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I. INTRODUCTION

This document serves as the Response to Comments on the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), State Clearinghouse Number 93102086. This document clarifies
and revises information included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for this
project and dated February 1996. In combination, the Draft EIR and this Final EIR serve as the public
record of disclosure of impacts related to the project in accordance with Section 15088 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. This document, combined with the draft EIR,
comprise the EIR for the project.

This document contains four sections: Introduction
Public Participation and Review
List of Persons and Agencies Providing Comments Responses to
Comments
Letters of Comment

The Public Participation section outlines the various methods the City of Sacramento has used to
provide public review and solicit input on the draft EIR. The Response to Comments section contains
individual responses to each comment. The Letters of Comment section includes a copy of all letters
received from agencies, groups, organizations, and individuals.

It is the intent of the City of Sacramento to include this document in the official public record related
to the EIR. Based on the information contained in the public record, decision makers will be provided
with an accurate and complete record of all information related to the environmental consequences of
the project.



I1. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW

In order to ensure public disclosure of impacts and to solicit comments as to the adequacy of the EIR
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Sacramento notified all
responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, organizations, and individuals that a draft EIR had
been completed for the proposed project. The City also used several methods to solicit input during the
review period for the preparation of the draft EIR. The following is a list of actions taken during the
preparation, distribution, and review of the draft EIR.

1.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies and
interested groups, organizations, and individuals on November 2, 1993. Copies of the NOP
and comments are included in the Draft EIR Appendices.

The NOP was distributed by the City of Sacramento to all responsible and trustee agencies,
interested groups, organizations and individuals.

A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the draft EIR were filed with the State
Clearinghouse on February 29, 1996. A copy of the NOC and the State distribution list is
available for review and inspection at the City of Sacramento, Department of Planning and
Development, Environmental Services Division, 1231 | Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

An official public review period for the draft EIR was established by the State
Clearinghouse. The review period began on February 29, 1996 and was extended to May 22,
1996 in order to accommaodate an extended 45 day review period for re-circulation of revisions
to Chapter 6.9.

A Letter of Availability was distributed to all responsible and trustee agencies, interested
groups, organizations, and individuals on February 29, 1996 and again on April 8, 1996
regarding the extended timeframe for review of revision to Chapter 6.9. The complete mailing
list of persons notified is included in the appendix to the draft EIR. The mailing list included
every address within 500 feet of the Parkway, or approximately 4000 addresses as well as all
responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups and associations. The February 29,
1996, Letter of Availability stated that the City of Sacramento had completed the draft EIR and
that copies were available at the City of Sacramento, Department of Planning and
Development, Environmental Services Division, 1231 | Street, Suite 301, Sacramento,
California 95814. The April 8, 1996 letter notified persons that a revisions to Chapter 6.9 were
available for review and comment. The letter also indicated that the official public review
period for the draft EIR had been revised to conclude on May 22, 1996.

A public notice was placed in the Sacramento Bee and the Daily Recorder on February 29,
1996 which stated that the draft EIR for the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Project DEI R was
available for review and comment. A second notice was placed in the Sacramento Bee and the
Daily Recorder on April 8, 1996 indicating that changes to Chapter 6.9 of the DEIR were
available to the public and that the comment period had been extended to May 22, 1996.
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1. COMMENTS RECEIVED

The following agencies and persons submitted written comments on the Sacramento River Parkway
Plan DEIR. Letters received are organized first by whether or not the letter is an organization or an
individual and are presented in order of the date of the comment.

Agency/Person Date of Comment

Community Organizations

LETTER 1

Ann M. Kohl April 8, 1996
Citizen's for Safer Parks -- Yes on Measure B

101 0 S Street

Sacramento, California 95814

LETTER 2

Anne Furguson April 19,1996
American Lung Association

909 12th Street

Sacramento, California 95814

LETTER 3

Roy Swanson April 22,1996
Friends of the River

128 J Street (2nd Floor)

Sacramento, California 95814-2207

LETTER 4

Dale A. Secord May 10, 1996
Sacramento River Parkway Advocates

425 Camelia River Way

Sacramento, California 95831

LETTER 5

Roseanne Chamberlain May 14, 1996
Sacramento Valley Open Space Conservancy

P.O. Box 163351

Sacramento, California 95816

LETTER 6

Anne Rudin May 15, 1996
Friends of the Sacramento River Greenway



LETTER 7

Steven A. Kahn

Land Park Community Association (LPCA)
P.O. Box 188285

Sacramento, California 9581 8

LETTER 8

Phil Hiroshima

Sacramento Riverfront Association
7360 Pocket Road

Sacramento, California 95831

LETTER 9 (with attachment)
Charlie Zell

Sacramento Riverfront Association
7360 Pocket Road

Sacramento, California 95831

LEITER 10

Ann Goldberg

Sacramento Horsemen's Association
3200 Longview Drive

North Highlands, California 95660

LETTER 11

William P. Katen

Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park District
810 Oak Lane

Rio Linda, California, 95673

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 21, 1996

May 23, 1996



Interested Citizens and Residents

LETTER 12 (with attachment)

Walt Seifert
877 53rd Street

Sacramento, California 95819-3527

LETTER 13

Dennis MacLane
6406 Surfside Way
Sacramento, Cal ifornia

LETTER 14

Vivian Shaw Graza
7454 Pocket Road
Sacramento, Cal ifornia

LETTER 15

Diane Truly

925 Piedmont Drive
Sacramento, Cal ifornia

LETTER 16

Wayne B. Brown

821 Yacht Court
Sacramento, California

LETTER 17
Lorraine Brown

821 Yacht Court
Sacramento, California

LETTER 18

Francis J. Silva

1535 Benham Way
Sacramento, California

LETTER 19

Joel and Lale Goddard
832 Prow Court
Sacramento, California

95831

95831

95822

95822

95822

95831

95822-2314

April 2, 1996

April 15, 1996

May 14, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996

May 20, 1996



LETTER 20

Walter Harvey

2111 Garden Highway
Sacramento, California 95833

LETTER 21

Grant D. Werschkull

3815 Maddison Avenue

Sacramento, California 9581 6-1 550

LETTER 22

Charles E. Zell

968 Piedmont Drive

Sacramento, California 95822-1 779

LETTER 23

Janet Gordon-Boyer

7360 Pocket Road

Sacramento, California 95831

LETTER 24

Harriet and Mac McKinnis
643 Brickyard Drive
Sacramento, California 95831

LETTER 25

Ralph E. Virn

8367 Grand Cru Drive
Sacramento, California 95829

May 20, 1996

May 21, 1996

May 23, 1996

May 23, 1996

Undated

Undated



IV. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update DEIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies,
interested groups, organizations, and individuals. The report was made available for public review and
comment. The public review period for the draft EIR established by the State Clearinghouse
commenced on February 29, 1996 and was extended to May 22, 1996.

Copies of all written and verbal comments received during the public review are included in this Final
EIR. Each letter has been analyzed to identify specific comments to the EIR. The comments have been
numbered. A response with a correspondingly number is presented. A full copy of the letter of comment
is included in Section V, Letters of Comment for reference.

For example, COMMENT 1-1 refers to the first comment in the first letter listed in Section 2.
RESPONSE 1-1 refers to the narrative response to COMMENT 1-1 in the Letters of Comment Section.

Responses are provided for each comment which raised a significant environmental issue (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088). Some of the comments do not address the completeness or adequacy of the
draft EIR, do not raise significant environmental issues, or do not request additional information. A
substantive response to such comments is not appropriate within the context of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Such comments are responded to with a "comment noted"
reference. This indicates that the comment will be forwarded to all appropriate decision makers for their
review and consideration.



LETTER 1.  ANN M. KOHL, CITIZEN'S FOR SAFER PARKS -- YES ON
MEASURE B

1.1

1.l

1.2

12

1.3

13

COMMENT: Commenter expresses support for the comments of the Sacramento River
Parkway Advocates.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project. For
responses to comments from the Sacramento River Parkway Advocates, see Letter 4.

COMMENT: The Commenter provides information regarding the positive effects of trails on
property values based on studies or information regarding the American River Parkway, the
Davis Greenway, and the Lafayette-Moraga trail.

RESPONSE: Comments noted. Chapter 6.9 of the DEIR also found that in many areas trails
are a beneficial effect which sustains the worth and desirability of the neighborhood, whereas
in other instances neighbors may view the trail as a potential liability. Page 6.9- 15 of the DEIR
concludes that: "No clear cause and effect can be established between implementation of the
trail system and a loss of property values ... Property values are influenced by a number of
conditions including overall market conditions, individual willingness to pay, interest rates, age
and condition of housing and many other conditions."

COMMENT: This comment expresses support for the proposed project.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.



LETTER 2. ANNE FURGUSON, AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION

2.1

2.2

COMMENT: This letter expresses support for the Parkway Plan Update because of the positive
effects on health and air quality.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.



LETTER 3. ROY SWANSON, FRIENDS OF THE RIVER

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.3

COMMENT: This letter expresses support for the Parkway Plan Update because of the
positive effects on habitat restoration and recreational opportunities.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision making process on the proposed project.

COMMENT: This comment expresses opposition for Alternative 8 because opportunities for
habitat restoration (by virtue of public ownership) would be reduced and because the
Commenter suggests that lack of a comprehensive riverfront trail system would reduce
regional amenities and regional economic potential.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the project or an alternative and
does not address the adequacy of the EIR. The EIR does not conclude that Alternative
8 would result in less habitat preservation. Under either the proposed project, or any of the
alternatives, lands immediately along the river and within the State Lands Commission claim
boundary would continue to be under public trust. Under Alternative B, a section of the
proposed trail system in the Pocket area would not be acquired. The EIR assumed that new
lands acquired in this area would be committed to the trail system . The description of
Alternative B does not preclude habitat preservation in this area, but does preclude a
public access trail in the area.

The Commenter also notes that a continuous riverfront trail would provide regional social and
economic benefits, and that Alternative B which re-routes the proposed riverfront trail would
have adverse effects on regional amenities and regional social and economic opportunities. The
purpose of an EIR is to evaluate physical environ mental effects. Social and economic effects
may be discussed if a clear chain of cause and effect between the social or economic effect can
be linked to a physical or environmental impact. The EIR did not review regional social
economic effects directly because such effects did not appear to result in a clear cause and effect
relationship with adverse physical and environmental effects. Page 6.1 -5 of the EIR clarifies
this section of CEQA and states: "In accordance with CEQA, this document focuses on
potentially significant environmental consequences. Al though there are a number of social
concerns regarding the proposed project and alternatives, many of these issues relate to socio-
economic concerns which do not clearly result in a physical impact. Section 15131 of the CEQA
Guidelines states that an EIR may include economic or social information, however, "economic
and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment." An
exception to this is in instances where a clear chain of cause and effect between the social or
economic issues can be linked to a physical impact. In this case the EIR discusses the
physical impact which resulted from the social or economic impact.”
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3.4

3.4

3.5

35

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that the noise generated by pedestrian and bicyclists
using the trail corridor would be substantially less than existing noise generated by airplanes,
freeways and major road ways.

RESPONSE: In general, intermittent human noise may be less than sustained or significant
noise sources resulting from airports and freeways. However, CEQA requires that the EIR
assess possible impacts resulting from a project, above and beyond existing conditions.
Since airport and roadway background noise are part of the existing ambient conditions,
these are not considered impacts of the project. These noise conditions exist with or
without project implementation.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that more attention be paid to habitat restoration in
Table 5-2, "Sacramento River Parkway Development Strategy."

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This is a comment on the proposed project not the EIR. Table
5-2 is excerpted from the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update document to assist the
reader in understanding the implementation steps and timing of the plan. The purpose of the
EIR is to analyze the Plan as proposed, rather than re-write the plan. The EIR does however,
include mitigation measures to reduce habitat damage resulting from the introduction of
recreational facilities in sensitive areas.
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LETTER 4. DALE A. SECORD, SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY ADVOCATES

4.1

4.1

4.2

4.2

4.3

4.3

44

4.4

COMMENT: This comment expresses support for the goals of the Parkway Plan and general
concurrence with the conclusions of the EIR regarding the assessment of impacts for the
proposed project.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.

COMMENT: This comment expresses a concern that Alternative B does not resolve the
safety and land use concerns of the proposed project. The com mentor notes that similar
impacts would occur along the trail regard less of location.

RESPONSE: The Commenter raises an interesting point. It is true that many of the issues
related to trail use (safety and land use conflicts) would be similar in any residential area. | n
this case however, the EIR must assess the new impacts resulting from a proposed project
or alternative. Since the majority of the trail alignment outlined in Alternative B is an
existing trail system, this does not pose as many new impacts as the proposed project which
would involve the development of an entirely new trail segment.

COMMENT: This comment suggests that the same public safety concerns identified for
the proposed project may result from implementation of Alternative B. The Commenter
also goes on record in opposition to a mitigation measure which was deleted which
required a funded security patrol.

RESPONSE: As noted above, a substantial portion of the Alternative B trail corridor is
currently open to the public. Providing enhanced connections for a continuous trail system
may increase the frequency of use of this trail (Pocket Canal/Seymour Park). Both the
proposed project and Alternative B were judged to have potentially significant effects, and the
same mitigation measure (Measure 6.9-1 , page 6.9-1 1 and 12) is applied to both the project
and Alternative B.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that land use conflict related to the proposed
project would also result if Alternative B were implemented.

RESPONSE: As noted above, a substantial portion of the Alternative B trail corridor is
currently open to the public. Since the majority of the trail  alignment outlined in
Alternative B is an existing trail system, this does not pose as many new impacts as the
proposed project which would involve the development of an entirely new trail
segment.

12



4.5

4.5

4.6

4.6

4.7

4.7

Under Impact 6.9-2 Conflicts of Land Uses, the EIR does note that Alternative B would
"avoid conflicts with residential uses located adjacent to the levee in the Pocket and Little
Pocket areas. Potential conflicts at access points south of the Pocket Canal would be
significant and unavoidable.” The EIR applies the mitigation measures to both the proposed
project and Alternative B to reduce impacts.

COMMENT: The commenter suggests that if the proposed project adversely impacts
property values along the levee, then the Alternative B trail alignment should have similar
effects along the Pocket Canal and Seymour Park trail.

RESPONSE: The EIR does not make any final conclusion regarding the impact of trails on
property values. Page 6.9-1 5 of the DEIR concludes that: "No clear cause and effect can be
established between implementation of the trail system and a loss of property values ....
Property values are influenced by a number of conditions including overall market conditions,
individual willingness to pay, interest rates, age and condition of housing and many other
conditions.”

COMMENT: This comment discusses two sections of Chapter 6.9 which were included in
the first circulation of the EIR. Subsequently, this Chapter of the EIR was revised and
recirculated.

RESPONSE: No response necessary. The subject sections of the EIR were deleted and a
revised Chapter 6.9 recirculated in accordance with CEQA.

COMMENT: The commenter reiterates the concern that regardless of the location of the trail,
impacts would be the same. The commenter notes that the EIR does not discuss construction
impacts which might occur if the alignment of Alternative B trail is improved to Class |
standards.

RESPONSE: See responses to Comments 4-2 through 4-6. Regarding improvement of
Alternative B, major sections (Pocket Canal and Seymour Park areas) are currently Class 1.

The construction improvements to the on-street section of this alignment are not specified in
the project description for the alternative. Since the EIR is a program level assessment of
impacts, and since design details such as construction plans and methods are not known, the
EIR did could not assess such impacts. Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states
that "the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described inthe EIR." This Section goes on to
use two examples of the ranges of specificity -- one example, an EIR for a detailed
construction project, and the second, an EIR on a comprehensive ordinance or plan. The
Section concludes that the latter EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific
construction projects that might follow. The EIR acknowledges in several places that the
approach is a program level EIR for a policy plan. An EIR must analyze the proposed project
as proposed.  Since the proposed project is a policy plan, the level of detail in the DEIR
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analysis reflects the specificity of the project description in accordance with Section 15146 of
the CEQA Guidelines. Related to this, Section 14145 of the CEQA Guidelines cautions
public agencies from speculation in the evaluation of impacts. Since many project specific
details are not known, the EIR attempts to avoid speculation as to what precise impacts
might occur depending on any number of unknown assumptions regarding the project's
detailed design.
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LETTER 5. ROSEANNE CHAMBERLAIN, SACRAMENTO VALLEY OPEN SPACE

CONSERVANCY

5.1

5.1

5.2

5.2

5.3

5.3

COMMENT: Commenter supports the Sacramento River Parkway Plan.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that more attention be paid to habitat restoration in
Table 5-2, "Sacramento River Parkway Development Strategy."”

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This is a comment on the proposed project not the EIR. Table
5-2 is excerpted from the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update document to assist the reader
in understanding the implementation steps and timing of the plan. The purpose of the EIR is
to analyze the Plan as proposed, rather than re-write the plan. The EIR does however, include
mitigation measures to reduce habitat damage resulting from the introduction of
recreational facilities in sensitive areas.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests alternative acquisition methods for trail right-of- way
or easements in the Private Inholding Areas.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This is a comment on the Plan and implementation program and
not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 6. ANNE RUDIN, FRIENDS OF THE SACRAMENTO RIVER GREENWAY

6.1

6.1

6.2

6.2

6.3

6.3

COMMENT: Comment 6-1 notes that Alternative C was selected in the EIR as the
environmentally superior alternative. The comment notes that this would limit
development of the trail corridor to the levee crown as no development would be allowed
along the waterside of the levee. The Commenter states that this would limit options for
development of the trail along the river. The Commenter requests that the proposed project be
re-considered as the environmentally superior alternative.

RESPONSE: Alternative C was selected based on reduced impacts to "plant/animal life,

-noise, cultural resources and air quality" (page 2-6 of the EIR). A full discussion of the

comparative impacts of alternatives is included in the respective impact Chapters of the EIR.
Briefly, since this alternative limits the amount of land available for Parkway development,
particularly in the sensitive riparian habitat zone immediately along the river, it was chosen as
the environmentally superior alternative. Less development would occur there by reducing
impacts to habitats, air quality, noise and potential disruption of cultural resources. It does
appear that this alternative would limit the flexibility of the City in aligning the trail
corridor along the river. However, overall, this limitation also serves to reduce environmental
impacts. It is important to note that the selection of an environmentally superior alternative
does not mean the alternative is superior from a public policy or socio-economic perspective.
The task of the EIR is to identify the alternative with the least physical, environmental
impacts. The public hearings and the decision- making process which follows is designed
to identify the alternative which is superior in the public's interest including social, economic
and physical impacts.

COMMENT: Comment 5-2 references two mitigation measures in Chapter 6.9 which were
deleted and or revised in the recirculated DEIR dated April 8, 1996.

RESPONSE: No response necessary. The subject sections of the EIR were deleted and a
revised Chapter 6.9 recirculated in accordance with CEQA.

COMMENT: Commenter notes that page 2-5 refers to Alternative C as "Restrict Parkway
Development Between the Levee Crown and the River's Edge"”, but is later referred to in this
Chapter as "Remove Parkway Development Between the Levee Crown and the River's Edge".

