. All MICUP Project

diversions shall comply with the provisions of any operations agreement

among the Department of Water Resources of the State of California and
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the Bureau of Reclamation, as may be amended from time to time.

Assuming a year of December to October to cover the proposed “diversion”! periods, the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) analysis results in diversion of available water in 31 of
the 51 years analyzed, where 7 of the 31 years yield the full diversions of 158,000 acre-feet to
the project and 24 of the 31 years yield between 3,000 and 157,000 acre-feet. Depending on
operational conditions, flows from the Mokelumne River can play, and have historically played,
a significant role in Delta water quality and in meeting D-1641 criteria. Increased diversion of
surface water from the Mokelumne River far overshadows the follow-on effect of reduced
seepage losses and creates a notable change to Delta inflow.

Modeling analysis does not include dynamic integration with CVP and State Water Project
(SWP) operations. The DEIR states (4.4-90; pdf page 326) that “the modeling overestimates
use of water for MICUP under A029835, and actual flow reductions and changes in Delta water
quality would be less than indicated to some extent”, since under a Term 91 condition the
MICUP diversions would not occur. As a result, the model allows diversions during periods
when CVP/SWP stored-water releases place the Delta in balanced conditions, under which
junior diverters may not divert. This results in an overestimation of MICUP diversion
opportunities and recharge benefits. Modeling these conditions, including the potential
limitation of diversion to storage under Term 91, would capture the full effects. The DEIR also
appears to have modelled only 375 cfs in diversions, which affects water availability, Delta
inflow changes, and operational compliance analyses. A consistent diversion rate should be
applied or narrative provided. The analysis also assumes that the Joint Settlement Agreement
(JSA) flows incorporated in D-1641 were fully dispositive of Mokelumne’s contribution to the
Delta, when the JSA also required the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to
backstop the deficit flows inherent in this flow schedule, which has involuntarily included flows
from Reclamation.

The DEIR analysis describes static CVP/SWP operations even when MICUP reduces Delta
inflows. In practice, Reclamation and DWR adjust reservoir releases, export pumping, and
Delta Cross Channel gate operations on a continuous basis to maintain D-1641 and fishery
compliance. The DEIR should acknowledge that real-time operations of CVP and SWP in the
Delta are not static as currently described. Similarly, although the DEIR notes increased
salinity exceedance days at Emmaton and Jersey Point, it does not evaluate the impacts to the
CVP/SWP operations (i.e., pump reductions, increased releases, and/or routing changes) that
would be required to maintain water quality compliance. The DEIR may underestimate
MICUP’s potential to affect Delta standards and CVP/SWP regulatory obligations.

The DEIR does not evaluate critical export constraints that govern CVP/SWP operations,
including Old and Middle River flow limits, Vernalis flow requirements, and export-inflow
ratios. These constraints directly influence operations at Jones and Banks Pumping Plants.
Without this analysis, CVP/SWP system effects from MICUP-related reductions in Delta inflow
are not adequately characterized. The DEIR does not analyze how MICUP-related flow changes
may influence Delta Cross Channel (DCC) gate operations. DCC gate movements are essential

! Recognizing that the diversions from storage described in the DEIR are actually withdrawals of water diverted to
storage between December and July.



for managing salinity and fish migration corridors. Flow reductions could affect required gate
closure periods, and this interaction should be evaluated in the DEIR.

The DEIR states that CalSim3 results from the 2023 DCR study were adjusted to reflect MICUP
operations and then used as inputs (i.e., boundary conditions) to DSM2. This is not ideal, since
the operations modified by MICUP could themselves have resulted in different decisions for
CVP/SWP operations (e.g., reservoir releases, exports), delta flows, and water quality.

The effect of groundwater hydrology on Mokelumne outflow is overshadowed by the effect of
the additional surface water diversions. In years when MICUP diversions are small or zero,
additional outflow due to reduced groundwater losses from improved water table elevations are
nominal (approximately 13 TAF/yr) and would have limited benefit to Delta conditions. Even
maximum MICUP diversions of 158 TAF/yr are only offset by approximately 21 TAF/yr of
reduced seepage—which is approximately 14% in reduced seepage. The DEIR’s depiction of
increased Delta inflow overstates this as a potential benefit to the Delta and to CVP/SWP
operations.

The DEIR describes a narrow project objective to improve the imbalance of groundwater
pumping in the County by replacing it with new surface water. The DEIR does not contain any
analysis of alternative methods to resolve this imbalance, such as pumping limitation,
conservation, efficiency improvements, transfers, or water budgets. This narrow description
deprives a DEIR reviewer of one of the means to understand the importance of continued
groundwater use to the County or the benefits and costs of changes to this continued
groundwater use, as well as the risks of stranded assets and continued groundwater overdraft if
the baseline proves overly generous.

