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Chagter 3. Executive Summarz

SUMMARY DESCRIFTION OF
THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Mendota Pool water conveyance
project is to provide water to irrigable lands in WWD to
offset cutbacks in WWD water supplies attributable to
drought, the Central Valley Project Improvement Act
(CVPIA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and new
Delta water quality rules. The project would not increase
the amount of water for farming activities but would
replace water lost because of drought and increased envi-
ronmental regulations that restrict water deliveries.

Brief Project Description

The Mendota Pool project is proposed by a group of
farmers with wells Jocated adjacent to the Mendota Pool.
The project wells are located along the Fresno Slough
arm of the Mendota Pool and along the San Joaquin River
where it enters the Mendota Pool. Under the project,
these farmers would continue to extract groundwater
from their own wells, as they have done since 1990, and
pump the water into the Mendota Pool for conveyance to
the California Aqueduct using WWD pump stations at
Laterals 6 and 7. The proposed project would pump and
convey 54 TAF under current operating limitations at
WWD Lateral 7. Project pumping could be increased to
a maximum of 78 TAF if the Lateral 7 pump station were
rehabilitated. :

The objective of the project is to deliver water to
farms for a cost of $40-590 per af. The Mendota Pool
project and other similar groundwater conveyance pro-
grams were operated on an interim basis during the
1989-1994 drought period, when CVP and SWP water
supplies to state and federal contractors were reduced.
CVP and SWP accepted well water into the aqueduct and
wheeled or granted credit to their water users for future
use as a means of managing and distributing scarce water
supplies.

Groundwater must meet stringent water quality
standards approved by DOHS, as determined by testing,
before being accepted into the program. WWD staff is
responsible for administering the water quality testing
and reporting program, and all test results are forwarded
to DWR. DWR monitors aqueduct water quality and the
effects of nonproject groundwater inflows to ensure that
water quality is not degraded substantially. The interim
program helped to manage the limited water supplies and
maintain agricultural productivity during the extended
drought and while CVP supply was diminished because
of increased environmental regulations that restricted
water deliveries.

CEQA Compliance

To continue the conveyance program as & long-term
solution to managing water supplies, DWR requested that
WWD prepare an EIR on the effects of the project.
DWR legal and technical staff assisted in determining
the scope of the EIR. The NOP was distributed on
August 24, 1994. Eleven comment letiers were recetved
during the NOP process. Based on the initial study
responses and comments generated during the NOP pro-
cess, the EIR focuses on three key technical areas:
groundwater resources, including subsidence issues,
water levels, groundwater quality, and groundwater over-
draft; surface water quality; and biological resources,

Agencies That Will Use the EIR

The EIR on the proposed project prepared by WWD
will be reviewed by various state and local agencies to
help them make decisions on granting permits and evalu-
ate compliance with statutory and regulatory require-
ments. The following agencies are anticipated to use the
EIR:

Westlands Water District,

California Department of Water Resources,
California Department of Fish and Game, and
California Department of Health Services.

This list is not inclusive; other agencies may use the EIR
as well for their permitting processes.

Mendota Pool EIR
Westliands Water District
O4-} 4SMENDOTAPL
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Known Areas of Controversy ®  potential impacts on Reclamation's ability to
meet contractual water quality requirements of
water deliveries to the Exchange Contractors;

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15123) require

an EIR to identify areas of known controversy to the lead B potential incremental increases in salinity of
agency, including those issues raised by agencies and the water diversions for the Exchange Contractors;
- public. Circulation of the NOP for the EIR identified the

following areas of potential controversy: = potential surface water quality degradation of
the Mendota Pool and San Joaguin River from
= land subsidence atiributable to groundwater project discharges (TDS, chlorides, and sul-

withdrawal, fates);
®  incremental increases in regional groundwater ®  potential surface water quality degradation of
overdraft, the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 dis-

charges containing blended waters
®  agueduct water quality and salinity effects, and
- 54-TAF Subalternative: predicted TDS,