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The last paragraph of page 2-5 should be amended to read:
"Remove Restrict Parkway Development Between the Levee Crown and the River's Edge."
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6.4

6.4

6.5

6.5

COMMENT: This comment expresses opposition for Alternative B because opportunities for
habitat restoration (by virtue of public ownership) would be reduced and because the
commenter suggests that lack of a comprehensive riverfront trail system would reduce regional
amenities and regional economic potential.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the project or an alternative
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Chapter 6.9 of the EIR does discuss the impact
of the trail on property values. Studies of this issue have differing conclusions. As a result
the EIR reports that no clear cause and effect between the trail system and property values
can be determined at this time. Similarly, the EIR does not conclude that Alternative B would
result in less habitat preservation. Under either the proposed project, or any of the alternatives,
lands immediately along the river and within the State Lands Commission claim boundary
would continue to be under public trust. Under Alternative B, a section of the proposed trail
system in the Pocket area would not be acquired. The EIR assumed that new lands acquired in
this area would be committed to the trail system. The description of Alternative B does not
preclude habitat preservation in this area, but does preclude a public access trail in the
area.

The Commenter also notes that a continuous riverfront trail would provide regional social
and economic benefits, and that Alternative B which re-routes the proposed riverfront trail
would have adverse effects on regional amenities and regional social and economic
opportunities. The purpose of an EIR is to evaluate physical environmental effects. Social and
economic effects may be discussed if a clear chain of cause and effect between the social or
economic effect can be linked to a physical or environmental impact. The EIR did not
review regional social-economic effects directly because such effects did not appear to result
in a clear cause and effect relationship with adverse physical and environmental effects. Page
6.1 -5 of the EIR clarifies this section of CEQA and states: "In accordance with CEQA, this
document focuses on potentially significant environmental consequences. Although there are a
number of social concerns regarding the proposed project and alternatives, many of these
issues relate to socio-economic concerns which do not clearly result in a physical impact.
Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR may include economic or social
information, however, "economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment." An exception to this is in instances where a clear
chain of cause and effect between the social or economic issues can be linked to a physical
impact. In this case the EIR discusses the physical impact which resulted from the social
or economic impact.”

COMMENT: The commenter states that impact 6-9-1 (Public Safety) does not address the
beneficial impact of neighbors using the trail system thereby providing additional
"neighborhood watch" and security. The Commenter concluded that increased positive use
of the riverfront may result in a safer environment.

RESPONSE:  CEQA does not require that EIR's disclose beneficial impacts.
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6.6

6.6

6.7

6.7

COMMENT: The commenter suggests that the noise generated by pedestrian and bicyclists
using the trail corridor would be substantially less than existing noise generated by airplanes,
freeways and major roadways. The Commenter requests that more detailed sound
measurements be taken prior to a final conclusion.

RESPONSE: In general, intermittent human noise may be less than sustained or
significant noise sources resulting from airports and freeways. However, CEQA requires that
the EIR assess possible impacts resulting from a project, above and beyond existing conditions.
Since airport and roadway background noise are part of the existing ambient conditions, these
are not considered impacts of the project. These noise conditions exist with or without project
implementation.

Noise is a very subjective environmental condition. For residential areas, less than 60
dBA is considered acceptable. As an example for comparison, a vacuum cleaner or the noise
levels in a department store are both estimated to be approximately 60 decibels 10 feet from
the source, whereas a soft whisper is estimated to be 30 decibels at 5 feet. In comparison, a jet
take-off at 200 feet is estimated to generated 120 decibels which approaches the pain
threshold.! Human voices will be an intermittent sound, laughing or calling to one another
which is estimated to fall within the 30 to 70 decibel range depending on the distance of
the receiver from the noise source. Since many of the homes in the Little Pocket area are
situated very close to the proposed trail, and since the EIR must assume a reasonable worst
case scenario, the EIR judged that the trail corridor may introduce new noise sources in the
vicinity of the trail. It is estimated that the noise may be noticeable, in the same way that
school children and pedestrians using sidewalks along the front of houses occasionally
generates human noise that is noticeable. These types of noises are often noticeable, but not
sustained and overwhelming. Also, since noise is subjective, it is reasonable to assume that
noise generating in the night time will be more disturbing to residents than occasional human
voices in the daytime. For this reason, the EIR identified mitigation measures to reduce the
time of exposure to daylight hours.

COMMENT: The commenter questions the logic of the Reclamation Board in preferring that
trails be built on the waterside berm rather than the levee crown.

RESPONSE: Page 3-4 of the EIR notes that the Reclamation Board would prefer that trails be
built on the waterside berm in order to reduce impacts to the levee structure. The Reclamation
Board's main concern is maintenance of the levee structure for public safety. The EIR goes on
to state that in developing the Parkway Plan, this preference and many other issues or
constraints were considered. The Parkway Plan Update references several policies and areas
where the concerns of the Reclamation Board have been accommodated. The EIR determined
that these policies adequately address the Reclamation Board's needs for levee maintenance.
Pages 6.7-11 and 12 of the EIR summarize the Parkway Plan's policies regarding levee
maintenance.
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6.8

6.9

6.10

6.10

6.11

6.11

COMMENT: This comment references EIR page 5-7 which states "vegetative screening,
fencing and other buffers between uses" as policies of the Plan which are applicable in the
Pocket area. The commenter inquires why these Plan policies are not discussed as
mitigation options in the EIR.

RESPONSE: The policies of the proposed Parkway Plan Update are referenced throughout
the document, both in the project description (Chapter 3) and in Chapter 6.0 in the
respective impact Chapters. The Commenter is correct in stating that these policies reduce
environmental effects. However, the EIR must analyze any outstanding environmental effects
that are estimated to occur should the Parkway Plan and the Policies be adopted and
implemented. This approach is necessary insofar as the proposed policies are already part
of the proposed project. As such, the policies are not considered mitigation measures of the
EIR, but rather a part of the project as proposed.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that more attention be paid to habitat restoration in
Table 5-2, "Sacramento River Parkway Development Strategy."

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This is a comment on the proposed project not the EIR. Table
5-2 is excerpted from the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update document to assist the reader
in understanding the implementation steps and timing of the plan. The purpose of the EIR is
to analyze the Plan as proposed, rather than re-write the plan. The EIR does however, include
mitigation measures to reduce habitat damage resulting from the introduction of
recreational facilities in sensitive areas.

COMMENT: The Commenter suggests that staff develop a work program for the study of
equestrian use to go along with the Final EIR.

RESPONSE: Horses are not allowed on bicycle and pedestrian trails because they are not
bridle paths.
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LETTER 7: LAND PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (LPCA)

7.1

7.1

COMMENT: The letter supports the Parkway Plan Update (proposed project) with the
mitigation measures included in the EIR.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The comment discusses the relative merits of the
proposed project and does not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR
under CEQA. No response required. The comment is however, part of the official record of
the final EIR which will be considered by the City Council as part of their decision- making
process on the proposed project.
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LETTER 8: PHIL HIROSHIMA, SACRAMENTO RIVERFRONT ASSOCIATION

GENERAL COMMENT: Through-out this letter, the Commenter states that if the EIR is
recommending Alternative B, then the comment or concern is satisfied. In order to avoid
duplication of responses, a general response to this comment is included below.

GENERAL RESPONSE: The EIR does not recommend Alternative B. The EIR identifies Alternative
C as the environmentally superior alternative. It is important to note that the selection of an
environmentally superior alternative does not mean the alternative is superior from a public policy or
socio-economic perspective. The task of the EIR is to identify the alternative with the least physical,
environmental impacts. The public hearings and the decision-making process which follows are
designed to identify the alternative which is superior in the public's interest including social, economic
and physical impacts.

8.1 COMMENT: This comment concerns how security patrols will be funded and how officers
can access private residential property.

8.1 RESPONSE: Under the proposed project, atrail system through some form of public
acquisition (fee, easement or other) would be in place which would allow police officers to
access public areas. Under Alternative 8, which does re-routes the public trail from the River
in sections of the Pocket area, these riverfront sections of the Parkway would continue to
be privately owned. Under this alternative, police officers would need authorization to
enter private property. (This is currently the situation in the Pocket area. The purpose of the
EIR is not to analyze existing situations but to assess the impacts of a proposed project
and alternatives.) It is true that the EIR does not specify the funding source for any of the
required mitigation measures. Decisions regarding the sources of public funding for a
mitigation measure must be made by the City Council as part of the project decision-making
process or the annual budget process.

8.2 COMMENT: This comment references a previous EIR which determined that the privacy
issues were unmitigable. This comment also addresses the Reclamation Board's
requirements for levee maintenance and restrictions.

8.2 RESPONSE: The report preparers assume that the Commenter is referring to the EIR
prepared for the City/County Bikeways Master Plan certified by the City Council in March
1995. The Findings of Fact prepared for that EIR indicate only one unavoidable issue
under land use impacts. Page 4 of the Findings of Facts states that "Adoption of the
Bikeway Master Plan would introduce off-street bikeways in areas where development has
preceded the bikeway. Constructing a bikeway in these areas raise concerns about crime
nuisance, littering, safety, noise, vandalism, loitering, etc. ..... In some places private
property would be bisected by the bikeway or would otherwise be located such
that buffering, screening, fencing is not feasible. No feasible mitigation has been identified to
reduce these land use effects to less than significant.”
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8.3

8.3

8.4

8.4

8.5

8.5

8.6

8.6.

Regarding the above listed impact, the EIR was a program level EIR prepared for a larger
policy plan which addressed all proposed bikeways in the City and County of Sacramento.
In the case of the Parkway EIR, the program level analysis was limited to the proposed
Parkway Plan and the policies contained therein. As is often the case, the assessment of
impacts may change based on the project description. The proposed Parkway Plan
contains a number of policies which, in and of themselves, reduce potential land use
conflicts. Additionally, the Parkway Plan includes for the area in question (Little Pocket
and North Pocket area) the Private Inholding Designation (PIA). This designation restricts
the development of trails and other recreation facilities until specified conditions are met
and the PIA classification removed by the City Council (see page 3-6 and 3-7 of the EIR).
The PIA further requires that the off-street trail cannot be developed until all possible
security and privacy measures are implemented and funding for operations and
maintenance of the trail segment secured. This policy coupled with the policies listed on
page 6.9-9 and 6.9- 10 help to reduce impacts at a program level. In analyzing the
proposed project, the report preparers must assume that the proposed policies will be
implemented (they are part of the project description), and the preparers must review the
potential for program level impacts which might occur after full implementation of the
policies. At a program level, the report preparers concluded that land use and public safety
impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant with the application of the policies
included in the Plan coupled with the additional mitigation measures included in the EIR.

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses satisfaction with the analysis of the Pocket
Canal/Seymour Park by-pass route (Alternative 8).

RESPONSE:  No response required.
COMMENT: The commenter restates comment

RESPONSE:  See response 8.1.

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses satisfaction in the review of maintenance issues for
the narrow strip of land between the homes and the levee.

RESPONSE:  No response required.

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that the studies cited regarding trails and property values
are not similar to the Pocket area because of the elevation of the levee above the adjacent
homes.

RESPONSE: The EIR does note on Page 6.9-4 that "Not all comparable studies have the
topographical difference of a levee system which is elevated ..." The conclusion of the EIR is
that the proposed project could affect public safety and security of private properties.
However, no clear conclusion regarding the impacts to property values was made by the EIR.
Page 6.9-15 of the DEIR concludes that: "No clear cause and effect can be established between
implementation of the trail system and a loss of property values ....Property values are
influenced by a number of conditions including overall market conditions, individual
willingness to pay, interest rates, age and condition of housing and may other conditions.”
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8.7

8.7

8.8

8.8

8.9

8.9

8.10

8.10

COMMENT; The comment notes that the Parkway Plan Public Safety policies are
commendable but that no source of funding is identified.

RESPONSE: The EIR cites applicable Parkway policies in order to provide background on
the project. On page 6.9-9, Policy TS states "Trail segments should be implemented with
sufficient funds to provide for operations, maintenance and security of that segment.” Should
the Parkway Plan be adopted as proposed, this policy would also be adopted. The City
Council would then have the responsibility for ensuring that implementation projects are
consistent with the policies of the Parkway Plan. As noted in response 8.1, it is not the
responsibility of the EIR to identify funding sources, but rather to suggest ways to
mitigate environmental impacts.

COMMENT: The commenter notes that it may not be feasible to establish a continuous multi-
use trail along the river because of many existing constraints such as development along the
riverside of the Garden Highway.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The comment expresses a concern about the feasibility of the
proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA.

COMMENT: The Commenter requests that the EIR give a more balanced perspective on the
viability of a multi-use trail co-existing with residences when the proposed trail may be
10 to 15 feet above the private properties in question.

RESPONSE; As noted in response 8.6, the EIR does note that the proposed multi-use trail will
be elevated if the alignment follows the crown of the levee. (Chapter 2 of the Parkway Plan
shows alternative conceptual trail alignments, some of which are on the levee crown and some
of which are on either the riverside or the landside of the berm). Depending on the final
alignment of the trail, the width and whether or not the PIA designation is removed, impacts
may vary greatly. At this stage in the planning process, the final alignment, construction
drawings and surveys for the proposed trail are not available. As such, it is not possible to
provide further analysis at a program level without speculation. The EIR does note that
individual construction and facility projects included in the plan should be subject to further
project specific environmental review when more detailed designs are known.

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses support for Alternative B.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.
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LETTER 9: CHARLIE ZELL, SACRAMENTO RIVERFRONT ASSOCIATION

9.1

9.1

9.2

9.2

9.3

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that the Parkway Plan is a specific plan for a specific area,
namely the Sacramento River and that there are no possible alternative locations for the
planning area, although specific facilities could be omitted.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Page 4-4, last paragraph of the DEIR does acknowledge that
"off-site” alternatives are not feasible for this project because the project is a resource plan for
the Sacramento River. This paragraph also notes that: "Where appropriate, to reduce impacts,
elements of the proposed plan have been identified which lend themselves to alternative sites.
For example, Alternative B identifies "off-site" or off-river and levee alternative routes for the
proposed trail through the Little Pocket and Pocket area." As a point of clarification, although
the Parkway Plan is specific to an area (i.e., the Sacramento River), the Plan is not a "specific
plan™ as defined by State Government Code.

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that the DEIR states that subsequent EIR's will be
prepared for individual projects. The Commenter further states that it is conceivable that
individual Parkway projects may be issued a Negative Declaration since an EIR for the
Parkway Plan has been prepared.

RESPONSE: Through-out the EIR, it is stated that the document is a program-level assessment
of impacts, and that individual parkway development projects may require further
environmental review once detailed design and construction plans are known. In this context,
further environmental review means that the project may require an EIR, a Negative
Declaration or an exemption depending on the Initial Study prepared for the project in
accordance with CEQA. Indeed some projects may qualify for a Negative Declaration,
however, this will depend on the individual characteristics and impacts of the project. In
accordance with CEQA, a Negative Declaration (ND) must provide written documentation as
to why an impact is not considered significant. Similarly, CEQA provides that where impacts
are significant, an ND must provide mitigation measures which demonstrate that the
impact will be less than significant with mitigation. Further, the N D must be circulated to the
public for comment. In many respects, an ND is similar to an EIR, and in fact, may be more
stringent, insofar as all impacts must be fully mitigated in an ND, whereas an EIR may
determine that an impact is not mitigatable (unavoidable). In an event, an Initial Study will
need to be prepared for each subsequent project to determine the most appropriate
documentation required by CEQA.

COMMENT: The Commenter inquires why the Bikeway Master Plan EIR determined that
impacts to privacy as a result of a trail were significant and unavoidable, whereas, the Parkway
DEI R determined that public safety and security to private property were significant and
avoidable.
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9.3

9.4

9.4

9.5

9.5

9.6

9.6

RESPONSE: See Response 8.2, above.

COMMENT; The com mentor is concerned that it may not be financially feasible to
implement the mitigation measures of the EIR in light of Proposition 13.

RESPONSE:  As noted in response 8.1, it is not the responsibility of the EIR to identify
funding sources, but rather to suggest ways to mitigate environmental impacts. The EIR does
not specify the funding source for any of the required mitigation measures. Decisions
regarding the sources of public funding for a mitigation measure must be made by the City
Council as part of the project decision-making process or the annual budget process. The
Parkway Plan does however, include Policy TS which states "Trail segments should be
implemented with sufficient funds to provide for operations, maintenance and security of
that segment.” Should the Parkway Plan be adopted as proposed, this policy would also
be adopted. The City Council would then have the responsibility for ensuring that
implementation projects are consistent with the policies of the Parkway Plan.

COMMENT: This comment regards acquisition of public property and the use of eminent
domain, and the amount of right-of-way necessary to accomplish the trail. The Commenter is
concerned that even the most narrow trail alignment included in the Plan could result in
remnant parcels which may not conform to current building standards should the home need to
be replaced.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The Commenter raises an important point. This area of
controversy is referenced in the EIR on Page 2-3 which states: "...Also, in the Little Pocket and
Greenhaven areas, private land ownership extends to the highwater mark of the Sacramento
River and the levee (and trail) would need to traverse the parcel. Clarification of easements and
or acquisition of property would need to occur. This may alter land division patterns including
setbacks and other requirements of the remaining parcels. Because of widespread concern
regarding the on-levee bike trail in the Pocket area, this EIR considers an alternative which
avoids levee trail access in those sections of the Pocket area and diverts the trail to inland off-
street routes in the Pocket area (See Chapter 4, Alternatives, Alternative 8). Also, this EIR
includes a Chapter on trail safety and socio-economic impacts to review possible conflicts in
this area." At this point in the planning process, there are no final trail alignments, surveys or
construct ion drawings available which would allow further meaningful (non-speculative)
analysis of these types of impacts.

COMMENT: The com mentor is concerned about the proposed PIA designation included in
the Parkway Plan and believes this may result in "block busting” of riverfront properties.

RESPONSE: The comment regards the merits and feasibility of the acquisition policies of the

proposed project and not the adequacy of the assessment of physical environmental effects.
The term “block-busting” is not generally defined as an environmental effect.
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9.7

9.7

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses support for an alternative.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered by
the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO THE ATTACHMENT TO LETTER 9

Letter 9, received from Charles Zell representing the Sacramento Riverfront Association, included an
attachment which is the report of Samuel J. Cullers and Associates on the EIR. Responses to comments
included in the report attached to Letter 9, follow.

9.8

9.8

9.9

9.9

COMMENT: The report provides background information on the development of the Parkway
Plan Update.

RESPONSE: The comment does not raise issues related to the EIR or adequacy of the EIR under
CEQA. No response necessary.

COMMENT: The commenter considers the DEI R inadequate as a program EIR because the
Plan will not implement specific construction projects and further environmental review may be
required. The commenter further states that the purpose of a program EIR should be to specifically
avoid subsequent environmental reviews by providing among other things, for a more exhaustive
consideration of effects and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an individual basis.

