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Abbreviations and Acronyms 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act  
APE Area of Potential Effect  
ARFCD American River Flood Control District   
ARPP  American River Parkway Plan  
BMPs best Management Practices  
BSA Biological Study Area  
SR 80 Capital City Freeway  
Caltrans California Department of Transportation  
CCR California Code of Regulations  
CDFW California Department of Fish & Wildlife  
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  
CESA California Endangered Species Act  
CFGC California Fish and Game Code  
cfs Cubic feet per second  
City City of Sacramento  
CPTED  Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design    
CSUS California State University at Sacramento  
CVFPB Central Valley Flood Protection Board  
CWA Clean Water Act  
DBH diameter at breast height 
DWR Department of Water Resources  
EIR Environmental Impact Report  
ESA Endangered Species Act  
FORB Friends of the River Banks 
FOSL Friends of Sutter’s Landing Park  
GPS global positioning system  
HASPs Health and Safety Plans  
IS/MND initial study/mitigated negative declaration  
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act  
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan  
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act  
NES Natural Environment Study  
NOP Notice of Preparation  
NRMP Natural Resource Management Plan  
proposed project Two Rivers Trail Phase II Project  
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RM River Mile  
RWQCB Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board  
SMUD Sacramento Municipal Utility District  
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board  
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USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
VELB valley elderberry longhorn beetles  
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Executive Summary 

ES.1. Introduction  
The City of Sacramento (City) proposes to construct approximately 3.4 miles of new Class 1 bicycle and 

pedestrian trail comprising 6 segments (proposed project) along the south bank of the American River as 

part of the larger Two Rivers Trail Project (Phases I and II) that extends from Tiscornia Park at Jibboom 

Street to the H Street Bridge in Sacramento, California (see Figure ES-1). Phase I of this trail has been 

completed and includes the segment from Tiscornia Park to the intersection of North 12th Street and 

State Route 160. Phase II (proposed project and the subject of this environmental impact report) includes 

the segments from the Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail (at North 18th Street) through Sutter’s 

Landing Regional Park to the H Street Bridge (see Figures ES-2 and ES-3).   

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all state and local government agencies 

consider the environmental consequences of programs and projects over which they have discretionary 

authority before acting on those projects or programs. Where there is substantial evidence that a project 

may have a significant effect on the environment, the agency shall prepare an environmental impact 

report (EIR) (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164[a]). An EIR is an informational document that will 

inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the significant environmental effects of 

a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives 

to the project. 

CEQA requires that a draft EIR be prepared and circulated for public review. Following the close of the 

public review period, the lead agency prepares a final EIR, which includes the comments received 

during the review period (either verbatim or in summary), and responses to the significant 

environmental issues raised in those comments. Prior to taking action on a proposed project, the lead 

agency must certify the EIR and make certain findings.  

This document and the Draft EIR that was circulated for public review on August 1, 2019 through 

September 16, 2019 (45-day public review period) is intended to constitute the Final EIR for the City of 

Sacramento’s Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) Project (proposed project). However, certification of the Final 

EIR rests with the City Council; therefore, additional materials may be added or modified by the City 

prior to the time of certification. (CEQA Guidelines §15090.)  

The information presented in this Final EIR is being provided in accordance with the requirements of the  

CEQA Guidelines and includes the following chapters: 

▪ Chapter 1, “Introduction,” discusses the purpose of this document, public review process, CEQA 

requirements, and use of this document. 

▪ Chapter 2, “Response to Comments on the Draft EIR,” includes a copy of each of the comment 

letters received during the 45-day public review period and contains the written responses to the 

individual comments received. 
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 Chapter 3, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR,” contains minor changes and edits to the 
text of the Draft EIR made in response to the comments. These changes correct minor errors and 
provide clarifications and amplifications to the information previously provided; the changes do not 
constitute significant new information or result in any new significant impacts. 