= cffects on raw water to downstream municipal chloride, and sulfate levels
users of aqueduct water.
~  78-TAF Subaltemnative: predicted chiorids
and sulfate levels;
Impact Summary
B potential water quality impacts on municipal
water suppliers downstream of project dis-
Table 3-1 provides a summary of impacts of the pro- charges (effects on local water suppliers and
posed project. effects on SWP facilities),
= potential reduction in flood-carrying capacity of N
Beneficial Impacts the San Joaquin River below Mendota Dam; ==
The following beneficial impact would occur under = potential incremental increases in subsidence in v
the proposed project: the upper aquifer system that may affect local =
flooding patterns;
®  potential decreases in chlorides and total or- /
ganic carbon in aqueduct deliveries. ®  potential changes in water levels in Mendota
Pool and streamflows in the San Joaquin River
from groundwater pumping;
Less-than-Significant Impacts
m  potential effects on beneficial uses of aqueduct
The following less-than-significant impacts would water and wastewater reclamation projects in
occur under the proposed project: southern California from increases in raw water
¥ increased pumping costs for nearby well owners
because of water-level drawdown; ®  reduced diversity and production of waterfowl
food plants from increased salinity levels in
®  crop loss resulting from sudden loss of water Mendota Pool;

production at nearby irrigation wells;
®  reduced diversity and production of waterfowl

B potential increases in seepage from Mendota and other water birds from increased sahmty in
Pool resulting from project pumping, Mendota Pool;
®  potential increases in shallow groundwater, ®  potential mortality of special-status spccxw
salinity levels, and drainage problems within from land subsidence caused by groundwatr:r
WWD from project water supplies; pumping;
Mendota Pool EIR Chapter 3. Executive Summary
Westlands Water District el
94-145MENDOTAPL 3-2  Ociober 1995
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Table 3-1. Summary of Impacts of the Proposed Project and Recommended Mitigation Measures

Page | of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation afler Mitigation
DIRECT IMPACTS
Groundwater

Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure 4-1: Decrease s
regional groundwater overdrafl and average annual pumping rate.
depletion of groundwater resources
Increased pumping costs for nearby well LTS No mitigation is required. -
owners because of water-level drawdown
Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease LTS
wells caused by water-level drawdowns average annual project pumpage lo no
from groundwater pumping at project more than 50 TAFfyr,
wells

Mitigation Measure 4-3: Restrict

maximum annual pumping rate.
Crop loss resulting from sudden loss of LTS No mitigation is required. -
water production al nearby irrigation wells
Potential damage to structures caused by SU Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease Sye
subsidence in the upper aquifer system average annual project pumpage to no
above the Corcoran Clay more than 50 TAF/r.

Mitigation Measure 8-1: Implement

program under AB 3030 lo minimize the

project's contribution to cumulative

groundwater overdraft and other significant

impacts of the project.
Potential increases in seepage from LTS No miligation is required. -

Mendota Pool resulting from project
pumping

C—0385614
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Table 3-1. Continued

~ No mitigalion is required.

Page 2 of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation
Potential degradation of groundwater S Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease Sue
quality in the upper aquifer system because average annual project pumpage to no
of altered groundwater flow pattems more than 50 TAFAr.
Mitigation Measure 4-4: Assist City of
Mendota with efforts to locate alternative
or improved water supply.
Mitigation Measyre 8-1: Implement
program under AB 3030 to minimize
cumulative groundwater overdraft and
other significant impacts of the project.
Potential increases in shallow ground- LTS No mitigation is required. -
waler, salinity levels, and drainage
problems within WWD from project water
supplies
Surface Water
. Potential impacts on Reclamation's ability LTS No mitigation is required. -
to meet contractual water quality require-
ments of water deliveries to the Exchange
Contractors
Potential incremental increases in salinity LTS No mitigation is required. -
of water diversions for the Exchange
Contractors
Potential surface water quality degradation
of the Mendota Pool and San Joaquin
River from project discharges
Total dissolved solids (TDS) LTS No miligation is required. =

C—038565

C-038565



Table 3-1. Continued

Page 3 of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

Sulfates LTS No mitigation is required. -

Potential surface water quality degradation
of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7
discharges containing blended waters

54-TAF Subalternative

Predicted TDS levels LTS No miligation is required. =
Predicted chloride levels LTS No mitigation is required. -
Predicled sulfate levels LTS No mitigation is required. .