RESPONSE: Page 1-12 of the EIR specifically cites Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines which authorizes the uses of a program EIR, for among other things, "in connection
with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing
program.” The Parkway Plan Update is a plan with policies governing the resources of the
Sacramento River. In accordance with CEQA it is appropriate to conduct a program EIR for a
plan.

On page | -2 (and through-out the DEIR) it is noted that individual Parkway development projects
will be subjected to further site specific environmental review once design and construction plans
are determined. This is consistent with Section 21094 of the CEQA Statutes which states that:
"Where a prior environmental impact report has been prepared and certified for a program, plan,
policy or ordinance, the lead agency for a later project that meets the requirements of this
section shall examine the significant effects of the later project by using a tiered environmental
impact report, except that the report on the later project need not examine those effects which were
either (1) mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental report, or (2) examined at
a sufficient level of detail to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of
conditions or by other means in connection with the approval of the later project.” Section (c)
of Section 21094 of the CEQA statutes requires that an initial study be prepared to determine
whether or not a later
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9.10

9.10

project may cause significant effects on the environment which were not examined in the prior
EIR. As can be seen, CEQA specifically requires that further environmental review, based on an
Initial Study be conducted, prior to implementation of Parkway projects (unless such an activity is
clearly determined to be exempt under CEQA). Given that site specific design plans are not known
at this time, it is impossible to determine whether or not such implementation projects will
require an EIR, a Negative Declaration or other environmental documentation.

No statute or guideline in CEQA restricts the conduct of additional site specific environmental
review where more information or detail becomes available which may result in impacts not
previously analyzed. In fact, CEQA specifically acknowledges that subsequent projects may provide
more site specific details. For example, Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states that "the
degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity which is described in the EIR." This Section goes on to use two examples of the
ranges of specificity -- one example, an EIR for a detailed construction project, and the second, an
EIR on a comprehensive ordinance or plan. The Section concludes that the latter EIR need not be as
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. The EIR acknowledges in
several places that the approach is a program level EIR for a policy plan. Since the proposed project
is a policy plan, the level of detail in the DEIR analysis reflects the specificity of the project
description in accordance with Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Relative to the public's interest and need for information, Section 15168 (b) of the CEQA
Guidelines states that a program EIR may have the advantage of: "(1) providing an occasion for
a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an
individual basis; (2) ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-
by-case analysis; (3) avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations; (4) allow the
lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an
early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative
impacts, and; (5) allow reduction in paperwork."

It would seem that the public's best interests would be served by providing a program level EIR
which affords a more comprehensive look at cumulative effects and alternatives at a plan or
program level followed by site specific determination of any additional impacts that may occur
once detailed plans are known.

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that Goal 4 of the Plan refers to a bicycle and pedestrian
trail whereas the DEIR refers to a bicycle and pedestrian access. The Commenter believes that
this is a significant policy change that could permit taking of private property without
compensation .

RESPONSE: The preparers of the EIR do not view this as a significant policy change or a change
which would affect the adequacy of the EIR. The goal of the plan continues to be to provide
legally secured public access in accordance with the Plan for bicyclists and pedestrians. This
may be secured through a variety of acquisition methods discussed in Chapter 5 of the Plan. The
task of the EIR is to determine the physical environmental effects of the public's pedestrian and
bicycle use as described in the Plan. Whether or not the pedestrian/bicycle corridor is termed a
trail or accessway does not change the possible physical effects that the Plan may have on
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9.11

9.11

9.12

9.12

2
riparian habitat, water quality or other environmental resources - It is important to note that
pages 2-4 and 3A of the DEIR state:

"This EIR is based on the Draft Parkway Plan as written. At this time, there are still areas of
the Plan that are under consideration for modification. Most of these areas respect the conditions
for acquisition and implementation of the bikeway in the Pocket Area and the types of
conditions that would need to be met to pursue fee title acquisition. The changes are discussed in
Chapter 3.0, Project Description, in the Private Inholding Area discussion. None of the changes
affect the environ mental consequences of the plan."

COMMENT: Commenter states that Page 3-4 of the Chapter 3, Project Description is confusing and
provides conflicting policy options from various plans. The project description does not recognize
that there may be adverse effects if certain ones are implemented.

RESPONSE: The commenter is encouraged to read all of Chapter 3.0, Project Description,
rather than just one page in order to gain a clear understanding of the project. The project description
chapter, is descriptive not analytical. An analysis of prospective adverse effects is included in
Section 6 (Environmental Impacts) of the EIR. Specifically, there are nine Chapters (Chapters 6.1
through 6.9) devoted to the analysis of the adverse environmental effects of the proposed project
and alternatives. This format is explained to the reader inthe Table of Contents, and, again in
Chapter 1 (Introduction), and, once more in the Introduction to Chapter 6.0 (Environmental
Impacts) of the DEIR. Also, Chapter 2.0 contains a Summary of Impacts including a Summary
Table which clearly identifies the adverse effects.

In accordance with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 3.0 does include a description
of related adopted or proposed local and regional plans, and the relationship of the proposed plan to
these plans. A complete discussion of the consistency of the project and alternatives is included in
Chapter 5.0 of the EIR. Again, this discussion is required by CEQA. Indeed the vicinity of the
Sacramento River is subject to many different plans. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA,
the EIR seeks to summarize (in a concise and readable manner) these plans, and to point out the
salient areas where the proposed project is consistent or in conflict.

COMMENT: The Commenter believes that recent Supreme Court decisions would overturn the
Subdivision Map Act requirements for land dedications. The Commenter believes that this
makes the DEIR inadequate.

RESPONSE: The referenced page notes that most of the public lands in the South Pocket area were
obtained through dedications pursuant to the 1980 Pocket Community Plan. These dedications have
been recorded. As such, the dedications are an existing condition. Once again and in accordance
with CEQA, the purpose of the EIR is to assess the environmental (physical) impacts of the
proposed project, not to interpret or adjudicate varying perspectives on past land
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9.13

9.13

9.14

9.14

9.15

9.15

dedication activities. As a point of reference, the California Subdivision Map Act remains an
enforceable piece of legislation. The Map Act does continue to require that access to navigable
waters be maintained. (For example, see California Government Code Section 66478.5)

The Commenter also states that recent “Supreme Court decisions” may have had an impact on the
“exactions” under the 1980 Pocket Community Plan, and further that such “exactions” may
constitute a “taking without compensation”. The Commenter does not identify the environmental
(physical) impacts affected by the “Supreme Court decisions.” Further, the Commenter does not
identify the “Supreme Court decisions” and does not specify whether those decisions were issued
from the California Supreme Court or the United States Supreme Court. As such, the comment
does not provide sufficient information to identify environmental issue(s) to which to provide a
more detailed response.

COMMENT: The Commenter states that Page 3-6 of the EIR includes a statement that the PIA
designation is "not directed towards mitigation of an environmental impact, but is rather, a
modification of a land use designation to facilitate Plan implementation through public
acquisition of private property, albeit piecemeal and over time."

RESPONSE: No such statement is in the DEIR. The DEIR does state on Page 3-6: "The effects
of the "PIA" classification are listed below:

Acquisition of property for inclusion in the Parkway is allowed in the "PIA".
Fee title and/or easement will not be acquired through eminent domain except under
limited circumstances.

NOTE: The final policy language for these limitations is not yet resolved but concepts include
restricting eminent domain activities to actions necessary to preserve prime habitat or restricting
eminent domain acquisitions for the multi-use trail until 51% or more of the trail segment is
publicly owned. While final policy language is not available, it is important to note that the
method of acquisition does not change the physical environmental impacts of the plan at a
program level ."

COMMENT; The Commenter cites a situation where an 8 foot easement between residences
was fenced and a sign placed denying public access to control "partying"”.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The comment describes an experience of the Commenter, but
does not raise issues with the adequacy of the EIR .

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that the DEIR (Chapter 6.9) found that there may be
significant adverse impacts to the security of private property.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Impact 6.9-1 does states that the proposed project could result in
significant, but avoidable impacts to security of private property.
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9.16

9.16

9.17

9.17

COMMENT: The Commenter believes the EIR is inadequate because of a concentration of land
use conflicts and land use policy implementation would prevent an evaluation of relative
environmental impacts. The Commenter further believes that conflicting environmental and
other requirements between State and federal agencies applicable to implementation of
recreational facilities is not addressed.

RESPONSE: Land use conflicts are one type of environ mental effect which is discussed in
Chapter 5.0, Land Use Consistency and again in Chapter 6.9, Potential Conflicts Between Users
and Safety. In accordance with Section 15125 of CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 5.0 "discusses
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans."”
Page 5-1, paragraph 2 of Chapter 5.0 specifically states that "Physical environmental impacts
which could result from the proposed project or alternatives, or from inconsistencies with
adopted policies designed to reduce impacts, are discussed in the respective environmental
chapters of this document. " Nine chapters (Chapters 6.1 through 6.9) follow which address the
physical impacts of the project and alternatives.

Regarding environmental regulations, Chapter 1.0, pages 6 and 7, outlines the responsible and
trustee agencies for the Sacramento River area and describe the areas where each agency has
regulatory authority. Indeed the Sacramento River as a major waterway and habitat is subject to
various authorities. The fact that several agencies have been assigned authority to protect the
public trust does not necessarily create environmental effects, but rather ensures that resources
are adequately protected in the public's interest. Since many facilities which are similar to the
proposed Parkway facilities currently exist, it appears that implementation of the proposed
facilities in accordance with existing regulations is feasible.

COMMENT:_The Commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because the DEIR devises land
use, legal and acquisition strategies with questionable legal justification for implementation and
ultimate acquisition of private properties for active trails and bicycle use.

RESPONSE: The DEIR does not propose or devise acquisition strategies. Acquisition strategies
are proposed in Chapter 5 of the Parkway Plan Update (the proposed project). The task of the
DEIR is to analyze the physical, environmental impacts of the proposed Parkway Plan Update.
The physical and environmental effects of the proposed trails, parks, habitat restoration and
nature study areas will be the same whether or not the land for such uses is acquired through fee
simple title, an easement or a dedication. For example, the physical or environmental effects
(traffic, air quality, shadows, etc.) of a proposed high rise office development would remain the
same regard less of whether the underlying land for the development is secured by a ground
lease or fee simple title.

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in accordance
with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated transaction
between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition of private
lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state constitutional
parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of California Code of Civil
Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain Law requires that public
acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The measure of compensation is
outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair market value” of the property
acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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LETTER 10:  ANN GOLDBERG, SACRAMENTO HORSEMEN'S ASSOCIATION

10.1

10.1

10.2

10.2

COMMENT: The Commenter requests that a timeframe for the establishment of equestrian
trail use standards be developed, and offers the suggestion that the standards employed on the
American River Parkway would be useful guidelines.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The EIR states that prior to the designation and implementation of
the equestrian trail segments that equestrian use guidelines be developed. The inquiry regarding
timing of the implementation phase of the project should be referred to the Planning Department.
The purpose of the EIR is to analyze (not rewrite) the project or plan as proposed. As such, it is
more appropriate for these guidelines to be developed with an appropriate public planning and
implementation process.

COMMENT: The com mentor offers information about the volunteer equestrian patrols which
could address safety concerns in the proposed Sacramento River Parkway.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.
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LETTER 11: WILLIAM P. KATEN, RIO LINDA AND ELVERTA RECREATION AND

PARK DISTRICT

111

111

11.2

11.2

11.3

11.3

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses concern that the proposed project includes Policy R8
that states "Equestrian uses shall be allowed in the Parkway where feasible", but that no trail
locations or policies were included in the Plan. The Commenter suggests that this study should
have been done prior to the EIR. The Commenter also notes that bikeways and pedestrian uses
are clearly specified with standards in the Plan. Given this detail for these uses, why weren't
equestrian uses also specified?

RESPONSE: Several NOP comments were received from equestrian interests regarding one
Alternative proposed at the time, which would entirely eliminate equestrian use in the Parkway.
In light of comments opposing the value of the alternative, it was deleted from consideration in
the EIR. The suggestion that the EIR establish the standards for equestrian use and
designate the trail segments where equestrian use would be allowed was not pursued insofar as
this is a planning and implementation issue not an environmental analysis issue. The purpose of
an EIR is to analyze a proposed project relative to physical environmental effects and not to
add policies or significant planning studies with policy implications not originally
contemplated in the original planning effort.

COMMENT: Commenter notes that page 3.3 notes that the goal of the Plan has been changed
from multi-use to pedestrian and bicycle access. Commenter further questions why a study of
equestrian use as suggested in the NOP was not conducted.

RESPONSE: The October 1993 printing of the Draft Sacramento River Parkway Plan page 28,
(Goals and Policies) uses the language "... a continuous, lineal Parkway with a bicycle and
pedestrian trail..." The preparers of the EIR none-the-less assumed that the ultimate concept
would include sections designated for multi-use in light of Parkway Policy R8 which states
that: "Equestrian uses shall be allowed in the Parkway, where feasible. However, specific trail
locations and policies to guide equestrian use have not been developed at this time."

COMMENT: Commenter notes that Page 6.2-6 states that the existing plans including the
current 1975 Sacramento River Parkway Plan either do not address or prohibit equestrian
uses. Commenter states that if a bicycle trail is allowed in narrow areas why would an
equestrian trail present an additional problem? Commenter cites an example of area along the
American River Parkway where multi-use trails come together and share a narrow
corridor. Commenter further notes that there are no standards for equestrian use but there
appear to be standards for bicycle and pedestrian use.

RESPONSE: It is true that the current 1975 Parkway Plan specifically excluded equestrian
uses. The proposed Parkway Plan update includes a policy (Policy R-8) which would allow
equestrian uses where feasible. At this time, the location of such uses has not been
specified by the Plan and the criteria for feasibility is not established by the Plan.
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114

114

The EIR (page 6.2-9) acknowledges that "There are no standards of significance for the
impact of equestrian use on river trailways. However, the potential impact of equestrian use
on the trail system may be reduced by developing standards for safe multi-use of trails. It is
recommended that prior to designation of equestrian trail sections that the City establish a
Task Force comprised of equestrian users, other trail users, maintenance and regulatory
representatives such as the Reclamation District, park and recreation specialists and
adjacent property owners to develop standards for equestrian use. Consideration should
be given to identification of trail segments which lend themselves to multi-use; providing
separation between the bikeway and the multi-use trail wherever possible, identification of
staging areas, and minimization of impacts to the integrity of the levee and natural riparian
habitat areas.” The recommended mitigation measure does not preclude joint use of
trail areas, but rather suggests that standards be developed. The mitigation measure also
suggests that a broad range of representation be involved including park specialists familiar
with the American River trail and equestrian interests.

COMMENT: Commenter again expresses concern that trail corridors were not designated
as part of the planning process and that the recommended Equestrian Trail Task Force was not
established prior to the preparation of the EIR. Commenter is concerned that the
implementation of the equestrian trail policy may be delayed .

RESPONSE: These comments express concern over the planning and implementation process
and do not address the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA.
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LETTER 12: WALT SEIFERT (with attachment)

121

121

12.2

12.2

12.3

12.3

124

124

COMMENT: The Commenter is concerned that the EIR did not measure the positive benefits
of increased bicycle commuting as an offset to increased vehicle trips to the Parkway area.

RESPONSE: CEQA does not require an EIR to disclose benefits of a proposed project, but
rather to disclose potentially significant adverse impacts. Vehicle trips to the Parkway area
were estimated based on the number of proposed parking spaces and standard Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates for parks and recreation facilities. Based
on this analysis, using commonly accepted Levels of Service standards, no significant
impact to roadway systems is expected to occur. Page 6.2-1 3 of the EIR, relative to
Circulation Impacts, does note that "The Parkway Plan is expected to have minimal effect on
vehicle circulation insofar as the emphasis of the plan is on pedestrian and bicycle access."

COMMENT: The Commenter is concerned that the proposed Parkway Plan includes a
policy which requires all access points be limited to daylight hours (dawn to dusk). The
Commenter believes this will limit commute bicycling and puts an undue emphasis on
recreational bicycling.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed policy included in the
proposed Parkway Plan . The EIR preparers assume this policy was devised to reduce safety
hazards and the need for night lighting along a trail immediately adjacent to backyards. Since
the primary purpose of locating the trail along the river is to provide visual and recreational
access to the river, the trail does serve a primarily recreational use. This does not preclude
bicycle commuting during daylight hours. Reviewing the City County Bikeway Master Plan,
there are alternative on-street routes which commuters might use during non-day light hours.

COMMENT: The attachment to the letter seeks clarification regarding the description of the
trail as a "bicycle and multi-use trail " and suggests that the wording be "bicycle/multi
use trail and an equestrian trail".

RESPONSE: The October 1993 printing of the Draft Sacramento River Parkway Plan page 28,
(Goals and Policies) uses the language "... a continuous, lineal Parkway with a bicycle and
pedestrian trail..." The preparers of the EIR none-the-less assumed that the ultimate concept
would include sections designated for multi-use in light of Parkway Policy R8 which states
that "Equestrian uses shall be allowed in the Parkway, where feasible. However, specific trail
locations and policies to guide equestrian use have not been developed at this time."

COMMENT: Commenter inquires if walking, jogging and picnicking should be listed in the
allowed uses on page 2-2.

RESPONSE: It appears that walking and jogging would be allowed in the trail corridor by the

Plan and that formally picnicking is allowed in areas specified in the Chapter 3.0 Project
Description (see maps and legend).
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12.5

12.5

12.6

12.6

12.7

12.7

12.8

12.8

12.9

12.9

12.10

12.10

12.11

12.11

COMMENT: Commenter feels that the policy which prohibits in-li ne skating, a growing sport,
should be listed under areas of controversy.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. This is the only comment received relative to the
prohibition on in-line skating, and the City Planning staff did not report this as a controversy
during the planning process.

COMMENT: Commenter notes that an off-street trail will reduce conflicts between
vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists, but may increase bicycle/bicycle conflicts and
collisions.

RESPONSE: Chapters 6.2 and 6.9 discuss trail safety and suggest that the policies and
standards of the recently adopted City/County Bikeway Master Plan be implemented for new
trail segments. These comprehensive policies were designed to enhance the safety of
bikeways and reduce risks of collision and accidents by and between bikeway users.

COMMENT: Commenter notes that in some areas the term "lineal Parkway with bicycle and
pedestrian access" is used, and in other areas "lineal Parkway with a bicycle and multi-use
trail™ is used.

RESPONSE: See response to comment No. 12.3.

COMMENT: The Commenter questions what the phrase "allow staff to revisit the area” means
on page 3-7.

RESPONSE: The EIR quotes this phrase from page 60 of the proposed Parkway Plan. In this
context the EIR preparers assume that the phrase "revisit the area" means that the City
Planning staff will re-analyze implementation actions in the Pocket area when the conditions
specified on pages 60 and 62 of the proposed Parkway Plan are met.