ES.2. Project Overview   
The proposed multi-use trail design would meet California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Class 1 bikeway design criteria and would also be based on the State Water Code Title 23 standards for 
recreation trails on levees and the American River Flood Control District (ARFCD) Recreational Trails 
Policy (ARFCD 2002). The trail would generally consist of an 8-foot-wide paved path with a 2-foot-
wide compacted shoulder on the inner side and a similar 6-foot-wide shoulder on the waterside to 
provide space for walking and jogging adjacent to the paved portion of the trail, bringing the total trail 
cross section along most of its length to 16 feet wide. However, due to space limitations in some 
locations, the waterside shoulder of the trail would be narrowed to 4 feet wide. The trail would be paved 
and engineered to be load-bearing. 

The proposed project is comprising of 6 segments which are briefly described below and shown in 
Figures ES-2 and ES-3. 

Segment 1 is approximately 0.4 miles long. It begins at the existing Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail 
at North 18th Street and ends 0.3 miles west of Sutter’s Landing Park (see Figure ES-2). At North 18th 
Street, the trail would run along the toe of the levee crossing under the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 
and continue for another 0.3 miles. 

Segment 2 is approximately 0.6 miles long. This segment begins at the eastern terminus of Segment 1 
and continues to Sutter’s Landing Regional Park (see Figure ES-2). Two trail alignments are under 
consideration for Segment 2. The preferred trail alignment, Alternative 1, which is approximately 0.7 
miles in length, would diverge from the levee immediately at the end of the first segment and extend 
south for approximately 0.3 mile and then turn southeast and extend another approximately 0.4 mile to 
28th Street at the entrance to Sutter’s Landing Regional Park across the street from McKinley Village 
Way. The other alignment for Segment 2 (Alternative 2) is approximately 0.55 miles in length. It would 
extend east from the end of the first segment for another approximately 0.15 mile before diverging from 
the levee to the south. This leg of Segment 2 would then continue south approximately 0.25 mile, until it 
intersected with the preferred alignment, or would turn southeast 0.1 mile sooner and follow the north 
side of an existing solar array for approximately 0.15 mile before terminating in the parking lot adjacent 
to the dog park and across the street from the existing trail within Sutter’s Landing Regional Park.  

Segment 3 is approximately 0.3 miles long and begins on the east side of Sutter’s Landing Park at the 
end of the recently completed trail segment. From here, the trail would run along an existing bench at 
the toe of the levee, first crossing under another portion of the UPRR and eventually under the Capital 
City Freeway (SR 80) where Segment 4 begins (see Figure ES-3).  

Segment 4 is also approximately 0.25 miles long (see Figure ES-3) and would begin just east of the 
Capital City Freeway. This segment is proposed as a “levee-top” trail alignment, which may extend past 
the current boundary of Segment 5 should the ARFCD be able to grant additional trail variances to the 
waterside toe alignment proposed for the remaining portions of the trail.   

Segment 5 is 1.4 miles long and passes Paradise Beach and Glenn Hall Park (see Figure ES-3).  
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Segment 6 begins at the east end of Segment 5 along the levee toe, is approximately 0.3 miles long, and 
includes a transition back to the levee crown where the trail would connect to the existing paved trail 
near the H Street Bridge (see Figure ES-3). While there is a bench along the toe in this segment, the 
bench is much narrower than in other locations requiring a reduced path width to limit impacts. 

ES.3. Project Objectives  
The objectives of the proposed project are to:  

 Provide a vital recreation link between the Jedediah Smith Trail on the north side of the American 
River Parkway, the Sacramento River Parkway, the Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail, the future 
Ueda Parkway trails, and the 20th Street bike connection to the Central City; 

 Provide alternative transportation access for commuters and residents in the eastern part of the City, 
California State University, Sacramento (CSUS), Central City, North Sacramento, East Sacramento, 
and Richards Boulevard area;  

 Provide opportunities for educating trail users through interpretive signage, establishing a connection 
to the river, and the Parkway;  

 Provide an acceptable project to all authoritative agencies; 

 Complete the project in a manner that minimizes environmental impacts to the Parkway, given the 
proposed project’s location within the environmentally sensitive Parkway; and  

 Where feasible, design trail access points to comply with the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 

ES.4. Project Alternatives 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to a project or to the 
location of a project that would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and avoid or 
substantially lessen significant project impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6). The alternatives to 
the proposed project considered in this Draft EIR were developed based on information gathered during 
the development of the proposed project and during the EIR scoping process. 

