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Construction of the peripheral canal is characterized as the 
keystone of the BDCP conservation strategy, and the draft 
chapter indicates that the canal is considered a “conservation 
measure.”  From the perspective of SLNWRA, the canal should 
instead be characterized as a “covered activity.”  The primary 
purpose of the canal is to provide more reliable, better quality 
water to the PREs.  A potential and unproven side benefit of 
adding upstream diversion points for the Projects is that less 
pumping may be necessary in the South Delta and take of 
certain species may be reduced.   The direct impacts -- 
including impacts on special status aquatic and terrestrial 
species generally as well as species that rely on habitat within 
the Refuge specifically -- from construction and operation of 
the canal will be very negative and significant.  In addition to 
the canal itself, the removal of water from the river and Delta 
farther upstream would likely reduce freshwater availability 
within the Delta, leading to still more impacts on special status 
and other species.  The new intakes will also likely lead to 
some entrainment of special status and other species.   Last, 
construction and operation will have multiple significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts under CEQA.  (Please see 
SLNWRA’s May 2009 NOP comment letter for further details 
on impacts to the Refuge.)  Thus, to the extent any benefits to 
special status species could accrue from eventual operation of 
the canal, they pale in comparison to the negative direct and 
indirect impacts on special status species.  As a result of the 
impacts of the canal on species from an ESA/CESA 
perspective (in addition to impacts that must be analyzed and 

 



mitigated under CEQA/NEPA), SLNWRA disagrees with the 
characterization of the canal as a conservation measure and 
recommends instead that the canal be described as a covered 
activity.   

      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 