COMMENT: Commenter corrects a typographical error on page 5-9.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Page 5-9 should read: "City/County Bikeways Master Plan."

COMMENT: Commenter notes that page 5-10 should read "... Master Plan designates
a riverside bike...." instead of bikelane.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT: Commenter suggests that the term rollerblades be replaced with the term
in-line skates.

RESPONSE: Comment noted . Rollerblades is the term used in the proposed Parkway
Plan policy as such it is quoted verbatim in the EIR.
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12.12

12.12

12.13

12.13

12.14

12.14

12.15

12.15

COMMENT: The Commenter re-iterates the concern that the river trail will be limited
to daylight time use.

RESPONSE: See response to comment No 12.2.

COMMENT: Commenter suggests that Table 6.9-2 is mislabeled.

RESPONSE: This Table follows Table 6.9-1, and the EIR preparers cannot identify the
Commenter's reasons for stating the table is mislabeled.

COMMENT: Commenter again reiterates a desire for the positive air quality benefits of
bicycling commuting to be referenced in the EIR.

RESPONSE: See response 12-1.

COMMENT: Commenter suggests that an additional mitigation measure to reduce litter would be
to include clean-up days such as the American River Clean-up organized by the American River
Parkway Foundation.

RESPONSE: This is an excellent suggestion. However, per CEQA, mitigation measures must be
legally feasible. Since clean-up days rely on volunteer efforts and since no similar non-profit
agency comparable to the American River Parkway Foundation exists, the EIR preparers did not
suggest this as a reliable mitigation measure. Rather other measures which can be assigned to
existing public agencies were devised. This however, does not in any way preclude future
volunteer clean-up efforts.
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LETTER 13: DENNIS MACINTYRE

131

13.1

COMMENT: Commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project for a number of
reasons.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will
be considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the
proposed project.
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LETTER 14: VIVIAN SHAW GROZA

141

141

COMMENT: Commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project because she feels public
access will increase crime and more police protection is needed and because levees should be
used for flood protection.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.
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LETTER 15: DIANE TRULY

151

151

COMMENT: Commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project because she feels the
proposed project would adversely impact property values and safety since her backyard would
be open to the elevated levee. Commenter also states that the City should be prepared to pay
“substantial payment to property owners.”

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.

The EIR does note on Page 6.9-4 that "Not all comparable studies have the topographical
difference of a levee system which is elevated ..." The conclusion of the EIR is that the
proposed project could affect public safety and security of private properties. However,
no clear conclusion regarding the impacts to property values was made by the EIR. Page 6.9-1
5 of the DEIR concludes that: "No clear cause and effect can be established between
implementation of the trail system and a loss of property values... Property values are
influenced by a number of conditions including overall market conditions, individual
willingness to pay, interest rates, age and condition of housing and many other conditions."

Also, the EIR references the proposed policies designed to increase trail safety. These
include among others, Policy SE2 which states that: "The Parkway shall be patrolled on
a regular basis. Patrols should be increased during summer when the Parkway gets the
most use" and Policy T8 which states "Trail segments should be implemented with
sufficient funds to provide for operations, maintenance and security of that segment of the
Parkway." In addition, the mitigation for public security references the adopted mitigation
measures of the City/County Bikeway Master Plan which requires that off street bikeways have
proactive patrolling to the extent possible to minimize crime and that prior to
implementation of new off-street bikeways the law enforcement agency responsible for
ongoing crime prevention will be identified (from City/County Bikeway Master Plan,
adopted mitigation measure 5.1).

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in
accordance with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated
transaction between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition
of private lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state
constitutional parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of
California Code of Civil Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain
Law requires that public acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The
measure of compensation is outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair
market value” of the property acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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LETTER 16: WAYNE B. BROWN

16.1

16.1

16.2

16.2

16.3

16.3

COMMENT: Commenter seeks clarification regarding the Parkway Planning area boundaries.
In particular he notes that the Plan boundary is described as an area 10 feet land side of the land
ward toe of the levee, yet some areas have already dedicated 40 feet landward. He asks if the
City will return 30 feet of the dedicated lands.

RESPONSE: Page 1-1 of the DEIR states that the "east boundary is either the Interstate 5
Freeway; 10 feet land side of the landward toe of the levee, or the inland boundary of public
land along the River, whichever is most appropriate for land use issues." In any event,
land that is already dedicated or in public ownership would be included in the Parkway
boundaries even if such lands extend more than 10 feet inland of the landward toe of the
levee.

COMMENT: Commenter is concerned that if 40 feet is required for a trail (based on the
assumption that a separate equestrian trail would be needed) then 80% of his property
would be needed.

RESPONSE: At this time, the alignment and width of the proposed trail corridor is not known
with enough specificity to answer this question. No survey, right-of -way plans or trail
construction drawings are available.

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in
accordance with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated
transaction between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition
of private lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state
constitutional parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of
California Code of Civil Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain
Law requires that public acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The
measure of compensation is outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair
market value” of the property acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).

COMMENT: Commenter notes that there is some question regarding the State Lands claim
boundary in the area and states that the California Supreme Court has spoken to this issue in
August 31, 1995 decision. The Commenter refers to this case as “State Lands Commission
versus Robert Lovelace.” The Commenter requests that the EIR include this information.

RESPONSE: The case “State Lands Commission versus Robert Lovelace” does not appear in
the reported decisions of the California Supreme Court. Commenter apparently is referring to
State of Cal. Ex. rel State Lands Com v Superior Court ([1995] 11 Cal. 4" 50) in which
Richard K. Lovelace. et. al appeared as Real Parties In Interest.
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Page 2-3 of the DEIR states: "In some cases, the State Lands Commission has not clarified
the claim boundary for public trust lands and it is difficult to distinguish between public lands
and private lands along the levee (all areas do however have either a maintenance or
recreation easement along the levee for levee access and maintenance). Also, in the Little
Pocket and Green haven areas, private land ownership extends to the highwater mark of the
Sacramento River and the levee (and trail ) would need to traverse the parcel. Clarification
of easements and or acquisition of property would need to occur. This may alter land
division patterns including setbacks and other requirements.

Each easement clarification or property acquisitions present a factual scenario in which
applicable law will need to be applied. State of Cal. Ex. rel State Lands Com v Superior Court
is a California Supreme Court case involving ownership of land after “artificial accretion” or
“natural accretion” under California law. Whether the accretion principles outlined in State of
Cal. Ex. rel State Lands Com v Superior Court apply to any given easement clarification or
property acquisition is a question of fact in reach particular case.
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LETTER 17: LORRAINE BROWN

17.1

171

17.2

17.2

COMMENT: Commenter states that, in some sections of the Pocket Area, the proposed trail
would traverse private lands and leave severed parcels. The Commenter feels that the EIR did
not reference property owners giving up residential lots or guarantees that funding will be
available for security.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The Commenter raises an important point. This area of
controversy is referenced in the EIR on Page 2-3 which states: "...Also, in the Little Pocket
and Greenhaven areas, private land ownership extends to the highwater mark of the Sacramento
River and the levee (and trail) would need to traverse the parcel. Clarification of easements and
or acquisition of property would need to occur.  This may alter land division patterns
including setbacks and other requirements of the remaining parcels. Because of widespread
concern regarding the on-levee bike trail in the Pocket area, this EIR considers an alternative
which avoids levee trail access in those sections of the Pocket area and diverts the trail to inland
off-street routes in the Pocket area (See Chapter 4, Alternatives, Alternative B). Also, this EIR
includes a Chapter on trail safety and socio-economic impacts to review possible conflicts in
this area." At this point in the planning process, there are no final trail alignments, surveys or
construction drawings available which would allow further meaningful (non-speculative)
analysis of these types of impacts.

Regarding security of private property, see response to Comment 23.1.

COMMENT: Regarding Cumulative Impacts, the Commenter states that the Plan will add to
cumulative marina development and river traffic because the private docks in the area, if
severed from the residential land, would become public docks.

RESPONSE: As noted above, the precise alignment and method of acquisition for the proposed
trail system has not been established. It is possible that the trail would be accomplished by
easement allowing the underlying property dimensions to remain unaltered. The Parkway
Plan page 76 does state that the easement approach would "reserve to the landowner, at least
to the extent that presently exists, the rights to have a private boat dock within the easement on
the river." Also there is no reference in the proposed Parkway Plan regarding any intent of the
City of Sacramento to convert private boat docks to public docks. In any event, regardless of
whether the existing docks are public or private, the boat traffic generated is part of the existing
conditions and would not constitute a new net, additive impact.

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in
accordance with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated
transaction between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition
of private lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state
constitutional parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of California
Code of Civil Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain Law
requires that public acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The measure
of compensation is outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair market value”
of the property acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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LETTER 18: FRANCIS J. SILVA

18.1

18.1

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Parkway Plan .

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision making process on the proposed

project.
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LETTER 19: JOEL AND LALE GODDARD

19.1

19.2

COMMENT: The Commenter objects to the Sacramento River Parkway Plan because of the
impact on private property.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in
accordance with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated
transaction between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition
of private lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state
constitutional parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of
California Code of Civil Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain
Law requires that public acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The
measure of compensation is outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair
market value” of the property acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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LETTER 20: WALTER HARVEY

20.1

20.1

COMMENT: The Commenter is concerned that the proposed Parkway Plan designates his
private property as "Riparian Habitat Preserve"”, and is concerned that this would foreclose
private development. The Commenter requests that this classification be removed from the

property.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No EIR response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.

As a point of information on the proposed Parkway Plan designations, for implementation
purposes these designations apply to public lands. Page 38 and 39 of the proposed Parkway
Plan states: "Parkway land use designations have been assigned to all property, both public
and private, within the boundaries of the Parkway. The purpose behind assigning a
designation to all properties is to provide a long-range vision of the Parkway and to plan for
Parkway development should private property become public. In the meantime, only the
public land within the Parkway will be part of the development strategy for the Parkway.
Implementation of Parkway land use designations and policies will apply only to public
lands. Existing City zoning and land use designations will remain in effect on private
land.”

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in accordance
with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated transaction
between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition of private
lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state constitutional
parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of California Code of Civil
Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain Law requires that public
acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The measure of compensation is
outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair market value” of the property
acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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LETTER 21: GRANT D. WERSCHKULL

211

211

21.2

21.2

21.3

21.3

COMMENT: The Commenter provides information regarding residential uses and the
American River Parkway and notes that in 9 years no problems have resulted from the Parkway.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT: The Commenter expresses support for the Parkway Plan as a valuable asset to the
community.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.

COMMENT: The comment supports the proposed Sacramento River Parkway as a way to
encourage bicycle commuting.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does not
raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response required.
The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be considered
by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed project.
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LETTER 22: CHARLESE. ZELL

22.1

22.1

COMMENT: The Commenter notes that the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Agency has recently adopted the Riverfront Master Plan which includes the concept of water
taxis along the river. The Commenter suggests that water taxis be considered as an alternative
recreational route along the river in-lieu of the proposed riverfront trail in areas where the
riverfront is privately developed (Little Pocket and North Pocket areas).

RESPONSE: The EIR analyzed the Parkway Plan as proposed and reviewed several
alternatives. Since water taxis are not specifically proposed as part of the plan, they were not
analyzed in the EIR as part of the project.

The Commenter suggests that water taxis could be looked at as an alternative to the proposed
project. Substantial consideration of alternatives took place in the preparation of the EIR. The
range of alternatives to the proposed project are governed by the rule of reason. CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126(d) states: "Alternatives to the Proposed Action. Describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly
attain the basic objectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives."

There are five objectives of the proposed project, one of which is to "create a continuous, lineal
Parkway with a bicycle and pedestrian trail along the Sacramento River from the city limits at
1-80 and Garden Highway in South Natomas to the City limits at Freeport." A water taxi
would not meet the objective of a pedestrian and bicycle trail along the river. Additionally,
alternatives must be reasonably feasible. At this point, water taxi service is included in plans,
but not fully developed.

To address the need have a feasible alternative which reduces land use conflicts in the
Little Pocket Area, the EIR analyzed Alternative B which re-routes the trail in sensitive
residential areas, but maintains the balance of the trail along the river. This alternative is
reasonably feasible, reduces land use impacts while still maintaining a riverfront trail along
major sections of the Sacramento River except in the Little Pocket.

47



LETTER 23:  JANET GORDON-BOYER

23.1

23.1

23.2

23.2

23.3

23.3

COMMENT: Commenter states that police protection for the multi-use trail will not be
adequate given the present budget constraints.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. The EIR concurs page 6.9-1 1 with the need for funding for
patrols of the proposed trail system. Also the proposed Parkway Plan includes policy SE2
which states that: "The Parkway shall be patrolled on a regular basis. Patrols should be
increased during summer when the Parkway gets the most use." and policy T8 which states:
"Trail segments should be implemented with sufficient funds to provide for operations,
maintenance and security of that segment of the Parkway." In addition, the mitigation for
public security references the adopted mitigation measures of the City/County Bikeway Master
Plan which requires that off street bikeways have proactive patrolling to the extent possible to
minimize crime and that prior to implementation of new off-street bikeways the law
enforcement agency responsible for ongoing crime prevention will be identified (from
City/County Bikeway Master Plan, adopted mitigation measure 5.1). These are either
previously adopted mitigation measures or proposed policies of the Parkway Plan, and are
therefore, not re-iterated as mitigation measures.

COMMENT: Commenter states that acquisition of the private lands along the river is an
“insult” to property owners given the amounts mentioned and “a true fair market value” would

be too expensive.

RESPONSE: The EIR does not mention any amounts of land or purchase price to be paid.
Public acquisition of private lands can occur by negotiated transaction between the acquiring
entity and the private land owner. Further, public acquisition of private lands in California by
condemnation is governed within federal and state constitutional parameters by California’s
“Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of California Code of Civil Procedures, commencing
at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain Law requires that public acquisition of private lands
by condemnation be compensated. The measure of compensation is outlined in the Eminent
Domain Law and is based on the “fair market value” of the property acquired. (See for example
CCP Section 1262.310).

COMMENT: Building a wall or a fence along the trail would inhibit the vision and access of
the levee maintenance personnel and block the access and views of the river for homeowners.

RESPONSE: The EIR does not recommend any solid walls. The EIR does however, report the
policies which are proposed in the Parkway Plan regarding fences. In summary the Plan does
allow private property owners to fence their properties (many have already done so in a
manner which allows them access through gates and visibility), and recommends that
public areas be clearly identified and separated from private areas. Applicable policy
statements from the proposed Plan are:
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"The Parkway Plan recognizes that residential property owners along the
Parkway are concerned about privacy and security as the Parkway is developed.
To that end, the City of Sacramento will not contest applications to the State
Department of Water Resources for private fences in the Parkway provided that:
1) the fence is located on private property; 2) the fence request is in an area for
which recreation easements are not planned for acquisition in the short term; and
3) the fence does not extend below the mean high water mark below which is
the jurisdiction of State Lands Commission (SLC). In addition the following
policies are designed to minimize the impact of Parkway development on the
security and privacy of residential property owners within and adjacent to the
Parkway."

SE1  All public access points will be closed at sunset.

SE2  The Parkway shall be patrolled on a regular basis. Patrols should be
increased during the summer when the Parkway gets the most use.

SE3  In order to minimize potential security and privacy problems for land
owners adjacent to the Parkway, vegetative screening, fencing or other
security measures should be implemented in tandem with Parkway
development.

SE4  The boundary between private and public property within the Parkway
boundaries shall be clearly identified with fencing and signage.

P6 All access points shall have gates to control and prevent vehicle access.
The gate design shall conform to Board of Reclamation requirements.
The Board and local law enforcement shall have keys to all public
access gates.
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LETTER 24: HARRIET AND MAC MCKINNIS

24.1

24.1

24.2

24.2

24.3

24.3

COMMENT: The Commenters do not concur with the majority of the findings of the EIR and
believe that the EIR is tailored to support a given point of view. They question why the EIR
is different from the EIR prepared several years ago.

RESPONSE: The EIR was prepared by Planning Dynamics Group, an independent
consulting firm which specializes in the preparation of environmental documents. The report
preparers hold no opinions or particular views about the project or the alternatives. Rather the
task of the consulting team was to objectively review the project for potential physical
environmental impacts in accordance with the standards and procedures set forth in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Commenter does not specify which
EIR they are referring to which was prepared several years ago. Conclusions of EIRs may
differ from time to time depending on the project, the site, information available at the time
and other conditions.

COMMENT: The Commenters are concerned about loss of privacy and report several
examples of intrusions which occurred during a recent levee reconstruction project.

RESPONSE: These comments address site specific construction period impacts, based on
the experience of a previous project. The Parkway Plan DEIR is a program-level EIR for a
policy document. It is anticipated that if the Plan is adopted and implemented that future
project specific environmental reviews may be required to assess construction period impacts
in detail. Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states that "the degree of specificity required
in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity
which is described in the EIR." This Section goes on to use two examples of the ranges of
specificity -- one example, an EIR for a detailed construct ion project, and the second, an EIR
on a comprehensive ordinance or plan. The Section concludes that the latter EIR need not be as
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. The EIR
acknowledges in several places that the approach is a program level EIR for a policy plan.
Since the proposed project is a policy plan, the level of detail in the DEIR analysis reflects
the specificity of the project description in accordance with Section 15146 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

COMMENT: The commenters report that a variety of wildlife frequent the area including the
Swainson's Hawk, an endangered species. The commenters feel that the EIR takes little note
of this.

RESPONSE: The EIR devotes an entire Chapter, Chapter 6.5 to disclosure of impacts to

Biological Resources. In particular pages 6.5-1 1 through 6.5-24 discuss impacts to
particular species and habitats including the Swainson Hawk, the Valley Elderberry
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24.4

Longhorn Beetle, and other special status species such as the Delta Smelt and the Winter Run
Chinook Salmon. The mitigation measures were developed in coordination with the State
Department of Fish and Game, a trustee agency assigned the responsibility to protect special
status species.

COMMENT: The commenters suggest that there is not mitigation available for effects and
state they do not agree with the mitigation measures. They further state that the DEIR ignores
private property rights and liability.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Based on best available information and an objective analysis,
the report preparers reviewed the proposed project for physical environmental impacts and
developed feasible mitigation measures in accordance with CEQA. Not all persons agree with
the analysis. Some feel the analysis is too stringent and others are concerned that privacy and
other social economic issues have not been addressed to their satisfaction. The Commenters do
not offer specific comments regarding which impacts and mitigation measures they disagree
with. Without further specificity it is difficult to respond specifically regarding the
Commenters’ areas of disagreement.

While the commenters state that the DEIR “ignores” private property rights, the DEIR
recognizes that private property ownership in the plan area does exist. Page 2-3 of the DEIR
states, in part, that clarification of easements and/or acquisition of property would need to
occur. Similarly, Page 2-3 of the DEIR also states: “Clearly different approaches may be taken
to the interpretation as to how to balance the needs for public access, protection of habitat and
protection of private property.