Alternative 1: October 2018 Initial Study Alternative 
This alternative was analyzed in the October 2018 Initial Study and includes 3.4 miles of new Class 1 
bicycle and pedestrian trail comprised of 6 segments. The trail would generally consist of an 8-foot-wide 
paved path with a 2-foot-wide compacted shoulder on the inner side and a similar 6-foot-wide shoulder 
on the waterside to provide space for walking and jogging adjacent to the paved portion of the trail, 
bringing the total trail cross section along most of its length to 16 feet wide. However, due to space 
limitations in some locations, the waterside shoulder of the trail would be narrowed to 4 feet wide. The 
trail would be paved and engineered to be load-bearing.  
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Alternative 2: Top of Levee Construction – Segments 4 through 6 
This alternative includes 3.4 miles of new Class 1 bicycle and pedestrian trail comprised of 6 segments 
along the same alignment as described in Alternative 1, however, under this alternative, the entire length 
of Segments 4 – 6 would be constructed along the levee crown.  

Alternative 3: Extended Top of Levee Segment Alternative 
This alternative was suggested during the June 2019 EIR Public Scoping Meeting and is identical to the 
proposed project, except for a portion of Segment 4. Under this alternative, the trail would move from 
the levee toe to the top of levee near Jerome Way (approximately river mile #5), rather than near Bevil 
Street, resulting in a top of levee segment approximately 3x longer than what is included in the proposed 
project. 

Alternative 4: Align Trail Outside of the American River Parkway 
This alternative was suggested during review of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) and during the June 2019 EIR Public Scoping Meeting. Under this alternative, no trail would 
be developed within the American River Parkway. Existing trail use along developed portions of the 
Two Rivers Trail (Phase I) would use existing City streets to travel between 16th Street or the current 
trail terminus at Sutter’s Landing Park to reach the East Sacramento/River Park neighborhoods and 
CSUS. Public comments suggested using the Elvas Avenue Corridor and Carlson Driver as possible 
travel corridors for bicycles and pedestrians.  
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Figure ES-1. Project Location 

 
Source: GEI Consultants, 2019  
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Figure ES-2. Proposed Trail Alignment - Western Segments 

 
Source: GEI Consultants, 2019 
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Figure ES-3. Proposed Trail Alignment - Eastern Segments 

 
Source: GEI Consultants, 2019 
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ES.5. Permits 
The following agencies may have permitting or approval authority over the proposed project:  

 American River Flood Control District (ARFCD) – Encroachment permit for portions of the trail 
located on or extending across ARFCD facilities; easements for trails over lands owned by ARFCD 
in fee title. 

 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) – Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 
Consultation for potential effects to federally listed and proposed (endangered and threatened) 
anadromous fish species. 

 Public Utilities Commission – Permission for railroad crossings.  

 United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) – Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 (408) 
authorization for alterations to a Federal project levee; Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit 
for dredge or fill of waters of the U.S.  

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) – Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 
Consultation for potential effects to federally listed and proposed (endangered and threatened) plant 
and wildlife species. 

 Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) – Encroachment permit for the portions of the trail passing under a 
Union Pacific Railroad Bridge. 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) – Encroachment permit for the portion of 
the trail passing under SR 80. 

 California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) – California Fish and Game Code Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement for construction and alterations within riparian areas. 

 Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) – Encroachment permit for work within the 
flood control easement.  

 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – CWA Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification for discharge to surface waters. 

 County of Sacramento, Department of Regional Parks –approval of 100% construction drawings; 
Lease Agreement for staging and construction within the Parkway; Map Amendment to convert the 
trail from future to active status; and Joint Use Agreement. 

ES.6. Final EIR Process 
The Draft EIR for the proposed project was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2018102058) 
and released for public and agency review on August 1, 2019. This 45-day public review and comment 
period concluded on September 16, 2019. During the review period, sixteen (16) letters were received. 
These letters with comments pertaining to the Draft EIR are included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. 
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This document includes comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR and, along with the 
Draft EIR, comprises the Final EIR for the proposed project. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
(§15132) this Final EIR consists of: 

a) The Draft EIR. 