78-TAF Subalternative

Predicted TDS levels S Mitigation Measure 5-1: Reduce project LTS
discharges to avoid exceedance of TDS
drinking water quality standards,

Predicted chloride levels LTS No mitigation is required. ' -
Predicted sulfate levels LTS No mitigation is required. -

Potential water quality impacts on
municipal water suppliers downstream of
project discharges

Effects on local water suppliers LTS No mitigation is required. -
Effects on drinking water quality B No mitigation is required. -
Revised and future SDWA MCLs LTS No mitigation is required. -
Effects on SWP facilities LTS No mitigation is required. -
Potential reduction in flood-carrying LTS No mitigation is required. -
capacity of the San Joaquin River below :
Mendota Dam

[
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Table 3-1. Continued
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Page 4 of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation afler Mitigation
Potential incremental increases in LTS No mitigation is required. -
subsidence in the upper aquifer system that
may affect local flooding patterns
Potential changes in water levels in LTS No mitigation is required, -
Mendota Pool and streamflows in the San
Joaquin River from groundwater pumping
Potential effects on beneficial uses of LTS No mitigation is required. -
aqueduct water and wastewater recla-
mation projects in southern California from
increases in raw water salinity
Biological Resources
Reduced diversity and production of LTS No mitigation is required. -
waterfowl food plants at Mendots WMA
from increased salinity levels in Mendota
Pool
Reduced diversity and production of LTS No mitigation is required. -
waterfowl and other water birds from
increased salinity in Mendota Pool
Potential mortality of special-status species LTS No mitigation is required. -
from land subsidence caused by ground-
waler pumping
Potential mortality of special-status species LTS No mitigation is required. -
following recolonization and subsequent
plowing of idle agricultural land
Potential impacts on fish and freshwater LTS. No mitigation is required. - -

aquatlc hfe in the Mendota Pool from
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Table 3-1. Continued

Page 5 of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Future No-Project Alternative and Mendota Pool Project
Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure 8-1: Implement SU*
regional groundwater overdraft and program under AB 3030 to minimize
depletion of groundwaler resources cumulative groundwater overdraft and
other significant impacts of the project
Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure: Implement SuU
lowering regional groundwater levels Mitigation Measure 8-1.
Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
wells caused by cumulative water-level Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
declines
Loss of canal freeboard and water from SU Mitigation Measures: Implement © SU
canals as a result of subsidence Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
Acceleration of salinity increases in wells SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
due to changes in regional groundwater Mitigation Measures 4-1, 4-4, and 8-1.
gradient in the upper aquifer
Future No-Project Alternative, Mendota Pool Project, and Canalside Project
Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measures: Implement Su¢
regional groundwater overdraft and Miligation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
depletion of groundwater resources
Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
wells caused by cumulative water-level Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
declines
Loss of canal freeboard and water from SU Mitigation Measures: Implement suU

canals as a result of subsidence

Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
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Table 3-1. Continued

G

Page6of 7
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation afler Mitigation
Acceleration of salinity increases in wells SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
due to changes in regional groundwater Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
gradient in the upper aquifer
Potential surface water quality degradation S Mitigation Measure 5-1: Reduce project LTS
of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 discharges to avoid exceedance of TDS
discharges containing blended waters drinking water quality standards.
Future No-Project Alternative, Mendota Pool Project, Canalside Project, and Groundwater Conveyance Projects in Other Districts
Groundwaler impacts Expected to be the same as under the
Future No-Project Alternative, Mendota
Pool Project, and Canalside Project.
Water quality impacts S Mitigation Measure: Implement LTS
Mitigation Measure 5-1.
Biological impacts LTS No mitigation is required. -
Future No-Project Alternative and Reduced Pumping Alternatives for Canalside Project and Mendota Pool Project
Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measures: Implement Sue
regional groundwater overdraft and Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
depletion of groundwater resources
Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure: Implement SU
lowering regional groundwater levels Mitigation Measure 8-1.
Loss of canal frecboard and water from SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SuU*
canals as a result of subsidence . Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
Acceleration of salinity increases in wells sU Mitigation Measures: Implement SuU*

due to changes in regional groundwater

Mitigation Measures 4-1, 4-4, and 8-1.
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Table 3-1. Continued

Page 7 of 7
Level of Level of .
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation
Potential surface water quality degradation S Mitigation Measure: Implement LTS

of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7
discharges containing blended waters

Notes:

B = beneficial.