If and when the acquisition of land for a trail is made, the acquisition will be made in
accordance with applicable law. Public acquisition of private lands can occur by a negotiated
transaction between the acquiring entity and the private landowner. Further, public acquisition
of private lands in California by condemnation is governed within federal and state
constitutional parameters by California’s “Eminent Domain Law” (Title 7 of Part 3 of
California Code of Civil Procedures, commencing at Section 1230.010.) The Eminent Domain
Law requires that public acquisition of private lands by condemnation be compensated. The
measure of compensation is outlined in the Eminent Domain Law and is based on the “fair
market value” of the property acquired. (See for example CCP Section 1262.310).
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25.1

COMMENT: The commenter expresses support for the proposed Parkway Plan.

RESPONSE: The comment discusses the relative merits of the proposed project and does
not raise substantial issues relative to the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. No response
required. The comment is however, part of the official record of the final EIR which will be
considered by the City Council as part of their decision-making process on the proposed
project.
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CiT1ZENS For SAFER PARKS

-

-

YES on Measure B
April 8, 1996

Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento

Plansiing Services Division

1231 I Street, Room 300 - .

¥ h -\{'l

Sacramento, CA 95814 APR 172 196
FLARNTH SRR

RE: Draft EIR on the Sacramento River Parkway Plan - Mgy

Dear Ms. Hovey:

comments submitted by the Sacramento River Parkway Advocates in their March 20, 199

1010 S STREET ® SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
PHONE 916/443+3173 o FAX 916/443}183%

o Fimme ey o
‘ lgiwl-‘\u r:t‘ "-1 ;u.n.::n.-“i

On behalf of the Citizens for Safer Parks Steering Committee, 1 would like to support the / /
p I —

letter.

In addition, I would like to address the safety and property value concerns in the DEIR by™ |

offering specific information regarding other trails.

This information is from Qpen Space: The Final Opportunity prepared by the County of

Sacramento Open Space Task Force (page 11). "The American River Parkway Recreation
Planning Report, (Gold 1985) estimated, using 1985 County Assessors figures that property
values increased by approximately $150 million or $5,880 per housec for homes near the
American River Parkway. Tourism is another benefit of the parkway described in the report.

The Davis Greenway Study (Jones, 1988) measures qtiahtifiable benefits of open space as user
satisfaction, energy conservation, use of local parks, tourism and increased land values. Non-
quantlﬁablc benefits are improvements of mental and physical health, reductions in levels of air

and noise pollution, increased opportunities for the disadvantage, and increased community -

identity and imageability. The figures demonstrate a favorable benefit/cost ration for this
investment of approximately $1.2 million per year or $30.5 million over a 25 year span.”

Information about the Lafayeite Moraga trail supports the conclusion that land values are
increased adjacent to trails. Mrs. Bruno Stolley, a Lafayette resident at 3344 Las Huerias Road,
is within a block of the Lafayette Moraga trail. She stated ™ A few years ago 1 sold two lots
which backed up to the trail. The lots sold at the asking price ($250,000 each) in less than a
month. One of the homes buiit on the lot sold recently for $1,025,000. Buyers are anxious to
find building sites near the trail. Those with young families want to jog and bike and have
access to the trajl for their children to get to school." - Mrs. Stolley says the narrow trail,
formerly used for trains, is now used for horse back riding, biking, jogging and walking. It is
extremely popular. Those with fences along the trail, have added gates for acgess. Safety has
increased because of the amount and type of use, and even though the trail goes along the back

-1 ‘\
Crrizens Fod SAFER PARKS — YES oN MEAsURE B. CONTRIBUTIONS ARE NOT TAX DEDUCTIBLE FOR FEDERAL INCOME TAX PURPOSES.
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~ ! proposed project will provide the most benefits for both recreational use and habitat restoration.

of many homes she was not aware of any safety problems since the trail was opened to the

public. The peighbors consider the trail a valuable community asset which adds to property---

values,

mam—

We are excited about the Sacramento River Parkway Plan as proposed and feel that it best meets
the neighbors’ and community’s need for enhanced property values and safety and that the

"

Sincerely,

ey

Ann M, Kohl,
Chair

cc: Sacramento River Parkway Advocates
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909 - 12th Sireet
Sacramenta. CA

95814

(916} 444-5864 (LUNG)
1-800-LUNG-USA

Fax: {916} 344-6651
TRD 1916) 442-56%4

Our mission is clean air,
healthy lungs and the

elimination of Jung disease.

When You Can't
Breathe,
Nothing Else
Matters®

B Frinsd e recycled peper

AMERICAN

LUNG
ASSOCIATION.
of Sacramento-
Emigrant Trails

Aprii 18 1895

Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento

Planning Services Division

1231 { Street, Room 300

Sacramentc, CA 95814

RE: Draft Eir On The Sacramenio River Parkway Plan

Dear Ms Hovey,

The American Lung Association of Sacramento - Emigrant Teails is pleased
1o submit comments regarding the extension of the parkway south along the
Sacramento River.

in generat we support the extension because it would promnote biking and
walking, and would help ¢lean up the air in the Sacramento Region which has
been declared in severe non-attainment for ozone by the US Envnronmental
Protection Agency.

We believe that any scenario that leads to public ownership of the
Sacramentc River Bike Trail is both appropriate and an ideal complement to
the much used and greatly appreciated American River Parkway System.

We yrge that every effort be made to facilifate creation of a continuous,
linear trail along the river that is fully accessibie o the public.

Sacramento’s appeal and quality of life for all residents can ony be enhanced
by addition of a continuous trail south to Laguna that atso meets the
American River porlion, We favor EIR conditions that protect this approach
with a minimum of delay and with consideration of public safety, habitat, and
adjacent residences.

In the interests of more options for alternative transportation, of cleaner air
and enhanced quality of life, the American Lung Association of Sacramento ~
Ewmigrant Trails urges the City of Sacramento o aggressively move forward

with the Sacramento River Parkway. _,J

Sincerely yours,

(oie Forggro
Anne Ferguson

President
Board of Directors
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April 22, 1996

Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, Ca. %5814

RE: Draft EIR of the Sacramento River Parkway Plan
Dear Grace Hovey:

Friends Of The River supports the proposed project for the ~m1
Sacramento River Parkway Plan. We feel that it presents a
flexible overall alternative which could restore the natural
habitat of the region while increasing recreational :},/
possibilities, However, we realize that there are some areas in
the Draft EIR which could be improved for the bhenefit of this ]

project.

' *"'We are opposed to Alternative B which would deviate from the-*Y
proposed project. This would remove the off street
river trail from Captain's Table to the Pocket Canal so as to
avoid conflict with existing private residential uses.
Under this alternative the chance of restoring natural habitat
in areas under public ownership would be eliminated. Removal
of the trail from these areas would also break up a potential
60 mile trail loop that would include the American River = >
Parkway and Laguna Cregk Systems. This would hinder o "L
increased economic potential and the general quality of life
in the community that could be enhanced by this elaborate
trail system. It would be very unfair to the region's
environment and eccnomy to let a small group of property
owners fragment the trail system in such a significant manner.
For these reasons we find Alterative B unacceptable and feel
that it should not be used to change the trail system
envisioned in the proposed project.

.* The issue of increased noise from bicyclists and pedestrians"“*j
in the Parkway Area brought up in the DEIR is of concern. We

., feel that trail use noise would not be significant compared to

" existing neighborhood noise plus the noise from the local
airport and the nearby freeway. The DEIR tends to overplay the
significance of possible noise from bicyclists and pedestrians
using the Parkway. We suggest that further studies on noise in
the area be conducted for the .final EIR so as not to, thwart the
best alternatives for the proposed Parkway.

g
)

128 J $7. (ZND FLOOR), BACRAMINTO, CA 958142207
RIG/442-31%9 « FaAX: 4423398 « EMAIL: FTRADIGC.APC,ORS




* Unfortunately not enough attention is given to habitat \

restoration in Table 5-2 the "Sacramento River Parkway
Development Strategy". The Parkway Plan should be a
significant factor in restoring riprarian habitat along the
Sacramento River. However this current table for strategy
focuses on development of recreation and does not include the
aspect of riparian restoration which is equally important,
Riparian restoration must be included to a greater degree
throughout the Parkway Plan and a separate timetable should be
included specifically for habitat restoration.

We hope that our comments can be of use in making the Sacramento
River Parkway Plan a reality improving the natural riverside
habitat and increasing public enjoyment of the river. Thank you
for the opportunity to be involved in this project of great
importance to the guality of our urban environment.

Scincerley,

%IQMHS on

Conservation Assistant

2
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. To preserve, protect and enhance the natural and cultural resources of the Parkway.
. To provide appropriate access and facilities for the enjoyment of the Parkway by present and1
future generations.

" We do not agree that Alternative B (Remove Off-Street River Trail from Captain’s Table to the

Sacramento River Parkway Advocates
425 Camelia River Way * Sacramento, CA 95831 * 916/427-7095

oy 10,1996 % ~ RECEIVED

MAY 10 1335

Grace Hovey PLANNING SERVICES

City of Sacramento
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 935814

" Dear Ms. Hovey:

. The Sacramento River Parkway Advocates have reviewed the Parkway Plan Environmental Impact

Report (EIR). Overall, the EIR provides a comprehensive program assessment of the potential
environmentai impacts that may be associated with the implementation of the Parkway Plan. The
program level EIR documents that most of the potential environmental impacts are less than
significant or could be avoided through careful planning and implementation of mitigation measures.

We agree with the goals of the Parkway Plan:
. To recognize the multiple use aspect of the Sacramento River Parkway for recreation, habitat
preservation and flood control.

® . To complete a continuous, lineal Parkway with a bicycle and multi use trail along the
Sacramento River from the City limits at 1-80 and Garden Highway in South Natoras 1o the
City limits at Freeport.

As pointed out in the EIR, the environmental process should assist decision-makers and the public i+
1) identifying the most environmentally responsible alternatives and, 2) making informed decisions

regarding means to mitigate impacts regardless of the alternative plan chosen for implementation.
o

Pocket Canal) ameliorates the potential environmental impacts assumed to occur with the proposed

project, This Alternative is just a transfer of any problems from one trail to another.
e




Draft EIR Sacramento River Parkway : 2

The following discussion of potential impacts clearly illustrates this point.

" impact 6.9-1 Public Safety: Security of Private Property

As pointed out in the EIR, studies conducted for rail trails indicate that safety and security

| problems do not increase once a trail is open to the public. However, the EIR then claims

! that due to the limited amount of patrol presence proposed in the Draft Parkway Plan a

i potentially significant impact to public safety could occur. If these potentially significant
impacts to private property could occur wouldn’t they also occur in the Alternative B on the
proposed alternate bypass route through Seymour Park and the Pocket Canal? The obvious 171 - 3
answer is yes. If there is uncertainty for funding patrols for the Parkway, there isalso
uncertainty for funding patrols on the Altemnative B bypass route. The initial Draft EIR that
was released recommended a mitigation measure that was subsequently deleted in the revised
April 8, 1996 Draft EIR. For the record we would like to comment on the deleted mitigation
measure. We agree that it should be deleted. To require that a secure source of funding for
police patrols be a requirement prior to construction of the off-street trail is unfeasible. If this
policy were adopted for all transportation facilities, commercial facilities, and residential
construction then nothing would be built. —

Impact 6.9-2 Conflict of Land Uses

The EIR suggests that there is a potential significant and avoidable impact due to land use
conflicts if the Parkway Plan is implemented in the Little Pocket and Greenhaven area
because of existing residential development immediately adjacent to the proposed parkway.
Would there not be similar land use conflicts with existing residential development along the
Alternative B bypass route? Again, the answer is yes. The initial Draft EIR that was released
recommended a mitigation measure that was subsequently deleted in the revised April 8, 1996
Draft EIR. For the record we would like to comment on the deleted mitigation measure. We ‘7‘--17
agree that it should be deleted. To require that a secure source of funding for operations and
maintenance be a requirement prior to construction of the off-street trail is unfeasible. If this
policy were adopted for all transportation facilities then nothing would be built,

. . S—t

Impact 6.9-4 Impacts to Propetty Values : : C ——

A vocal minority of homeowners in the Little Pocket and Greenhaven area have claimed that
implementation of the Parkway Plan would have a negative impact on their property values. 4 -4

' Rail trail studies have not confimed this contention. Similarly, residential property values :

" along the American River Parkway have not been negatively impacted by their proximity to

* that Parkway. The real estate ads will quickly verify this. If the Little Pocket and
Greenhaven residential properties adjacent to the proposed parkway would be negatively
impacted would not a similar negative impact occur to the existing properties adjacent to the |.
Alternative B bypass route? _ \




Draft EIR Sacramento River Parkway 3

In the initiat Draft EIR that was released there were two sections which were subsequently deleted
from a revised Draft EIR that was released on Aprit 8, 1996, We would like to comment on these
two sections for the record. -

! Impact 6.9-2 Public Safety: Trail User Personal Safety

Safety for Parkway and trail users is a concern related to unlawful activities. The EIR point
out the number of incidents involving criminal activities on existing off-street bikeways is low
(less than two tenths of a percent) in comparison to the city wide crimes. The EIR, however,
contends that due to the limited patrol proposed in the Parkway Plan and the current
uncertainty of funding patrols, implementation of the Parkway Plan is considered a significant
impact to public safety. As of 1993, the City had 1,49 police officers per 1000 residents. The :
national standard (goal) established by the FBI for police protection is 2.0 officers per 1000 q —-4
residents. Police Sector 2, which includes the Pocket/Greenhaven area, had 0.6 police
officers per 1000 residents. The EIR also states police protection is provided by response to
calls for service, rather than by pairol. One could question whether any further development
should be approved for the Pocket/Greenhaven area since there are limited existing police
patrol and the current uncertainty of funding of patrols. This same concem for personal
safety would also apply to the Alternative B bypass route.

Impact 6,9-3 Public Safety: Trail Users - Exposure to Hazards

The EIR illustrates several potential impacts due to trail users exposure to hazards. The EIR
fails to point out one of the major potential conflicts that bicyclists have - conflicts with ’
automobiles at intersections. The Alternative B bypass route will create potential bikes [/
versus automobile conflicts at several locations: at Captain’s Table Marina and Riverside

Boulevard, at 35th and Riverside Boulevard, at Pocket Canal and Rush River Drive and at

Pocket Canal and Pocket Road.

In summary, there are no differences in the potential impacts between the proposed Parkway Plan

and Alternative B bypass route. Any potential impacts that would occur would just occurin a L'/'.- ?
different location. Also, the EIR fails to address the need to reconstruct many portions of the bypass

route to bring it up to acceptabte Class I bikeway standards.

We hope that the final EIR will satisfactorily address the issues that we have raised in this letter.
Should you have any questions please call either Dale Secord at 427-7095 or Aimee Rutledge at
424-6173.

Sincerely, 0 ;fa ’/’7

Dale A. Secord
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RECEIVED

May 14, 1996 MAY 16 \CES
RvY
Grace Hovey PLANNING S&
City of Sacramento
' Planning Services Division
1231 1 Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Hovey

The Sacramento Valley Open Space Conservancy believes that the

Sacramento River area included in the City’s plan is one of the most

valuable park resources in the area. 'We support éfforts to enhance and

restore the riparian habitat. We believe that it is'desirable to improve

access to the corridor and to facilitate linkages to other trail systems, but

the main goal of the Parkway should be natural resource protection and
| _ enhancement,

We note that habitat restoration efforts do not appear on table 5-2 and we
would like to see these important steps inctuded on this or another table, or
in an integrated summary of restoration strategies for the Parkway.

We acknowledge the controversial nature of the Private Inholdings Area. '_\
The city should mainfain as a goal the idea of a continuous linear trail along
the river, and should not necessarily preclude the option of placing portions
of the trail on the river side of the levee crown to accomplish this goal,
Ultimately, acquiring easements for the trail in the Private Inholding Area
would best accomplish this. Well negotiated easements are a proven
method of increasing public-private cooperation and have been proven
elsewhere to benefit land owners along trails. Should the City desire the -

" p—

5]

sz

involvement of a land trust to aid in easement negotiations, our
organization is interested and qualified to assist as needed.

- Sincereiy, )
Roseanne Charoberlam |
Executive Director

PO Box I6335] * Sacramento, Califarnia 95816 * Fhone/Fox (P16) 43549047

- -
.S..-r.;
—
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Friends of the |
Sacraynento River Greenway

RECEIVED

STEERUNG COMMDTEE

May 15, 1996
oot N | - - MAY 15 995
! Grace Hovey : ' _
Dabra Bishop City of Sacramento PLANNING SERVICES
ECOS Natural Resources - - Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Tom Higgln Sacramento, CA 95814
Ken plott '
South County Horsemen's RE:  Draft EIR on the Sacramento River Parkway Plan
Mssociation )
fred Nort Dear Ms, Hovey:
oy Powell On behalf of the Friends of the Sacramento River Greenway, I would like to
submit the following cominents.
Dan Rumos ’ oy
Ainas Rutiedge * We support the proposed project because we feel it is the most beneficial,
~ flexible and viable alternative for the region, providing the most possibilities for
Mike Savino both recreational use and habitat restoration. You have initially found that
Dale S : Alternative C, which would eliminate development of a trail on the waterside of

the levee, would be the environmentally superior alternative. But, you also note
Governmental Affairs Advisor that privacy and security concemns of adjacent [andowners might be lessened by ‘
Charies Warren developing the trajl in this area, and that there is not much significant habitat left 6 ~/
on most stretches of river within the City. We believe the more options left
available to-the City in developing this project, the more likely it is to become a
reality, especially in the areas with adjacent homeowners. As these areas are
currently claimed to be in private ownership, we believe that any scenatio
leading to public ownership and/or easement, including implementation of the
Parkway Plan, would benefit the long-term health and restoration of riparian
habitat in these areas. In light of these circumstances, we ask that you J

reconsider whether Alternative C is truly the environmentally supetior
 aliernative. _

+ We have concemns with how the City Council will determine whether several

of the mitigation measures have been met (when the project eventually moves

forward), chiefly in two areas:

-The mitigation of the impact under Public Safety and Security states
~ that a “secure source of funding for patrols including bicycle patrols™ Ry
must be established prior to implementation of each project section. We |
are not sure what the term “secure source of funding” implies. -‘We
assume it would mean a dedicated source of funding, and that it would
not mean a secured amount of cash. We would suggest adding
"identificati a seense source of funding , . ." to clarify the meaning
of this statement and make it more realistic. t¢ meet. V’




i We do not feel that Alternative B, which would eliminate all chance of ever

-The mitigation of the impact under Conflict of Land Uses states, among
other things, that:
Prior to removal of the Private Inholding Area:

-the trail will not significantly impact native riparian
habitat;
-all feasible security and privacy measures will be
implemented;
-funding for operations and maintenance shall be secured
prior to implementing a trail segment.