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR 

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process. 

e) Any other information added by the lead agency prior to certification of the Final EIR.  

Items (b) through (d) are included in this document (see chapter 2 of this Final EIR). Item (a) is bound 
separately. Revisions to the Draft EIR, including minor edits and corrections, made as result of 
comments received and clarifications and modifications are presented in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  

Since completion of the public review period on September 16, 2019, the City has reviewed the 
comments received and prepared written responses to all environmental issues raised. These comments 
received, the responses, and minor text revisions to the Draft EIR are included as part of the Final EIR 
record for consideration of the proposed project by the City Council. The responses are available for 
review by the commenting agencies (beginning on December 20th, 2019) for a period of at least 10 days 
prior to the public hearing on the proposed project, at which time the certification of the complete EIR 
will be considered. 

The Final EIR will be considered by the City Council when acting on the proposed project. If the 
proposed project is approved, CEQA requires the City to adopt findings describing how each of the 
significant impacts identified in the EIR is being mitigated. The findings will also describe the reasons 
why project alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR have not been adopted if the City Council 
chooses not to adopt a project alternative. Finally, the City will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (MMRP) that describes how it will ensure the mitigation measures being required of the 
proposed Project will be carried out.  

ES.7. Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation  
CEQA requires that the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR also include a summary of 
the proposed project and its consequences, including an identification of each potentially significant 
effect of the proposed project, the level of effect the proposed project may have, as well as any proposed 
mitigation measures. A full description of each of the proposed impacts and mitigation measures is 
found in Chapter 3.0, with a summary provided below in Table ES-1.  In responding to comments 
received on the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures BIO-6, GEO-1, and HAZ-2 were modified to clarify the 
text and increase the effectiveness of the measure. These minor edits to Mitigation Measures BIO-6, 
GEO-1, and HAZ-2 are also identified below (underline text) in the table.  
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
3.1 Aesthetics 

Impact AES-1: Adverse Effect on Scenic Vista or Scenic 
Quality 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact AES-2: New Sources of Light and Glare LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (from IS/MND)   

Impact AIR-1: Potential for Construction-Related 
Emissions  

LTS Mitigation Measure AIR-1 Implement Construction-related Emission 
Control Practices:  
The City shall ensure that the construction contractor implement all 
basic construction emission control practices and requirements of 
SMAQMD Rule 403 during trail construction activities, including the 
following: 
Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces 
include, but are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved 
parking areas, staging areas, and access roads. 
Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul 
trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the site. 
Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or major 
roadways should be covered. 
Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible 
track-out mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once a day. 
Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.   
Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.  
Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in 
use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes [required by 
California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 
2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for workers 
at the entrances to the site. 
Maintain all equipment in proper working condition according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by 
a certified mechanic and determine to be running in proper 
condition before it is operated. 