LTS = less than significant.

S = significant.

SU = significant but unavoidable.

Miligation Measure 5-1.

* The level of significance after mitigation is shown as significant, but, depending on the extent to which the average pumping rate is decreased, it could be less than significant.

¥ Mitigation measures 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4 together would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

¢ Even with the recommended mitigation measures, this impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level; therefore, it is significant and unavoidable.

et L b A i S et L LR L e RS
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= potential mortality of special-status species
following recolonization and subsequent plow-
ing of idle agricultural land; and

= potential impacts on fish and freshwater aquatic
life in the Mendota Pool from project dis-
charges.

Significant Impacts

The following significant impacts would occur under
the proposed project:

B contribution of groundwater pumping to re-
gional groundwater overdraft and depletion of
groundwater resources;

®  potential operational problems in nearby wells
caused by water-level drawdowns from ground-
water pumping at project wells;

B potential degradation of groundwater quality in
the upper aquifer system because of altered
groundwater flow patterns;

B potential surface water quality degradation of
the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 dis-
charges containing blended waters (78-TAF
Subalternative: predicted TDS levels); and

®  potential operational problems in nearby wells
caused by cumulative water-level declines.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The following impacts may be significant and un-
avoidable under the proposed project:

= potential damage to structures caused by subsi-
dence in the upper aquifer system above the
Corcoran Clay;

®  loss of canal freeboard and water from canals as
a result of subsidence; and

= acceleration of salinity increases in wells due to
changes in regional groundwater gradient in the
upper aquifer.

Alternatives to the Project

The EIR preparers conducted a general alternatives
screening and feasibility analysis using environmental
and economic criteria to define the range of potential
water conveyance alternatives. Five potential alternatives
were subjected to screening criteria:

=  Land Retirement,

= Interconnection of WWD Laterals with New
Storage Capacity,

®  Construction of New Wells within WWD,

¥ Improved Irrigation Efficiency (Conversion
from Furrow to Drip or Sprinklers), and

m  Reduced Pumping.

Three of the five potential alternatives were dis-
missed for environmental and economic reasons. The |
Reduced Pumping Alternative and Interconnection of i
WWD Laterals with New Storage Capacity Alternative ‘%
were carried forward for further environmental evaluation
in the EIR along with the No-Project Alternative, consid-
eration of which is required by CEQA.

General Discussion of Impacts of
Proposed Project

’

In general, the proposed project would contributeto - —
existing regional groundwater overdraft, subsidence, and
water-level problems in the northern portion of WWD =
and the Mendota Pool area. In general, groundwater has -
a higher mineral content than surface water most of the =
time; conveyance of nonproject groundwater would in- .=
crease salt Joading to the California Aqueduct when this -
occurs, although minor reductions in chiloride levels and -
total organic carbon (considered beneficial effects) also.
are expected. Salt loading and its impact would vary
depending on aqueduct conditions. The water quality
impact analysis for this project has shown, however, tha
conveyance of groundwater from the Mendota Poo
Group wells should not cause aqueduct water to exceed
water quality standards.

Water quality conditions in the aqueduct vary, and
the relative salt loading and effects on downstream user
will also vary depending on the level of water use. Whez
flows in the aqueduct are reduced, daily management
operational controls would be needed to ensure that wa:
quality is not degraded significantly. WWD has dev
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oped and will refine an operations model of its segment
of the aqueduct for use in assessing conveyance effects
and is proposing several operational controls and proce-
dures to ensure that aqueduct water quality is not im-
paired.

Comparative Merits of Project
Alternatives

This section provides a brief discussion of the merits
of the Reduced Pumping Alternative and the No-Project
Alternative compared to those of the proposed project.
A more detailed discussion of alternatives is provided in
Chapter 7, "Alternatives to the Proposed Project”.