We agree in spirit with these mitigation measures, but, again, question whether
they are written so broadly that it will be difficult to define how to meet them in
the future, We suggest the following language additions after each of these
sections, “through methods identified in the Sacramento River Parkway Plan”.
By directly and clearly tying these mitigation measures back to the extensive
lists and discussions in the Plan, we believe there will be better definition of
their meaning. We also suggest that you change the third element regarding
operations and maintenance to state, "funding for operations and maintenance
shall be identified secured prior to implementing a trail segment.”

» On page 2-5, Alternative C is termed "Restrict Parkway Development Between
the Levee Crown and the River's Edge" in boldface. Later, under
"Environmentally Superior Alternative", it is referred to as "Remove Parkway
Development Between the Levee Crown and the River's Edge". These terms
should be reconciled. It seems the first alternative was intended.

restoring habitat in certain areas or completing a continuous, linear trail along
the river is superior in any way, including environmentally, socially, or
economically. It would eliminate the possibility of restoring habitat under
public ownership in certain significant areas, including the Little Pocket/Chicory
Bend. It would merely displace any potential for increased privacy and security
problems to other residents whose houses currently back up directly to both the
Greenbelt and Canal Trail Systems. (We agree that these problems can be
minimized greatly by policies in the Parkway Plan. Merely moving the trail to a
less desirable location is not going to solve problems.) Finally, the Sacramento
River Trail is planned to be part of a off-street recreational trail loop that will

“eventually be 50-60 miles long, and encompass the Laguna Creek and American

River Parkway Systems. The increased economic potential and stature that has

_ come to Sacramento from the American River Parkway alone, whether from

perceived quality of life or from races or events is incalculable. We should not .
allow such a key break in this regional plan due to a relatively small number of
property owners. We think these issues should receive increased attention in
the final EIR. '

\
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» With regard to the "Public Safety: Security of Private Property” impact, we
would like to reiterate our belief that trail users, most of which would most
likely be neighbors (especially in the areas with adjacent residential property),
would provide a natural "neighborhood watch" and an overall enhancement to
security of the area. This aspect is not discussed adequately in the DEIR. The
probiems that may occur from increased trail use would most likely not be
greater than the problems that occur there now, on property treated as privately
owned with no police patrols. There is often not even neighbor access, due to
the many fences which have been built across the levee, Jocking out evern next
door neighbors. The bottom line is the residents will never lock out everyone
from what is one of the most prevalent public resources in our region, the
Sacramento River, Why not point out that with more friendly, neighborhood
traffic, and some police patrols, it will be safer for all?”

*J”gt-.

o
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» We commented in response to the Notice of Preparation that the noise of |
bicyclists and pedestrians should not be considered significant compared to
existing neighborhood noise, including nearby freeway noise, aircraft noise
from Executive Airport traffic, lawnmowers, traffic on streets in front of the
houses, neighbors conversing in adjacent backyards, dogs barking at
neighborhood goings-on, and boat traffic on the river. After reading the DEIR,
we are still not convinced of how incidental trail use noise would be considered
a significant addition to the existing noise in the neighborhood. We request
clarification or measurement of the real noise levels in the neighborhood prior to
final resolution of this issue. : -

Sy

"

» On page 3-4, there is a reference to the State Reclamation Board preferring that™}
any trail be built on the waterside berm. We do not understand the logic of this
starce, as it seems that a trajl on the levee crown would be consistent with their o
policy on bicycle trails on levees, due to the lessened chance for erosion. It &
does not seem to be discussed further, and we would request some clarification. ]

» On page 5-7, there is a reference to “vegetative screening, fencing, and other ™ ‘
buffars between uses” as a mitigation of impacts con existing residential uses.

There does not seem to be adequate discusston of these options later, as i
mitigation possibilities. et

. = Table 5-2, the "Sacramento River Parkway Development Strategy", should }
include in the timetable “habitat restoration”. Currently, this table focuses on [
development of the recreational aspects of the Plan, and needs to include the .«
equally important aspect of riparian habitat restoration. -

* We request that, along with the final EIR, staff develop a work plan on FE
equestrian use, and indicate a date when they will start to study this aspectof ; ¢
the proposed multi-use trail,



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue which is so important
to our city.

Sincerely, M

Anne Rudin, Chair
Friends of the Sacramento River Greenway




LETTER 7
Steven A. Kahn
Land Park Commnunity Association (LPCA)
P.O. Box 188285
Sacramento, California 95818

Sacramento River Park“.*ay Final EIR




& LPCA

LAND PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

May 20, 1986

The Honorable Joe Serna, Jr. | R ECE l VE D

and Councilmembers

City of Sacramento MAY 2 1 1996
915 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 : PLANNING SERVICES

Re: Sacramento River Parkway Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mayor Serna and Councilmembers:

The Land Park Community Association (LPCA) supported the update of the §gcramentt?
River Parkway Plan when it was first made available for public review. Recently the Draft

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Parkway Plan has been issued for public | 7- /
comment. The LPCA Board of Directors, at its May 15, 1996 meeting, reviewed its support
of the Parkway Plan and voted unanimously to continue our strong support of the general
goals of the Plan. : —

LPCA supports increased public access to the Sacramento River as a recreational
resource, improvement of the natural habitat and construction of a continuous
bike/pedestrian path from Freeport to Folsom for both recreation and alternative
commuting. LPCA also believes that public access and the acquisition of property
easements along the levee is necessary if the goals of the Plan are to be attained. 7~ z2
However, appropriate mitigation measures must be taken to address the reasonable
concerns of land owners adjacent to the levee.

The creation of a parkway along the shore of the Sacramento River where it aligns with the
western boundary of the City will constitute a positive environmental impact that ail City
residents can be proud of.

Since}
even A. Kahn, President
Land Park Community Asscciation

ge:  Grace Hovey
City of Sacramento Planning Departrment

P.O. Box 188285 e Sacramento, California 958188285
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SACRAMENTO RIVERFRONT ASSOCIATION
A Non-Profit Unincorporated Association
7360 Pocket Road
Sacramento, CA 95831

Phil Hiroshlma, CoChalrman
Charlic Zcll, Co-Chalmsan
leigen, Secte i
e o M 2,15 RECEIVED
Grace Hovey MAY 23 1396
Board of Directors City Planning Services Division PLANNING SERVICES

Janel Gordos Bayer
353.5933

Wayne Brown
4420333

Chuek Collings
424.5504
373-6552

" MNorm Gary
392233

Phil Hiroshima
395-293%
923-2223

Deants Maclatire
442-3340

Ma¢ McKinnes
391-1334

Rosie Nielsen
421-2126
392-0800

Ann O'Nell
3916274

Chnrles Zell
44]1-0428

1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Re:  Written Comments on Draft ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update
State Clearinghouse Number 93102086

February 1996
Dear Ms. Hovey,

Pursuant fo a Notice of Preparation issued by the City of Sacramento, |

I, on behalf of the SACRAMENTQO RIVERFRONT ASSOCIATION
addressed a letter to you dated Deceraber 6, 1993, and specifically requested
that you to address six areas of concern in you EIR study (letter attached to
the EIR, "Comments Received in Response to the Notice of Preparation”).

I have carefully read the EIR report and commend you on an excellent
job in most of the areas covered; however, I requested that you study the
following in my letter to you dated December 6, 1993

1. How you will mitigate the security issues in the Little Pocket and
Greenhaven/Pocket areas considering the lack of access except at the extreme
ends of the PlAs.

COMMENT: The EIR discusses the uncertainties of funding
for law enforcement agencies to patrol the area in question.
Officer Archer of the Sacramento City Police Department
addressed the number of officers required to adequately patrol
the area in question, and it was his professional opinion that it -
would require six full-time officers to patrol the area from Old
Sacramento to Freeport because of the difficulties with access.
Your report at Page 6.9-10 siates, ".. The close proximity of
private residential property in Greenhaven and the Pocket area




Grace

Hovey

May 21, 1996

Page 2

presents additional concerns regarding the ability of police
officers to enter private property for security purposes.” The
report also discusses having access by the public limited to
daylight hours. However, your report does not consider where
the funding will come from and/or whether there will be
sufficient law enforcement agencies to provide security to the
areas in question. If there is criminal conduct taking place in
the middle of the PIAs, how would law enforcement agencies
timely arrive at the site of said conduct. It did not appear that
your EIR addressed this issue. ‘

If the EIR is making a recommendation that the alternate route
be taken bypassing the PIAs, then your report would, in my
opinion, satisfy this concern,

2, Please study the issue of privacy in the Little Pocket and

Greenhaven/Pocket areas and how it can be mitigated.

COMMENT: In a previous EIR study prepared by the City,
the privacy issue was "UNMITIGATABLE." How did this EIR
mitigate an unmitigatable condition? The report addressed the
issue of screening and vegetation. It discussed that no other
trail had the same topography as the Sacramento River
Parkway, in that, the levee rises 10 to 15 feet above private
residences in the PIAs, with many homes as close as 15 to 20
feet from the toe of the levee, which makes it almost impossible
to have adequate screening by vegetation and/or fencing due to
the restrictions imposed by the Reclamation Board which
Dwight Sanders addressed in his memorandum to you dated
January 10, 1994, which is the first comments attached to the
February 1996 EIR Report, under section, "Comments Received
in Response to the Notice of Preparation.”

If, however, your EIR is recommending the alternative route, '

bypassing the PIAs, it is my opinion that you report adequately
addressed the issue. If not, this most difficult issue still needs
to be resolved.

o]

Y-/

' 4




Grace Hovey
May 21, 1996
Page 3

3. 1 also request that you study how the Seymour Park and Pocket ‘]
Canal offstreet bike trails can be utilized to go around the private inholding
areas in the Little Pocket and Green/Pocket areas.

el

|
R

COMMENT: 1t is my opinion that you did an excellent workup

in this request. It appears that Seymour Park and Pocket
Canals, can be a2 continuous off-street multi-use trail, J

4,  Please evaluate the security issues addressed in the draft-

sacramento River Parkway Plan; more specifically, how the private inholding

areas and also insure that the users of the Parkway in the private inholding |
H

areas as removed from those areas. i
I

COMMENT: I believe my comments in Section 1 will address !
this concern, and 1 do not believe that your EIR Report i
!

2-Y

adequately addresses how the authorities will limit access to
daylight hours. |

However, if your recommendation is to bypass the PIAs and use
the pocket canals, your report adequately, in my "opinion,

addresses the issue.

|

- Relative to the narrow strip of land between the homes and the'm’i
private inholding areas and the levee, I request that you address how the ;
configuration, maintenance snd integrity of the levee will be affected by the }

multi-nse Parkway,

S

N
H
2!

a‘--.-—-—-.__

COMMENT: Concerns adequatély addressed,

-6. Please review and study how the parkway in the PIA will effect
the value of the homes due fo the loss of privacy and increase of security

risks. |
COMMENT: In review of your EIR, Section 6.9, "Potential Zr&

Conflicts Between Use and Safety Impacts,” you addressed this
issue on Pages 6.9-4 through 6.9-6. 7 W




Grace Hovey
May 21, 1996

Page 4

It is my opinion that the reports given, and the comparisons

are no funds that will make the implementation of the policy a reality.

made, appear to be biased in establishing no diminish in
property values due to the increase in loss of privacy and
increased security risks. There is no similar trail anywhere that
imposes the loss of privacy and security that the Parkway Plan
would impose on the homes in the PIAs.

You do comment on Page 6.9-4 that ".. Not all comparable
studies have the topographical difference of a levee system
which is elevated, in some instances, above private property and
therefore, may pose additional privacy issues.” I would submit
that there are no studies that have the same topographical
issues as this Parkway Plan and the PIAs, considering that the
entire length of trail in the PIAs is 10 to 15 feet above the
residences, and as close as, 15 to 20 feet from the toe of the
levee to the residence, which would significantly affect property
values on.those who are adjacent to the multi-use trail.

Your study also sets forth at Page 6.9-5, Trail Neighbors Study
Results, "... Those living immediately adjacent to the trails did
report having more problems and higher rates of problem
occurrénce than nearby owners." And, those owners in the
study are on the same level as the trails, not 15 feet below, and
an ear-shot within a whisper.

However, if your report is recommending bypassing the PIAs
with the use of Seymour Park and the Pocket Canals, your
report will adequately address this issue.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Page 6.9-9 addresses Public Safety: Security of Private Property.

1w me e ———

b

——

The policies outlined in said section are commendable; however, there

The concept of a continuous trail along the river, in my opinion, is a

fallacy since there are numerous areas which makes it impossible for a

v-7

L o-f




Grace Hovey
May 21, 1996
Page 5

riverfront multi-use trail; .m.orcover specifically, the Garden Highway,
businesses along the Garden Highway, Old Sacramento, between Old
Sacramento and. Miller Park. o

I would strongly recommend that the final EIR give a balanced )
prospective as to the viability of a multi-use trail co-existing with residences
along the river in the PIAs that are 10 to 15 feet above the private properties
in question, and with many residences within 15 to 20 feet from the toe of theJ
levee.

77

Your EIR report suggests that incompatible uses and unmitigatable f
issues should not be imposed upon residences at issue. [
b/

I wonld strongly recommend Alternative B to remove the multi-use i - J
" trail off of the river from the Captain’s Table to Seymour Park and the Pocket |
Canals. This would avoid the concerns addressed in this letter. ‘

1
!
i

Very truly yours,

SACRAMENTORIVE ONTASSOCIATION
S fkory
By %

PHIL HIROSHIMA, Co-Chairman

co: Honorable Jimmie Yece
Honorable Robbie Waters
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Sacramento CA 95814

RE: Sacramento River Parkway Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

The Sacramento River Parkway Plan directly impacts
Association's members who own river frontage or abut the

Sacramento River levee.

In many ways the DEIR

involves procedures and concepts beyond the Association’s

gkills to evaluate.

We have employed an independent

planning consultant, Samuel J. Cullers & Associates, to
evaluate the DEIR. The consultant's report is attached,
and speaks for its self.

The Association also offers the following comments
regarding the DEIR.

1. Although it is stated that the Parkway Plan isa
twenty year policy document, it is basically a specific
plan. The plan involves a very narrow strip of land andi ‘f)‘n

gpecific facilities are proposed.

There are no possibl

alternate locations although specific improvements an§
facilities could be omitted.

2. The DEIR implies that subsequent EIR's will bg)

prepared as

individual projects are proposed for;

implementation, and as noted in the consultant's report, .
this is an invalid interpretation of the CEQA. It is, /"%
conceivable the subsequent EIR's for individual projects:
within the Parkway could have a negative declaration as|
an EIR has previously been approved for the Parkway. |

3. It is not evident how the EIR for the Sacramentg‘-; ar
City & County Bikeway Master Plan (BMP) and the DEIR; /-

NG



constructed on the same lot. P

for the Sacramento River Parkway Plan can differ so much for the general
area between the Captain's Table and Gadrcia Bend Park. The BMP EIR
found the BMP had a significant impact and no mitigation was possible. The
DEIR found the impact to be significant, but the impact could be mitigated
to less than significant.

4. The mitigation's stated in the DEIR are mnot based upon the]
accomplishments of the City prior to Proposition 13 when funding for parks
and recreation was much more plentiful than at the present time. The
notations predicated upon the assumptions that state and federal funding will
be sufficient to implement the mitigation. This assumption is refutable when
considering the current state and federal revenue shortfalls. R

5. The evaluation of the impact on private property is inadequate. City{
staff has attended an Association meeting where the members were
unanimous in their statements that they would not sell an easement on the
levee or the underlying land in fee. If the land has to be acquired by eminent
domain procedures the entire lot will be involved. The city analysis of the
value of an easement on existing residential lot is flawed in that the sample
size is small and that assumptions used are not entirely valid. There is no
potential for the creation of additional residential river front lots in the city of
Sacramento south of the American River. Each river front property converted
to public use will increase the value of the remaining lots due to simple suppl
and demand relationship. .

The full magnitude of the taking of private property for public use was
ignored when sufficient factual information is readily available to city staffi
for analysis. An examination of aerial photography or a field inspection
would clearly show that the berm is not continuous along the water side of
the levee. Therefor, the placement of a trail on the berm is not realistic. The
actual number of privately owned parcels were not counted although this
could be easily done from existing maps prepared by the city. The Parkway
Plan proposed at least three widths of development: a) a trail on only the
crown of the levee, b) the taking of the entire levee and ten feet from the toe
of the levee on the land side, and ¢) the taking the entire levee and 40 feet
from the toe of the levee on the land side. Even the first would place the trail
at the back door of several homes. The second would involve the taking of
several apartments, several homes, and innumerable swimming pools and
gardens. Even this narrow taking will be a significant portion of the smaller|
lots. The third would invelve taking so such of 2 number of homes that the
remainder of the lot would be so small that a replacement home could not be

& -
-
-

?‘.J.
7

O
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-
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6. The DEIR mentions a land use concept called "Private Inholding’
Area” (PIA). This concept is entirely new to the city of Sacramento. It should;
be subject to intensive study and analysis and public hearings held before'
the concept is adopted as a land use classification, or placed in any plan or
planning document. The PIA concept is used in the National Parks and/or,
National Forests. The concept envisioned to be used in the Parkway Plan xJ 5’7
not sound. As noted above river front property is very limited in quantity and /~ ’
there is no other river front property available for development. Only two
types of persons would be willing to sell the city an easement or the rive
front portion of their property. One would be a very uninformed person, an
the other would be a vindictive person who hates neighbors. If the concept i
applied, it would be the same a "block busting”. It should be realized that thg
city has found it very difficult to manage such properties. At one river access
easement the city has had to close it to the public as it was an unmanageable,
attractive nuisance. -

7. The DEIR proposed an alternate that would keep some or all the!
private holdings as private property. This alternative is stated in the DEIR .
as having the least environmental impact. The Association concurs with this / -
alternative, but there are too many unanswered details at this time. This

 alternative needs additional study and all issues relating to the future use foﬂ
river front private property be clearly defined.

In general the Association approves the concept that there should be a plan
for the Sacramento River frontage. Two of the Association's officers served on
the Parkway Working Group. We recognize that the draft plan is an effort to
satisfy many different constituents. When controversial issues arose we were
advised that they would have to be resolved through the "political process”.
However, in the adoption process it is very difficult to adequately address
complex issues and make major changes at Planning Commission and City
Council meetings. Some process needs to be devised to overcome these public
input problems.

incerely,

. S . )
Charles E. Zell
Co-chairperson




" This cystuatinn is prepared at the raquest of the Sacramento Riverfront Agsnctation, an

" ather facilities will te developod s a8 nol 1o sighilicantly impact the native riparian halilst.”

- sepsitivity 1o the private nesidential inholding in tho Parkway, The Plan strives to improve public

| adjustmants. Inrmuch of the Pocket ares, Jand for this truif slong, the levee hiss been nhtained by

EVALUATION OF THE ADEQUACY OF THE
"DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SACRAMENTO
RIVER PARKWAY PLAN UPDATE"

INTRODUCTION

orgomization oFriver fromt property uwrers within fhe City of Sacrgmento, The Asyocinion
membess own homes with rver frortage in the aea botweer, the "Crprains Table" and Garcid
Bend Park which isirapacted by the Sacramentc River Paricvay Plan as are other private bots
which gre-dated planning by the City for develoopsment of the river.