LTS 

3.2 Biological Resources    

Impact BIO-1: Potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or regulated by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct Environmental Awareness 
Training Regarding Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
prior to Construction 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing around 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to 
Pre-Project Conditions 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant 
Species 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to 
Riparian Habitat and Protected Trees 
The City shall implement the following actions at the completion of 
construction activities: 
In accordance with policies stated in the City’s General Plan, to 
compensate for the permanent removal of riparian vegetation 
associated with the trail construction, the City shall purchase off-site 
credits at a mitigation bank or replant riparian trees and shrubs at a 
1:1 ratio (e.g., 1 acre planted for every 1 acre removed). The 
replacement plantings shall consist of a variety of native tree 
species that occur within the riparian vegetative community along 
the American River corridor such as live oak, Fremont cottonwood, 
Oregon ash, boxelder, white alder, arroyo willow, and native shrub 
species such as narrowleaf willow, California rose, and California 
blackberry. No long-term management of landscaping or watering 
beyond that needed to initially establish the plants is anticipated to 
occur. 
If an onsite or offsite City-responsible mitigation site is used, the 
City shall accomplish riparian habitat compensation by 
implementing the following: after completion of the trail design, the 
City shall total the number, type, and size of all trees and shrubs to 
be removed and prepare a planting plan that identifies the location 
of the riparian mitigation plantings and the number, type, and size 
of plants. The planting plan shall also describe the irrigation and 
maintenance required to establish and monitor the planting area. 
Mitigation plantings will be completed between October 15 and 
December 31 of the year immediately following when impacts 
occur. All mitigation plantings will be monitored for 3 years. The 
survival goals established by CDFW will be adhered to, and if the 
goals are not met, then the City will be responsible for installing 
replacement plantings. Replacement plants shall be monitored with 
the same survival and growth requirements for 3 years following 
planting. The City will be responsible for planting, replanting, 
watering, weeding, invasive exotic eradication, and any other 
practice needed to ensure this goal. An annual status report on the 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
mitigation will be provided to CDFW by December 31 of each year. 
The report will include the survival, percent cover, and height of 
both tree and shrub species. The number by species of plants and 
trees replaced, and overview of the re-vegetation effort, and the 
method used to assess these parameters will also be included. 
Photographs of the mitigation area will also be included. To ensure 
success of the mitigation plantings, the City shall prepare and 
implement an adaptive management plan that identifies specific 
monitoring tasks, success criteria, and reporting requirements. 
If mitigation bank credits are purchased, the credits must be 
purchased at a CDFW-approved site. 
During design of Trail Segments 1 and 2, the City shall perform tree 
and vegetation field surveys and mitigate impacts to riparian trees 
and plants at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio prior to the commencement 
of construction of Trail Segments 1 and 2.  
Responsibility: City of Sacramento / Construction Contractor  
Timing:  Before and at the Completion of Construction Activities 
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Monitor During Ground Disturbance and 
Vegetation Removal 
Mitigation Measure BIO-8: Avoid Construction Activities within 165 
feet of Elderberry Shrubs During Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
Flight Season 
Mitigation Measure BIO-9: Implement Dust Control Measure 
Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Prohibit Use of Herbicides and Mowing 
near Elderberry Shrubs 
Mitigation Measure BIO-11: Compensate for the Permanent 
Removal and Temporary Disturbance of Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle Habitat 
Mitigation Measure BIO-12: Transplant Elderberry Shrubs 
Mitigation Measure BIO-13: Provide Escape Ramps or Cover Open 
Trenches 
Mitigation Measure BIO-14: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys 
Mitigation Measure BIO-15: Avoid Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nests 
Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Obtain Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination and Compensate for Impacts to Waters of the U.S. 
and State 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Impact BIO-2: Potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
and regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct Environmental Awareness 
Training Regarding Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
prior to Construction 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing around 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to 
Pre-Project Conditions 

LTS 

Impact BIO-3: Potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct Environmental Awareness 
Training Regarding Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
prior to Construction 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing around 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to 
Pre-Project Conditions 
Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Obtain Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination and Compensate for Impacts to Waters of the U.S. 
and State 