The DEIR states that EBMUD operates Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs to their full capacity,
yet in 2016 EBMUD received an extension of time to divert and put water to beneficial use from
these reservoirs. The MICUP proposed operation is not described in enough detail to understand
how an additional water right can be added to the system to provide additional water, if and how
much of the water stored in Camanche Reservoir meets the definition of “water storage” under
the California Water Code, and how multiple water rights account for the water storage in this
system without including water that is held for flood control purposes. Because EBMUD holds a
dry year contract with Reclamation, the DEIR should state that MICUP will not impact
EBMUD’s total system storage and the County will agree to water right permit terms to that
affect and be transparent as to how the various water rights are accounted for and operated under
for these two reservoirs, given that A029835 will have Term 91 which would affect the ability to
divert to storage at certain times.

To ensure that the proposed storage in Camanche and Pardee Reservoirs are not increased, the
County should amend A029835 to include a combined diversion to storage with the existing
North San Joaquin Water Conservation District and EBMUD’s water rights, based on the
maximum volume of diversion to storage in these reservoirs to date, to reflect the assumption
that current operation of the reservoirs will be maintained.



Other Comments:

1.

The DEIR shows the groundwater basin will remain in overdraft condition with MICUP
operations, with a net deficit of 13,000 AFY under modeled conditions. While Alternative 1
— the No Project Alternative — may not yield a ‘net zero’ deficit in terms of the groundwater
overdraft condition, on balance Alternative 1’s environmental consequences would be
preferred to the MICUP (i.e., Proposed Project). The MICUP component’s construction
effects associated with the Mokelumne Aqueduct interties (ASR wells) and the need for
mitigation measures to offset adverse effects to fisheries and natural resources should be
factored into a side-by-side comparative analysis of the two alternatives. Under both
Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project, the Lower Mokelumne River remains a “losing
stream” and susceptible to seepage loss into the aquifer.

According to the DEIR, Partner Agencies have discretionary approval over their respective
MICUP components. It appears that EBMUD qualifies as a Partner Agency; the DEIR should
clearly classify EBMUD as a Partner Agency or explain why EBMUD should not be
considered as such.

. Mitigation measures related to unavoidable effects to important farmland suggest potential

development and conversion of lands for other purposes. (Mitigation Measure AG-2 ‘Avoid
Important Farmland’: Implementing agencies shall avoid siting new infrastructure in areas
designated as Important Farmland whenever possible to minimize conversion of Important
Farmland to non-agricultural use.)

The benefits of the MICUP versus the No Project alternative are not clearly stated and there
is no promise that the gap in meeting the Subbasin needs would be covered under the MICUP
alternative. “MICUP would develop new water supply for agriculture and communities in the
Subbasin, filling a portion of the 108 TAF gap identified in the GSP.” (page 6-6)

Alternative 2, the modified MICUP alternative, is identified as environmentally superior as it
would eliminate the 20 ASR wells off the Mokelumne Aqueduct as means of avoiding the
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with construction noise. The 20 ASR wells
discussed here appear to be attributed only to the NSJWCD MICUP component. Since the
location of the intertie into the EBMUD Aqueduct has not been established at this time, nor
has the arrangement of pipelines to convey water from the Aqueduct to ASR wells, there is
no assurance that Alternative 2 (modified MICUP) avoids significant and unavoidable
impacts. See also, Table ES-1 (Summary of MICUP Components) which lists ASR wells
associated with SEWD (5 new wells).

The DEIR states “Alternative 1 would have a lesser level of groundwater quality impacts due
to a reduction in the number of projects being constructed and operated, and a similar
beneficial effect to groundwater storage and elevations due to additional groundwater
recharge from ESJ GSP Category A projects.” (page 6-11) California Environmental Quality
Action (CEQA) regulations at CCR Title 14, § 15126.6 - Consideration and Discussion of
Alternatives to the Proposed Project at (€)(2)(3)(A) state “When the project is the revision of
an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the ‘no project’
alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future.



Typically, this is a situation where other projects initiated under the existing plan will
continue while the new plan is developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan
or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing
plan.”

Under CEQA regulations pertaining to the evaluation of alternatives (i.e., CCR Tit. 14, §
15126.6 (d)), “The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” The level of
analysis included in the DEIR for Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, and its effects on the
resources in the MICUP area is not comparable to that of the analysis that is included for the
MICUP (Proposed Project). For example, there is a very brief conclusion statement that
summarizes the resource effects within the action area under Alternative 1 (“Alternative 1 also
would not meet all the objectives of MICUP. Alternative 1 would not develop a new
supplemental Mokelumne River surface water supply to meet existing demands, and as such,
may result in the need to implement a Demand Management Program to meet reduced
groundwater supplies.” page 6-12). Additionally, no components of a ‘Demand Management
Program’ (Program) are specified under Alternative 1 aside from reduced groundwater pumping,
and there is no explanation of the conclusion that the Program under Alternative 1 is less
effective than any backstop measure(s) under the MICUP.
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