Pricr 10 an evalualion of the Draft ETR, it was noeessary to briofly reviow the precipitating-
docurrient, The "Sucamunto River Parkway Plan,* produced by the City of Sacramento in 1993,
This dozument 8 ar update of 8 {975 "Sucramento River Perkway Master ilan” which was
sdoptes by the City Council and incorporated inte the Gpen Space Element of the Genesal Plan.
The policies in this Maxster Plan have been implemented in the City’s Generz. Plan and the
Pocket Conrmuaity Plan and hiave boen strtunental in phiding properiy acquigition within the
Pocket Corumunity Plan area as well as other projocts.

The Sactamentn Ricer Parkway Plan is doserdbed as 8 twenty wear policy documeit for habitst
preservation and restoration and reancationat devolopment for lands adjacent to the river It
slafes thas tre Plan develops a "ision” for the future and identifies programs and actians for
yehioving tha vision :

The Plan states that "natural resaurce piotection and enhancessent is the main gosl of the
Parkway and wil take precedence over sublic access recreation in the Parkway. Trails and

= ..The Parkway Plan promotes as much acoess 10 the River as posgidle, while maintgining

aceess by developing propoxd public sccess puints an gublic Isod, tuilding improved traits, and
by directing pecple o public areas and away from private poperty.” (Page 2)

For some time, -here has haen presgnres ta utilize the rives for pablic recreaton a8 refleced in 3
resommendation thet all of the area slong the River be availeble for publc recrestion inchsding
hiking end riding treils. This was sedected in the dreft City/Couanty Bikeway Master Plan for
existing and proposed on-street and offtstreet hikewnys, and the 1593 Draft Parkway Plan is
conaistent with this Jocument by having a proposed ofi-street Leail along the River levee,

However, this canflicted with fhe oversll policy regarding avoidanos of privite residential
propertizs in the Lit:do Pocket and Greeshaven Pocket areas and necessiiated major poltcy




i/

exacdions it commection with the new subdivisions, Also, in the ckler developed siretches alm:@ |

the river, a special defurred soquisition designation was formulated which placed these J?

properiies in 3 caegary of "Private inholding™ It is the analysis of the impacis of this Jatter
change whick will be evakiaged in torms of edzquecy.

* EVALUATION

.I The Envisonsendal Impact Repot onthe Sacramento River Parkway Plar Update stales (hetd |
was underiaken as 2 Program TTR betause the Plan isregarded us a policy document which will
govern fidwie devslopmeny aetiviries on the public Jands immedsately djacernt to the Sacramerto
River{p. 1-11, No development i5 intended to take place immediztely os & resalt of Plan
spprovel; subsonuent individual projects will be subject to possible fudher envisgnmertal seview
as well as preject specific putlic budpeting and decision-making (p. 1-2). In the tvem Feders)
funds are availsble to design and canstruct the trall system and other progossd Ruslitics, the

_drafl notes thay any fuluie envirotryeadal dodument :

TBe DEIR ixinadeyunte an ¢ proxram EIR. In the sectione on Use of This EIR, it it stued
thirt it ix 3 Progrum EIR us defined in CEQA Section 13188; wever, sn the vationale that
the Plan will wot implement ppacific construction projocts, farthar eavironmental raviews are
antivipatad by the Oty as projece are designed and vonstesicted

A Jull reading of Section 15168, particulurly Secsions (1) und (c) revend thit the purpuve of
a Prograns EIR skould be tspecifically avoid subsogient emvironizental docsmentation by
providing, amang ather dings, for a more echasstive considerctios; of effects ard

SAMUEL ) CULLERS & RSSQUATES —

7€

alternatires tsan would bs practicatin an IR wut s infividuel basis.

“The Pllowing specific sections oFtheD.R.TR. aivs eveluated for sdequacy in terms of impacts
on non-public propertics, parficularly in the Litile Pocket and Norh Pocket areax.

30 PROJRCT DRSCRIPTION
GOALS OF THE PLAN (pp. 3}

L~7

Gonl 4 of the Phan s repheased in the DEIR. Whiro the Pian refers toa bisycls and pedestrian |
treil, the DEIR changes this iv talics 10: dicycle and pedesirian access.
There is .0 explanation of this significant policy change which could have a significant negative

sompensatinn hetween exeblishad homes for pubviic acoegs ke the levos even though the issus of
vrwnership remams unresclves, '

wﬂz DEIR is incontiston? witk the Plaa aued inodesiate und misleading in this instencr.

-

irapact ugot individual properties by, for exampite, permiting taking savements without ‘?"’/ d




SAMUEL J CULLERS 8 ASIULIR 13~

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (p. »-4)

L

'This section of the DEIR is confusing and unfocussd. Tnan effort ta justify often conflivting

policy options from various plans, the project deseription ¢oes not recoptize that theromey be
adverse exvircnmental offeols i ¢eutaie anes are inplenwenied, ? )
The DR Is inadequate by wut providing @ move compiete amalssiy whicls wosld have 1
provided eleer guldance w the Cily when futire pecific plany are prepared.

_ PROPOSED PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS BY FLANNING AREA {p. 3-4 I}
Porket

This section states that most of the publicly owaed land in the Sowh Pockel avsa is  result ;ﬂ
gew sibdivisions dedicate riverfron. poperty s acondition of approwdl. '

T

The DEIR is Inadequate in not pointfing ont the impict of recent Supreme Court decisions -1
aH suck exactions whick may cosgifute a taking withont compesation. Certuin of (e ﬁ
I- 3

alternattves and impacss wowli kave to be evalueted if this action ixfaken inte considert,
Pocket Arca Priyate Inhplding Ares (PTA) Designation (p. 3-6 f.)

gﬂA seerious question atises with theinclusion ofthis seclion. The description of the "PTA"
desighaticn states that it b ot dizected towands mitigetion of an eavirommental impact, but is C}./j
mather 8 wodification of a land use designation to faclaate Plan imolementation througs publie
sequisition of privale property, albelt plecemenl aed aver tme.

|
T The City as bad prévious experience with such acquisition, For exerple, in a certain loca:io;'f
in the area_ some time age Ihe City exacted an 8 foot casement betwesn two residenocs back to
the tep of the leves, then acrons the back of the tow afftuted lots. The easement was then
fenced by the City scpasating it [rom adjacent residences.

|
1214

R
7
L

. e

Thig carectent was designad ta provide public access to that two-lot wide section of the levee. :
1 should ¢ noted that no provision tspossible for public parking exeept in the front of the |
residences, When (his accews became kosown, vertiin groups occasionally uses the levee aad |
tiver frontage for "partying” ty groups of up to 1310 15 youths, iscluding useof intoxieants, 13
the detriment of the pesce and tranquility of the adjaosnt bomes; aad it was difficult ¥ not l
irponssibie to have the City policathislittle 100+ foot section of the levee. Over time, the fonce
detoriorated and afrer a fong celay it was reblt. Now, ths City hay placed # ggn demying ’

| socew 1o the eanenent a5 3 hazard, wxd has ctosed other similer cascments s
" An atempt was mode to eddress this yroblemby the inclusion of 2 secrion on "Potential Gt
Conflicts Botwoen Uses aud Safety impacts®. It is porded out thit despite mitigation n /™

accordance with the PIA designaton soted above, there vifl be signiFean: adverse imoacts in

=1

e 3 ’




the Little Posket and Noeth Pocket mreas.

— The DEIR is inadegquate hecaiise this concentration v fund we conflicts and fnnd uss poticy”

{mplemrentution prevents a dhew evaluation of he relative environmesial inpacts reselting
Jrom the vaviewy proposals for trails, pedeswian acoess, Ruture arees, and 2gueRrian cocRss.
In addition, there is inswfFicien attention poid lo the conflicting environmental asd ofier

regiuiremenss between varions siate and federal agencies In implementing vavious
recommeniietinns for recreational yse. —

" greategics with guestionsble Jegal justification for inglementation and ultznale acyuisiion of

In sisntmary, this DEIR is inadequate and miseading. 1t does not briefly and clearty ideatify and |
addrugs e gnvitonmentat effccts, and uses the environmental framework in violation of e
ittert ard prrpose of the provistons of CEQA by devising land use, lepal end acquisition

privete property for active trils and sicyele uge. This is in conflist with the veain gual of e
Parkway Concept which is natural resource grotechion and enhansement winch will take
precederce aver public 2ccess rezrealion m she Parkway, ,

By:
Sanmwet J. Crltens

. Samuoel 1. Quifers & Assaciaies

May 13, 1995

L NFRCEWPIWIISACRIVER WFL

SAMUEL /. QULLERS & ASIULIR ’CQ""“"““'
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Ann Goldberg

Sacramento Horsemen's Association
3200 Longview Drive
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5 ACRAMENTO

_jJ ORSEMEN'S
Jéssocmnou

3200 LONGVIEW DRIVE, NORTH HIGHLANDS, CA 95660 (816) 489-4101

May 21, 1896

Ms. Grace Hovey : RECE‘VED

City of Sacramento MAY 2 3 1396

Plannng Services Division
1231 | Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814 PLANNING SERVICES

Re: Draft EIR on the Sacramento River Parkway Plan

Dear Ms. Hovey:

On beha!f of the more than 300 members of the Sacramento Horsemen's Assoclation, we wish to-]
raise a number of concems about the draft EIR of the Sacramento River Parkway Plan. We ask
you to hote that members of our association have aftended numerous meetings and have
comimented frequently on the need to include equestrian usage in any parkway plan adopted. in
reviewing the draft EIR, however, it is apparent that inclusion of a true multi-use trail has been
ignored.

..\
O
~

Throughout the planning process, equestrian groups have been put off regarding the plans for a
multi-use trail. The draft EIR foliows that patiem by stating that equestrian uses will be studied at
a later date, but establishing no time frame. We have no assurances that a study will be
performed, when it will be performed, or that any equestrien uses of the parkway will be found
feasible. Truly, if equestrian usage were seriously under consideration, the study could have
been concluded dusing the preparation period of the draft EIR. This would have been the most
cost effective, expeditious way of evaluating a muiti-use traif option. This situation is particularly
frustrating given the excellent example set by our community's other riparian parkway, which
was established as a multi-use trail system. Aiong the American River Parkway, concems over
narrowness, safety hazards and erosion problems have been readily addressed to the
satisfaction of the many different types of users. This is the pattem that should be emulated by
the Sacramento River Parkway Plan.

i

There are some rea! advantages to including equestrian usage in the Sacrarnento River Parkway ;
Plan given community concems about security. Members of our association have offered to
serve as volunteers for a Sacramento River Parkway Patrol. Our members aiready participate in
the Folsom Lake and newly formed American River Parkway patrols, and we cooperate withthe | /. }~ 2
Department of Fish and Game. We are willing to assist with parkway security efforts, thereby po
assuring a safer enviranment for all users and surrounding homeowners. J/

-ty



In closing, we would urge you te remember that the Sacramento River Parkway was envisioned
as a regional project. As a regional project, with connecting links to the Laguna Cregk and
American River Parkway systerns, It should serve all of the communities involved not just the
wrban population. The draft EIR fails seriously in this respect, and we would hope that this major

shortcoming will be comected.
Sincerely,

ne Pt Al

Ann Goldberg
President

AG:KK




~ LETTER 11
William P. Katen
Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park District
810 Oak Lane
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RIO LINDA & ELVERTA

810 Oak Lane
Rio Linda, CA 95673 -
916/ 9915920 RECEIVED
RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT I 916/ 991-2892 FAX
MAY 2 3 1996

PLANNING SERVICES

May 20, 1996

Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

. Dear Ms. Hovey,

The equestrian community is appreciates that tire Draft Environmental Impact Report for—\
the Sacramento River Parkway Plan Update is out for review. As a member of a number
of equestrian groups that responded to the Notice of Preparation, we are not happy to see
that a multi-use trail has been ignore again and shoved to the side. This is certainly a
surprise when you review the Notice of Preparation letters and the concerns expressed by

| horse groups and owners.

Even though the Sacramento River Parkway Plan goals are "to complete a contiguous lineal
parking with 2 bicycle and multi-use trails along the Sacramento River from the City limits
at 1-80 and Garden Highway in South Natomas to the City limits at Freeport.” The study ./ / /
uses staternents such as, "in general”, "where feasible", or "will be studied at a future date".
The intent is certainly unclear, but it looks like the entire Parkway could be built before the
future date arrives. :

How can the study be completed when you exclude one of its viable uses? Especially when
an equestrian trail can only be allowed next to a Class I bike trail, how can all alternatives
be evaluated with out looking at this important component of the plan?

It states that equestrian nses will be studied at a later date, yet no date has been set or
scheduled. This study could have been done prior to the EIR, Policy R8 of the Notice of
Preparation states "Equestrian uses shall be allowed in the Parkway, where feasible”, yet no
trail locations were designated and no policies were done. So that means that after ali the
comments, 110 trails locations or policies were identified or discussed. This doesn’t sound
like an answer to the problemn, "Where Feasible", what kind of assurances do we have that
we will find any "feasible” areas for equestrian use. _ N/

-
:
|
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Why weren’t details regarding implementation of equestrian facilities done? The entirej\
document talks about bikeways and trails, where is their feasibility study? What details
regarding implementation of biking facilities are available?

Under goals of the Plan on page 3.3, has the goal change from muiti-use to bicycle and]

pedestrian access? What happen to multi-use? All of the proposed Parkway land uses| //- Z

exclude equestrian use, Why? Could it be that no study was done? Why was the study not

done? It certainly was commented on in the NOP both by letter and verbally. -

On page 6.2-6 under Transportation/Circulation it states that current General Plan and Park |
Master Plans do not contain equestrian use or facilities in the City. The 1975 Sacramento
River Parkway Plan prohibits equestrian use. If a bike trail is allowed, than how can the
narrowness, safety hazards and erosion problems for equestrians be any more of a problem? Ji-a
There are many areas in the American River Parkway where the bike and multi-use trails -
come together and yet narrowness, safety and erosion are not a problem.

P

On page 6.2-15 under Bikeway & Trail Safety, R-8 Equestrian Use, what are the Conditions
and Standards of Feasibility, to include a multi use trail? How can they be set for
pedestrians, bicyclists and maintenance and emergency vehicles and not equestrians? We
can not be any more of a problem than one or more of the above mentioned users.

/]-3

Multi-use (Equestrians) Designation on page 6.2-18 list impact areas with no supporting \
evidence regarding safety issues, narrow areas, and street routing. If you can build a paved
bike trail in narrow areas, you should be able to build a narrow dirt shoulder as well. The
American River Parkway is a good example of this. If a 12 foot wide paved bike trail is not
an impact to sensitive riparian areas or construction of a bike path on levees and slopes
which are unstable, how can a dirt path be any trouble for your engineers? -

Due to the City not including equestrian usage in this document, it will ensure thai ]
equestrian use will be at least delayed or even limited to certain trail sections, as mention
on the multi-use (equestrian) designation page 6.2-19. This proposed task force could have
been done in plenty of time to have the policy and trail location completed for this study.

Due to the cost of additional environmental review, which I am sure that the City will have
no problem funding for us horse riders, it will be put on the shelf with the rest of the “To /- ‘7‘

Do" list.

Please remember that the Sacramento River parkway is a regional project and as such the
City must take care off all users, not just urban users. There are many groups in the
surrounding rural areas that would benefit from a multi-use trail system. As the
Administrator for the Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and Park District, equestrian use and
multi-use trails are an integral part of this community. ' n/

* Ensuring Parks, Recreation, Habitat, and Open Space for Our Future *
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Have having access to the Sacramento River Parkway allows the equestrians in this area the
freedom to explore urban trails on horseback. Your EIR doé not address this issue. I had
hope that we would get more than just words from this document, but I can see that only
happens "where feasible".

Sincerely,

Adnfinistrator

covey 596,/disc.003(2a) /wpS1

* Ensuring Parks, Recreation, Habitat, and Open Space for Our Future *
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Walt Seifert

877 53rd Street
Sacramento, California 95819-3527
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877 53RD STREET RECEVED
SACRAMENTO, CA 95819-3527
e-mail: danlBOa@prodigy.com APR § 2 1996

March 31, 1996
PLANI RS RERVIGEY

Grace Havey

City of Sacramenio
Planning Services Division
1231 t Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Hovey:

Thank you for the opporunity lo comment on the Graft Envircnmental impact Repon

{DEIR) for the Sacramenia River Parkway Plan Update.

{ have three main concems. The foremost is that DEIR doesn't consider the B
pelential for improvements in air quality from having a bike trail along the river. |
Lelieve it is likely the trail wifl result in an increased number of bicycle commuters

" and bicycie utility trips. as weit as more non-motorized recreation. In addition.
encouraging recrealional cycling alsc creates a pooi of patential utilitarian cyclists. 2 - /

The DEIR does not allemp! to quantily the air quality benefits {or, of less
significance, the noise benefits) or address the possibility that the benefits will
‘ outweigh any air qualily impacts from motor vehicle trips generated by the parkway.
Models could be used to predict the number of bicycle trips resulling fromthe
| project, Alternatively. assumplions ceuld be made about high and fow usage rates
to estimate the number of trips and associated benefits,

[
—

_.~Ancther concern is that the trail will be tlosed from sunset lo sunfise. Use during 'T
daylight hours only. especially during winter, will limit the trail’s utility for
transporiation. This, il saems {o me, siams from the common conception thal
bicycling is primarily a means of recreation and thal it has Jittle potentiai for _
transportation. There are many places in the world where this is not true. Bicycling Ja -
has shown it can be a signilicant parl of the transportation i A S

If we are to consider bicycling as a serious transponation mode, we must be very
carelul about restrictions that reduce its utility. Our cornmunity would be sater,
guieter, and healthier if we banned motor vehicie use of roads fram sunset to
sunrise. We don't impose such onerous restrictions because we don't wani to lirmit
citizens' freedom of movemenit, or the movement of goods, even though that
movement is by a form of transportation that has serious negative environmental
consequencas. Yet here we are proposing miting use of a benign form of
transportation to daylight hours, even in winter, which means that will be
unavaiable to many bicycle commuters. At the least, | would suggest setting trail
hours in the winler from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.. instead of the more restrictive
sunrise to sunset, so that commuters could use the trail.

r




The last concem is not really an environmental issue. It is retated to the Private [
Inhoiding Associations. | am very pleased with the concept of the PIA, and the fact
that in time the entire comrmunity will be able to have access to an uninterrupted
" parkway. However, | also wouid ke to enjoy lhe aenfire trail in my lifetime and it may
.be a very long time before the PIA designation is removed | believe there may be
isorne oplions available that would be advanlageous both to the neighborhood

ome owners and the communily at large.

i .
iDonation of easement to city. Home owners imay be abie to donate easements of
proparly to the city and claim a charitable deduction. This donation either could be
made immediately or be made par of a will. In both cases. there are possible tax
benelils. .

e an ke oy s AV _—— 1 £

Donation of easement or property 1o tnsst. It donation 1o the city capt be
considered a charitable deduction. it may be possible to establish a charitable trust
ihal would receive the donation. This would be similar ta how the Nature
Conservancy operates, The trust could be the Nature Conservancy itself. Alter
acquiting the land, the trust would transter it to the city.

s e o ma

Trust purchase of easemant or property, In addition to donations of easements
and propery by current owners, the trust could purchase easements and property
with donations of cash from private individuals, corporations and other businesses,
and from environmenltal groups.