LTS 

Impact BIO-4: Potential to impact protected trees PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct Environmental Awareness 
Training Regarding Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
prior to Construction 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing around 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to 
Pre-Project Conditions 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant 
Species 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to 
Riparian Habitat and Protected Trees 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
The City shall implement the following actions at the completion of 
construction activities: 
In accordance with policies stated in the City’s General Plan, to 
compensate for the permanent removal of riparian vegetation 
associated with the trail construction, the City shall purchase off-site 
credits at a mitigation bank or replant riparian trees and shrubs at a 
1:1 ratio (e.g., 1 acre planted for every 1 acre removed). The 
replacement plantings shall consist of a variety of native tree 
species that occur within the riparian vegetative community along 
the American River corridor such as live oak, Fremont cottonwood, 
Oregon ash, boxelder, white alder, arroyo willow, and native shrub 
species such as narrowleaf willow, California rose, and California 
blackberry. No long-term management of landscaping or watering 
beyond that needed to initially establish the plants is anticipated to 
occur. 
If an onsite or offsite City-responsible mitigation site is used, the 
City shall accomplish riparian habitat compensation by 
implementing the following: after completion of the trail design, the 
City shall total the number, type, and size of all trees and shrubs to 
be removed and prepare a planting plan that identifies the location 
of the riparian mitigation plantings and the number, type, and size 
of plants. The planting plan shall also describe the irrigation and 
maintenance required to establish and monitor the planting area. 
Mitigation plantings will be completed between October 15 and 
December 31 of the year immediately following when impacts 
occur. All mitigation plantings will be monitored for 3 years. The 
survival goals established by CDFW will be adhered to, and if the 
goals are not met, then the City will be responsible for installing 
replacement plantings. Replacement plants shall be monitored with 
the same survival and growth requirements for 3 years following 
planting. The City will be responsible for planting, replanting, 
watering, weeding, invasive exotic eradication, and any other 
practice needed to ensure this goal. An annual status report on the 
mitigation will be provided to CDFW by December 31 of each year. 
The report will include the survival, percent cover, and height of 
both tree and shrub species. The number by species of plants and 
trees replaced, and overview of the re-vegetation effort, and the 
method used to assess these parameters will also be included. 
Photographs of the mitigation area will also be included. To ensure 
success of the mitigation plantings, the City shall prepare and 
implement an adaptive management plan that identifies specific 
monitoring tasks, success criteria, and reporting requirements. 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
If mitigation bank credits are purchased, the credits must be 
purchased at a CDFW-approved site. 
During design of Trail Segments 1 and 2, the City shall perform tree 
and vegetation field surveys and mitigate impacts to riparian trees 
and plants at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio prior to the commencement 
of construction of Trail Segments 1 and 2.  
Responsibility: City of Sacramento / Construction Contractor  
Timing:  Before and at the Completion of Construction Activities 
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Monitor During Ground Disturbance and 
Vegetation Removal 

3.3 Cultural and Tribal Resources    

Impact CTR-1: Damage to or Destruction of Built 
Environment Historic Properties 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact CTR-2: Potential Damage to or Destruction of 
Previously Undiscovered Archaeological Sites or Tribal 
Cultural Resources 

PS Mitigation Measure CTR-1: Conduct Cultural Resources and Tribal 
Cultural Resources Sensitivity and Awareness Training Program 
Prior to Ground-Disturbing Activities 
Mitigation Measure CTR-2: Implement Avoidance, Minimization, 
and Preservation Measures Should Cultural or Tribal Cultural 
Resources Be Discovered During Construction 

LTS 

Impact CTR-3: Potential Damage to or Destruction of 
Human Remains During Construction  

PS Mitigation Measure CTR-3: Implement Post Discovery Procedures 
in the Event of the Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains 

LTS 

3.4 Geology and Soils     

Impact GEO-1: Cause Adverse Effects Related to 
Earthquake Fault Rupture, Seismic Ground Shaking, 
Seismic-Related Ground Failure (including landslide, 
subsidence, or liquefaction, or Be Located On Expansive 
Soils 

PS Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Perform Final Geotechnical 
Investigation and Implement Report Recommendations 
Prior to issuance of a construction contract, in accordance with City 
requirements (2035 General Plan - Policy EC 1.1.2), the project 
applicant shall prepare a final geotechnical investigation of the 
project alignment to determine the potential for ground rupture, 
earth shaking, and liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as 
expansive soils problems, and the potential for settlement on former 
Landfill sites. As required by the City, recommendations identified in 
the geotechnical report for the proposed project shall be 
implemented to ensure that the project’s design meets Caltrans 
Class 1 bikeway design criteria and State Water Code Title 23 
standards for recreation trails on levees, and 27CCR, section 
21190(g) requirements for construction related to CIWMB Post-
Closure Land Uses. 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Responsibility: City of Sacramento 
Timing:  Before and During Construction Activities 

3.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials    

Impact HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices 

LTS 

Impact HAZ-2: Potential to create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment 

PS Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare a Worker Health and Safety 
Plan and Implement Appropriate Measures to Minimize Potential 
Exposure of the Public to Hazardous Materials 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Obtain Site Closure and Follow Post-
Closure Requirements for Past Disposal Sites 
The City shall implement the following measures for all Segment 2 
construction: 

 Construction of the trail segment should not commence 
until this area is properly closed as per the requirements of 
the City of Sacramento. 

