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LETTER F
MICHAEL BILLIOU
BILLIOU FARMING COMPANY

Response F-1 The Hamilton City Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Damage Reduction Project (Hamilton City
Project) has not yet been approved; therefore, it is not considered part of the baseline conditions
for this project. Because of its location relative to the proposed project sites, the Hamilton City
Project was considered by TNC in the planning and design of the proposed project. Similar to the
hydraulic modeling of the USFWS SRNWR restoration sites used for analysis in this EIR, the
Hamilton City Project modeling and EIR findings were considered by TNC in the planning and
design of the proposed project. Moreover, the hydrologic modeling conducted for the Hamilton
City Project included assumptions that the riparian restoration activities anticipated for SRNWR
properties would occur, including the three properties that are part of the proposed project
analyzed in the Draft EIR. While not relevant to the proposed project, it is worth noting that the
modeling results for the Hamilton City Project indicated that hydrologic and river stage changes
under flood flow conditions would be similarly small, like those determined for this proposed
project that have been analyzed in the Draft EIR.
The proposed project and the Hamilton City Project are two separate projects. Regardless, CBDA
is committed to ensuring that all projects are coordinated along the Sacramento River, including
the Hamilton City Project and the proposed project. In addition, the proposed Hamilton City
Project was identified in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR, “Cumulative Effects of Proposed and
Similar Projects Planned within the Study Area,” as a similar project that is planned to occur in
the study area in the reasonably foreseeable future. A discussion of cumulative effects related to
flooding is provided under Section 5.1.2, “Cumulative Effects to Hydrology, Water Quality, and
River Geomorphology.” In that section, the Draft EIR provides a brief description of the proposed
Hamilton City Project, including several levee improvement alternatives and restoration of
riparian habitat along the upper Sacramento River (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] et
al. 2004). The section also provides an analysis of cumulative effects of the combined projects
based on two-dimensional hydraulic modeling (Ayres 2002).
The hydraulic modeling used in the analysis associated with the proposed Hamilton City Project
had assumed several SRNWR units to be restored, for modeling purposes, including those
proposed by TNC. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the modeling demonstrates the potential for
cumulative hydraulic effects to result from the restoration of SRNWR units that are near one
another, and that while each unit’s effects are localized, vegetation changes at individual units can
combine to alter flow patterns and speeds (Ayres 2001 and 2002). However, the modeling
conducted for the proposed Hamilton City Project study indicated that the combined effects of
planned changes in vegetation at the SRNWR units that are near one another (i.e., Dead Man’s
Reach, Capay, and Pine Creek Units) would not create substantial adverse effects (Ayres 2002).
The commenter indicates that the proposed project has an obligation to pass a substantial amount
of floodwater in order to have both projects succeed (i.e., the proposed project and the Hamilton
City Project). Modeling runs for all of the Hamilton City Project levee alternatives assumed
restoration of the SRNWR units. The proposed project reflects a site-specific analysis of three of
the restoration properties evaluated in previous modeling runs for the SRNWR and the Hamilton
City Project. Thus, the modeling assumptions and results presented in the Draft EIR are
consistent with other existing modeling results and projects. As stated above, the Hamilton City
Project study indicated that restored SRNWR units, including those in the proposed project,
would not create substantial adverse effects with the amount of floodwater they would pass.
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Response F-2 As mentioned in Response F-1, the Hamilton City Project and the proposed project are separate.
Commitments made between the Billiou Farming Company and USACE, The Reclamation
Board, and/or others to provide and install a wildlife fence as part of the proposed Hamilton City
Project, do not apply to this proposed project. The proposed project reflects a site-specific
analysis of three of the restoration properties evaluated in previous modeling runs for the
SRNWR and the Hamilton City Project. Thus, the modeling assumptions and results presented in
the Draft EIR are consistent with other existing modeling results and projects.
Response F-3 As noted in Response E-1, the hydraulic modeling shows incremental stage increases at the
design/modeled flood flow conditions compared to existing conditions. Known stage recession
relationships for the Sacramento River indicate that the additional stage does not translate into a
substantial change in the duration of flooding as these high flow events, and all lower stage flow
events only remain out of the normal channel for periods of up to several days. Because existing
land uses in similar conditions have demonstrated experience at withstanding similar inundation
during flood events, the project-related incremental changes were determined to result in less than
significant effects.
Response F-4 This comment does not provide any information that would suggest the impact conclusions are
unaddressed or incorrect in the Draft EIR. As noted in the response to comment E-2, TNC and the
SRNWR are committed to working with and addressing stakeholders’ (including adjacent
landowners’) concerns through on-site meetings, modification of restoration plans, and/or
modification of restoration implementation strategies. Additionally, TNC and SRNWR are
committed to SRCAF Board Policy #2 - Good Neighbor Policy Actions 1 & 2 (see response to
comment E-2 and Appendix B for additional details).

California Bay-Delta Authority
Sacramento River–Chico Landing Subreach Habitat Restoration Final EIR

2-39

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