Yougetruly,

Wal Seifert




Additional comments
2.0 SUMMARY.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION - I!

Project Description Suminary ,
The Project Descriptive Summary on page 2- 1 describes goals including a “lineal E
Parkway with a bicycle and mulliuse traif*. it is not clear whether this is a reference | )
10 a single trail or two trails (one trail primarily for cyclists and one primarily for Sl
equestrians). Since hikers, walkers. and joggers wili use the bicycle {rail. i will be a I
multiuse trail. Would another way ot stating this be a “bicycie/multiuse frail and an I
equestrian trail?”

!

|

A
Should walking. jogging, and picnicking be included in allowed uses listed on page
2-27 w—

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

-
An area of controversy not fisted is not aflowing in-line skating, a sport growing in R
popularity, on the trail.

——t

TABLE 2.1, page 2

While the trail may reduce risk of accidents between bicycles/pedestrians and !' Coe
vehicles. the trail may increase {he risk of bicycle/pedestrian collisions and ; - '
bicycle/bicycle coliisions. !
3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
GOALS OF THE PLAN
The description of the last goal differs trom the goal as stated on page 2-1. Here, . -
the words are “linea)l Parkway with bicycie and pedestrian access” instead of “lineal /2 - (0>
Parway with a bicycle and multiuse trail®. - o
PROPOSED PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS BY PLANNING AREA - 5
' A
What does “aliows staff {o revisit the area” mean on page 3-77 ¢
_ . o
5.0 LAND USE AND CONSISTENCY WITH ADOFPTED PLANS AND POLiCiES’"',
. 1 i ;.
ADOPTED LAND USE PLANS AND CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION re a0

2010 City/County Bikeways Master Plan : \/ /



*Bikeways" should be Bikeway in the heading. -T‘

In the consistency discussion and determination paragraph. the use of the term )
bikelane I1s inaccurate, Eilher the term path orirail would be better. since a Class | /:,: - //
off-road facility is being described. A bikelane is a Class li. on-street facifity.

6.2 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

On page 6.2-16. | suggest using the generic term in-fine skates instead of - g /
rolierblades. which is a brand name. J fo T
Page & 2-17 says that all public access will be closed at sunsel. if this rule is ,

enforced. bicycle commuting in winter time would be restricted. Even cyclists lega!iy

equipped tor the road with a visible headlight and reflecters would be not altowed ;

use of the trail  This conflicts wilh the City's goals stated in the 19895 Transponation *

Piugia. ity Guide. to develup Licyciing as a major transporalion and recreation | ;- /)-
mnda and 10 increase made solil by mcreasing bicycle infrastruciure, Investing in
u‘:h;ah‘uctusw furilan:ponalion.whethes itis ton Lieycles, motor velnsies 2o transil,
amdd than timiling sooess o thal intrastrusiure, avan thaugh thare is a damand tor its

PR L~

\""‘- e e

ad 18 juB :.t:undnle.

TABLE 8% rys table s mislabeled -(
F 0

LY n - 1oy
53 8D Dlal Ty

Lometaropaani o erhon of the postive impacts (o air qually from the trail.
As mentonea, ine 1995 Transportation Programming Guide cails lor developing c
bicycling as a maijor fransportalion and recreation mode and decreasing auto use o

reduce impacls to air qualily and tratfic congestion

MITIGATION 6.6-4 LITTER

Additional mitigation measures are possible. These include clean up days such as P
are held for the American River by the American River Parkway Foundation and

adopt-a-trail eflorls by other organized groups.
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Dennis MaclIntyre
6406 Surfside Way
Sacramento, California 95831
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| City of Sacramento
Planning and Development PLANNING SERVIGES
1231 1 Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
ALL COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MAY 22, 1996 AT S P.M.
If you have questions ab;mt the environmental review process, please call Grage at 264-7601
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Vivian Shaw Groza
7454 Pocket Road
Sacramento, California 95831
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SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN DRAFT EIR

COMMENT FORM
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Diane Truly
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Please submit all comments to: Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento
Planning and Development
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MAY 22, 1996 AT 5 P.M.

If you have questions about the environmental review process, please call Grage at 264-7601
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Wayne B. Brown

821 Yacht Court
Sacramento, California 95822
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SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN DRAFT EIR

Comments: I do not believe that the Draft Environmental Impart Reporg“
has adeguately addressed the impact of land acquisition for the
Sacramento River Parkway on the vemaining private property in the
Little Pocket and North Pocket Areas,.

It is impossible to determine the impact on the remaining property /pﬁ/
unless the amount and scope of the city's acquisition program for the
Sacramento River Parkway can be determined, 1In the past the city has
required that property for public access to the Parkway was 40 feet
from the landward toe of the levee to the river's edge. The EIR
indicates that they are only interested in the properties 10 feet from
the landward side of the levee to the river. Has the city any plans
to return a strip 30 feet wide to the land owners who were reguired to
dedicate the 40 feet to the Parkway?

L PR

It would be helpful to determine Parkway impact to severed property
owners if the city. would estimate the percentage of each lot that would | ;

be needed for the Parkway. It appears the city would need about 70% ‘o= g
of my groperty if they need 10 feet beyond the toe of the levee and
about 804 of my property if they need 40 feet from the toe. —

The EIR states that an equestrian path separate from the bicycle path
will be studied, Since the equestrian path can not be placed on the
riverside of the levee because of envirommental and space restrictions,
and the top of the levee will be used by bicycles, the only place left
is to place the equestrian path on the land side of the levee. It
looks like 40 feet will be needed after all. fo=*

The EIR indicates that there is some question as to who owns some of

the land needed for the Parkway, and in fact the State Lands Commission
may own scme of the land in question., The State Supreme Court has spoken
to thieg issue in their August 31, 1995 decision. {State Lands Commission
" yversus Richard Lovelagce) The city staff needs to update the EIR with
this latest information. .J

5. Fargean

Wayne B. Brown
8§91 Yacht Court
" Sacramento, CA 95822

RECEIVED
MAY 2 8 1996
PLANNING SERVICES
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Lorraine Brown (with attachment)
821 Yacht Court
Sacramento, California 95822
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SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN DRAFT EIR

Commentst: In the EIR it is stated, "An area of controversy is how the
implementation of the Parkway Plan and more specificallys how the rec-
reational trail along the levee, will affect public safety and adjacent
and nearby property values." (6.9-4)

In the EIR, private property is referred to as property adjacent o the /# -
Parkway. The property referred to is not adjacent, It is privately

owned. The Parkway Plan will go through private property and will sever
the property. This severance of property will affect the remaining value
of the severed piece. -

The IR refers to trails that were constructed near or adjacent to private
property. In reading the report, it is clear that these trails were built
on unused railroad lines, (6.9-5) Therefore, in the report comparison is .
made between unused rallroad iines and recreational trails. The proposed
Sacramento River Trail is on private property that belongs to the home Via
owners and the plamned trail will not be adjacent to but on the residentia
lots. The Eifi%6.95 and 6.9-6) refers to property owners near and adjacenﬁ
to the trz2il, The study makes no reference to property owners giving up |
their residential lots. The severence of the property in many cases leaves
no residential lo%t; and in some cases, the trail will cut through the }
residence. With no buffer zone ones privacy and safety 1s severly affectedL
After reading the report, there is no guarantee that funds will be availabl
tio brovide safety and security to property owners.

Section 9.0 Cumulative Impacts refers to the Loss of Riparian and Riverine
Habitat. In this section, reference is made that, "The Plan does not -
contribute to cumulative marina development and river traffic effects.”

If the city purchases the property, the private docks in the area will

_become public docks, There will be increased water traffic and the Riparia
ang Riverine Habitat will be effected both from the land side and Watersiij.

Lorraine Brown
B2l - Yacht Court
Sacramento, CA 95822
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Francis J. Silva
1535 Benham Way
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| LETTER 19
Joel and Lale Goddard
832 Prow Court
Sacramento, California 95822-2314
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SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN DRAFT EIR

COMMENT FORM

sl San OFuA Queitoy dend! 1Sedad aror b (e g ~eallid
s Al t . d " Y W .Y, e,

&

lease print) ~
o . So€lL gvp LALE GOY R)

23/ REGEIVED

: . .
Please submit all comments to:  Grace Hovey MAY 2 § 1996
' City of Sacramento ' :

1231 I Street, Room 30
Sacramento, CA 95814

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MAY 22, 1996 AT 5 P.M.
If you have questions about the environmental review process, please calt Grape at 264-7601
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Walter Harvey

2111 Garden Highway
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PLANNING AKD DZVELOPMENT
WALTER HARVEY MAY 2 1199 | SACRAMENTO GAUIFORNIA. 25003

TELEPHONE: {16) 920-2005

m 0
il -

May 26, 1996

Scot Mende

Grace Hovey

Planning Services Division
¢ity of Sacramento

1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report

for the Sacramento River Parkway Plan
Dear Ms. Hovey and Mr. Mende:

This letter is written on behalf of myself and the Mﬁw
other owners of a l2-acre parcel of undeveloped land we own at
Chicory Bend on the Sacramento River. As you know, this property
has been the subject of litigation between the California State
Lands Commission and ourselves for a number of years. On
August 31, 1995, the California Supreéme Court rendered a decision
in our favor. That court ruled the State’s contention that the
property was formed by accretions resulting from hydraulic nining
did not detract from our fee simple private ownership in its
entirety and that the State’s interest extends only to the
existing high water line as of today. _ .

We are most disturbed to see the proposed designation
of our property as outlined in the draft EIR. It appears o us
that what the State has been unable to do directly through
litigation, it is attempting to do indirectly through down-
zoning. As we read the draft EIR, our land is to be designated

| wriparian habitat preserve," a land classification which the

| document states "is nmanaged to protect, enhance and restore

| -~ riparian habitat." This designation would appear to foreclose

| private development, which' is presently available for that
property. In other words, the parcel may presently be developed
economically so long as appropriate flood control measures are
taken. These are prohlems that are easily overcome. If we are
correct in our understanding of the proposed classification, all
such development will be precluded now and in the future. \\/




Scot Mende
Grace Hovey

We request that our lands be deleted from the proposed />
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reclassification.

reasonable economic value.

value of the property.

To adopt what you are proposing will result in
an outright taking of the property, for it will then have no

If such were to accur,
forced to pursue claims against the City of Sacramentoc for the
While we understand that the City is
anxious to create public recreational areas along the Sacramento

we would be

[0-1

River, the appropriate method is to purchase land, a practice

that the City bas followed in the past.

We urge that this

practice be followed in respect to our 12 acres as well.

I suggest that we meet immediately tec mutually resolve
this issue prior to the draft EIR going to the Planning

Commission for their review.

WH:clb
cc: Richard lovelage

Very truly yours,

WALTER HARVEY
JOANNA HARVEY
RICHARD K. IOVELACE
STARLA J. LOVELACE

RIVER GARDEN ASSOCIATION, L.P.

\ st ®
WALTER HARVRY

Washburn, Briscoe & McCarthy, Attorneys at Law
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RECEIVED
MAY 2 3 1996 May 21, 1996
Ms. Grace Hovey

Planning Services Division PLANNING SERVICES
1231 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California 95814

SUBJECT: DEIR FOR THE SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN
Dear:Ms. Hovey:

| have the following general comments regarding a Sacramento River Parkway and
tha DEIR.
g I II B- I- t Il I !l I II B' [ I
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resident with property adjacent to the American River Parkway. In the 9 years my
* wife and | have resided at this location, we have not had any problems with

—1

parkway users disturbing us or illegaily accessing our property. vt
WWW i 4
Sacramento's river resources are certainly our most precious public amenities. 2 /= Z
Our rivers define the character of our community, provide an important link to our

history and heritage, and offer recreation and aesthetic experiences. -

[ ol

commute and recreation route. As a bicycle commuter (approximately two days
per week) to a location near Freeport Bivd. and Fruitridge, 1 would use a
Sacramento River Parkway bike path which extendad beyond its current southern 2 - 3
terminus. 1 believe an extended bike trail on the River levee would provide an
improved commute route and would thereby offer an added incentive for
Sacramento residents in those southern neighborhoods to consider bicycle
commuting. Bicycle commuting on a safe and beautiful route can literally be "a
walk in the park".

Thank you for your work on this important subject. | support any measures in the
DEIR which will advance a Sacramento River Parkway and a continuous trail along
the River. Please feel free to call me {work, 433-6275} if you have questions
congering this letter. ‘ :

3815 Moddison Ave.
Sacramento, CA 95819-1650
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CHARLES E. ZELL

968 Piedmont Drive »
Sacramento CA 95822-1779 R ECE ,VE D
14 May 1996 PLANNING SERVIGES

Planning & Development Department
1231 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814

RE: Sacramento River Parkway Plan

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Since the DEIR was written a developer has submitted an application ¢ 1
the city for the construction of a resort hotel and marina. The
developers conceptional plan includes water taxi to Old Sacramento.
Since the draft Sacramento River Parkway Plan was written the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency has addicted their
I}liver Front Plan. This plan also includes the concept of water taxies on
the river.

The recreationist advocate the need for a continuos bikeway along both

the American and Sacramento Rivers. This can be accomplished by the
use of a water taxi or ferry to carry bicyclists and pedestrians across the
river. The proposed development at the Captain's Table is opposite the
Sacramento Yacht Club. This would be the logical location for a ferry as

22°”

the Captain's Table is the southern end for the bike path from Miller
Park. In Yolo County, South River Road is lightly traveled by cars and is
frequently used by bicyeclists. The bridge at Freeport would be the
southern crossing of*the river.

The Sacramento River Parkway Plan and it environmental impact report
should consider the ferry concept as - an alternate routing to
recreationist along the Sacramento River levees in place of the route
through private property.

sty

Sincerely,

Ak aed 37777

Charles E. Zell
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SACRAMENTO RIVER PARKWAY PLAN DRAFT EIR

COMMENT FORM

Comments: TQG?W%,E/E
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Ph #: (optional) b- 393-5938 ' RECE'VED

Please submit all comments to: Grace Hovey

City of Sacramento ' MAY 2 3 1996
Planning and Development
1231 I Street, Room 300 PLANNING SERVICES

‘Sacramento, CA 95814
ALY, COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY MAY 22, 1996 AT 5§ P M.

If you have questions about the environmental review process, please call Grace at 264-7601
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Planning and Devetopment Department
1231 I Street,, Room 3060
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Repont

As homeowners on the Sacrameno River we cannot concur with the majority of the findings in the DEIR. Indeed,
we question the validity of this document. It appears to be specifically tailored to support a particular view. How 2 (/ ot /
can this DEIR differ so sigrificantly from the EIR on the same area done just several years ago? Nothing has
changed except , apparently, the viewpoint of those who prepared the draft.

A paricway behind aur homes - in our backyards -- would significantly impact upon our lifestyles and perhaps '”]
endanger the residents. Can you imagine being constantly “on view”? No backyard activities would have a 7
semblance of privacy. We would barbeque with an andience, swim with an audience, garden with onlookers, el ':pZ
entertain very publicly and expose our children and grandchifdren to the eyes of all who wander by, A backyard
should be a safe haven. Whete is our right to privacy on our own property?

We cannot be screened from prying eyes. The Reclamation Board/Leves Maintenance authorities dictate what we
plant and how we prune, The toe of the levee and our backyards must be totally visible for flood protection
purposes. We remove trees and plants at their dizection -~ to help ensure the safety of over 42,000 flood plain
acres.

During the period of levee reconstruction we lived with a parkway situation. We experienced the rudeness of the
public. Unleashed dogs ran rampant and we were the cleanup crew {for the debris left by opr “visitors”. Gangs of
young people wanted to use our pools on hot days and we were subjected to foul language and rocks in the pool as
we tried to explain that they were not public pools. The potential liability is frightening, What fence has ever
deterred & young person? Private docks became playgrounds and we searched for more insurance, Vigilance was
our watchword and normal life was put in abeyance while the “lookie loo's” had a field day examining and
commenting on our lifestyles.

L aabd

Wildlife virtually disappeared under the pressure of equipment, people, bicycles and dogs. In this very narrow ~
strip of land there is little room for coexistance. Today, with the hordes exciuded, 2 Swainsons Hawk will rest on a Z 1-/ )
fence and scar pracefully overhead. The other creatures, great and small are back. Many are on the endangered

species list, but this DEIR takes liftle note of this. Developments are halted for the fairy shrimp;, little heed seems

to be taken of the plight of the birds, animals, reptiles and people that live here.

There is no way to mitigate the effects of a parkway on the people who live here, the creatures that calt it home and

the jand itself, The DEIR states that mitigation would be possible but offers no ideas. Would a solution magically “? & —‘f
appear? The DEIR reflects the dreams and desires of some but is completely divorced from reality and ignores

private property rights and the tremendous liability that could be incurred.

Aot bt B I }W%mw

Harriet and Mac McKinnis /
643 Brickyatd Drive
Sacramento, CA 95831




The following is a compilation of the events that occurred
during levee reconstruction when the public had access. It may
be assumed that many of the same would happen if the area
were to become a parkway.

* window shot out
* pool equipment stolen
* fires set
Small fires and bonfires set at various locations on the
levee
Fire set on a boat and dock.
Fire set next to an ‘endangered shrub’, marked with
orange plastic mesh and posted that there was a $50,000
fine for harming it.
* boat vandalized, valuable items stolen (police report #
91-10905)
* attempted burglary - suspect ran down levee to a waiting car
and driver at a levee access point (homeowner followed him)
* transcients/vagrants’/homeless used levee as a highway.,
camped out on occassion
went door to door solicifing in conv1ent areas
(partlcularly near Garcia Bend)
may have been responsible for some of the fires
*  oraffitti painted on boat and dock, ramp damaged.
same area repeatedly attacked. Homeowners in area
formed ‘private watch’
fishing tackle stolen from patio
dog taken from a back yard
rocks thrown at and hit living room windows
rocks thrown on satellite dish

* X X *




* X ¥ ¥

* *

fruit picked from trees
sprinkler heads broken
dogs teased, rocks thrown at them
people on levee at all hours of day and night
constant dog barking, sleep disturbed
loose dogs chased indigenous animals
rocks thrown in most pools
trash (bottles, cans, paper, assorted garbage and
condoms) -- homeowners were the clean-up crew
back yard privacy was non-existent
gangs of kids wanted to use pools; polite NO (safety
and liability) met with abusive language

Dinners eaten with misc. strangers staring and pointing

Riverfront Homeowners Association.
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