 Segment 2 construction and monitoring should be 
completed under the requirements described in Title 27 of 
the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 2, 
Subdivision 1, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Section 21190 
titled “CIWMB-Post-Closure Land Use.”  

 Where cut and fill activities occur in Segment 2, proper 
measures should be taken to mitigate any landfill material 
or other hazardous material that is encountered.  

 Methane monitoring will be conducted during and after 
construction, in accordance with 27CCR, section 21190 as 
part of the ongoing monitoring conducted by the City as 
part of post-closure requirements at nearby closed 
disposal sites. 

o Work plans will be submitted for Local 
Enforcement Agency (County) approval on 
advance of any excavation on landfill/disposal 
sites, for handling, testing, and proper disposal of 
any unearthed waste. The City's Contractor must 
also develop a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) 
that provides for in-hole landfill gas monitoring 
during excavation, and other worker safety 
measures. A methane safety threshold that is 
appropriate for the working space associated with 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
trail construction, as detailed in final designs, will 
be established as a trigger for stopping work and 
evacuating workers to a safe distance. 

o Construction and staging of materials, and trail 
operation and maintenance activities shall not 
impede required disposal site closure activities, 
landfill monitoring and maintenance, or block 
access to or damage landfill infrastructure such 
as landfill gas control system and monitoring 
components. The Contractor shall coordinate with 
the City and County (local enforcement agency) 
on all work conducted in the vicinity of former 
landfill and disposal sites along the proposed trail 
alignment. 

 If fill material/soils will be brought in, these soils must be 
certified as clean fill. 

 The trail will be designed to conform with drainage 
patterns in the project area and to prevent water collection 
that could cause seepage of the buried landfill material. 

Responsibility:  City of Sacramento 
Timing:  Before and During Construction 

3.6 Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage    

Impact HWQ-1: Violate Water Quality Standards or Waste 
Discharge Standards, Degrade Surface Water Quality, 
Conflict With Implementation of a Water Quality Control 
Plan, or Release Pollutants During Flooding 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and 
Associated Best Management Practices.  

LTS 

Impact HWQ-2: Result in Erosion or Flood Impacts LTS No mitigation required LTS 

3.7 Land Use and Planning    

Impact LUP-1: Conflict with Land Use Plans: American 
River Parkway Plan 

NI No mitigation required NI 

3.8 Noise    

Impact NOS-1: Cause A Temporary or Permanent 
Increase in Ambient Noise Levels In Excess Of Applicable 
Standards 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact NOS-2: Generate Excessive Groundborne 
Vibration or Groundborne Noise Levels 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
3.9 Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities     

Impact PSR-1: Public Services: Fire Protection and 
Emergency Medical Service 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact PSR-2: Public Services: Police Protection LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact PSR-3: Recreation: Cause Deterioration of 
Existing Facilities 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

3.10 Transportation and Circulation     

Impact TRC-1: Conflict with Plans or Standards: 
Congestion and Transit Operations 

LTS No mitigation required LTS 

Impact TRC-2: Conflict with Plans or Standards: 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 

LTS/B No mitigation required LTS/B 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview and Organization of this Document   
This document and the Draft EIR that was circulated for public review on August 1, 2019 through 

September 16, 2019 (45-day public review period) is intended to constitute the Final EIR for the City of 

Sacramento’s Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) Project (proposed project). However, certification of the Final 

EIR rests with the City Council; therefore, additional materials may be added or modified by the City 

prior to the time of certification. (CEQA Guidelines §15090.)  

The information presented in this Final EIR is being provided in accordance with the requirements of the 

State CEQA Guidelines and includes the following chapters: 

▪ Chapter 1, “Introduction,” discusses the purpose of this document, public review process, CEQA 

requirements, and use of this document. 