The Reduced Pumping Alternative would reduce
groundwater pumping to 45 TAF in any given year. It
also would reduce adverse environmental impacts when
compared to the proposed project. The project's contri-
bution to regional groundwater overdraft and subsidence
would be at lower levels and salt loading to the aqueduct
would be lower under this alternative than under the
proposed project. The biological impacts would be the
same as those under the proposed project and would be
less than significant. For these reasons, the Reduced
Pumping Alternative is considered the environmentally
superior alternative. The Mendota Pool Group repre-
sentative has stated that as a result of this environmental
evaluation, the Reduced Pumping Alternative will be the
project recommended for approval to the WWD Board of
Directors instead of the originally proposed project
(Bryner pers. comm.).

The No-Project Alternative would avoid the pre-
dicted environmental impacts of the proposed project but
would not achieve the project's water conveyance objec-
tives.

Cumulative Effects

Chapter 8 of the EIR analyzes the cumulative im-
pacts of the Mendota Pool Conveyance Project with other
similar water projects, including the Canalside Convey-
ance Project. The Canalside Conveyance Project is &
similar project with a series of wells that generally tap the
subcorcoran aquifer and discharge groundwater directly
into the California Aqueduct for conveyance to farmers in
WWD. For the groundwater analysis, a quantitative
method was used to estimate the relative cumuiative
effects of the two projects.

The cumulative impact analysis first evaluates the
water supply effects of recent environmental regulations
that affect Delta water exports and CVP deliveries to
WWD, including the CVPIA, ESA, and the recent Delta
water quality control plan and the CALFED principles.
It was generally assumed that surface water supply cut-
backs would result in increased regional groundwater
pumping in WWD. The project's incremental contribu-
tion to regional groundwater levels, subsidence, ground-
water quality, and surface water quality in the aqueduct
were evaluated in relation to the predicted environmental
effects of water supply changes and groundwater pump-
ing caused by these regulations.

The Mendota Poal project, by itself and combined
with the effects of future no-project water supply condi-
tions, 1s predicted to contribute to substantial reductions
in groundwater level in the shallow aquifer over many
years of pumping. Cumulative subsidence efiects on the
California Aqueduct and other local water-supply canals
are considered significant and unavoidable because sub-
sidence has been a regional problem in the past. The
Mendota Pool project's contribution to cumulative water
quality impacts in the shallow aquifer are also considered
significant because the project would increase the re-
gional groundwater gradient and accelerate the movement
of saline water in the northwestern portion of WWD area
toward the Mendota Pool. Mitigation measures for both
project-specific and cumulative impacts are recommen-
ded to reduce, minimize, or avoid the project’s contribu-
tion to these existing regional groundwater issues.

The cumulative analysis of aqueduct water quality
indicates that the Mendota Pool project, the Canalside
project, and other similar projects that use the aqueduct
for conveyance purposes would contribute salt Joading to
export waters and could cause water quality objectives to
be exceeded. Operational mitigation measures are
recommended to reduce salt loading and water quality
effects from these two projects administered through
WWD.

Growth-Inducing Effects

Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines pro-
vides the following guidance in determining the growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed action:

Discuss the ways in which the proposed project
could foster economic or population growth, or
the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding envi-
ronment. Included in this discussion would be
projects that remove obstacles to growth.
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Increases in population may further tax existing
community service facilities so consideration
must be given to this impact. Also discuss the
characteristics of some project which may en-
courage and facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either indi-
vidually or cumulatively. It must not be as-
sumed that growth in any area is necessarily
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance
to the environment.

1. Would the project foster economic or population
growth or foster the construction of additional hous-
ing?

No. The water conveyance project would not foster
population growth or the construction of housing. In-
stead, it would provide water 1o grow crops and foster the
regional economy.

2. Would the project remove obstacles to population
growth?

No. The water conveyance project would aliow con-
tinued farming operations within WWD. It would not
remove obstacles to growth.

3. Would the project tax existing community service
facilities?

No. Groundwater wells in the program are operated
independently by individual farmers, and the program
does not rely on community service facilities.

Mendota Pool EIR
Westlands Water District
S4-145/MENDOTAPL

3-12

C—038573

C-038573