▪ Chapter 2, “Response to Comments on the Draft EIR,” includes a copy of each of the comment 

letters received during the 45-day public review period and contains the written responses to the 

individual comments received. 

▪ Chapter 3, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR,” contains minor changes and edits to the 

text of the Draft EIR made in response to the comments. These changes correct minor errors and 

provide clarifications and amplifications to the information previously provided; the changes do not 

constitute significant new information or result in any new significant impacts. 

1.2 Comments that Require Responses   
Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that the focus of the responses to comments 

shall be on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses are not required on comments 

regarding the merits of the project or on issues not related to the project’s environmental impacts.  

In one or more letters, general statements or opinions concerning the Draft EIR and its conclusions are 

provided, but without comments regarding the Draft EIR’s specific content. CEQA requires responses 

on comments concerning the environmental impacts of the project. Thus, if the comments do not address 

the specific environmental impacts of the project and whether they were properly addressed, responses 

may not be possible or warranted. Nevertheless, where feasible and relevant, responses have been 

provided to supply as much information as practical about the proposed project to the public, interested 

agencies, and decision makers. 
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1.3 The Environmental Review Process  
The environmental review process was initiated with the publication of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
for the Draft EIR on May 21, 2019; a public scoping meeting at the Fremont Presbyterian Church on 
June 8, 2019 in Sacramento, CA; and early consultation with agencies, organizations, and individuals 
known to be interested in the proposed project. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review 
period on August 1, 2019, and a public informational meeting on the contents of the Draft EIR and to 
receive oral and written comments was held at the Fremont Presbyterian Church on August 10, 2019. 
The public comment period on the Draft EIR closed on September 16, 2019. 

This Final EIR document is being released and sent to agencies who commented within the Draft EIR’s 
45-day review period. Lead agencies are required to provide responses to the commenting agency’s 
comments on draft EIRs at least 10 days before the certification of the Final EIR (Section 15088[b] of 
the State CEQA Guidelines). 

After the 10-day agency review period, the City will review the Draft EIR and this Final EIR document, 
which together form the complete Final EIR. The City will consider comments provided on this 
document, the whole of the administrative record, as well as other information pertaining to the Final 
EIR, and will determine whether the Final EIR should be certified as adequate under CEQA. If so, the 
City will adopt a resolution certifying the Final EIR, pursuant to Section 15090 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Once the Final EIR is certified, the City will approve the proposed project. The City will adopt findings 
of fact, pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines, for each significant effect of the 
proposed project. For each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR, the City must issue a 
written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. According to Section 15091 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, the three possible findings are: 

 Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR; 

 Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can 
and should be adopted by such other agency; or 

 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 

In addition, when the City approves the proposed project, the City will adopt a separate MMRP—
consistent with Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines—that describes when each of the 
mitigation measures adopted for the project will be implemented, identifies who is the responsible 
implementing party, and provides a mechanism for monitoring their implementation. 



City of Sacramento  GEI Consultants, Inc. 
Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) FEIR 2-1 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Chapter 2. Response to Comments on the 
Draft EIR 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the 
Draft EIR, which began on August 1, 2019 and concluded on September 16, 2019. In conformance with 
Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, written responses were prepared addressing comments 
on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR. 

2.1 Summary of Comment Letters   
The public agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft EIR are listed 
below in Table 2-1. As shown in the table, each comment letter has been designated by a specific 
number that will be used to refer to particular comments and responses.  

Table 2-1.  Comment Letters Received During The Draft EIR Review Period  
Commenting Entity  Date Received  Comment Letter # 

Public Agencies  
Regional SAN  August 13, 2019 Letter 1 

County of Sacramento Environmental Management Division  August 27, 2019 Letter 2 

American River Flood Control District (David Aladjem)  September 16, 2019 Letter 3 

Sacramento County Regional Parks Department  September 16, 2019 Letter 4 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District  September 16, 2019 Letter 5 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District  September 16, 2019 Letter 6 

Organizations  

Save Don’t Pave (Amanda Morrow)  September 16, 2019 Letter 7 

Save Don’t Pave (Soluri Meserve)  September 16, 2019 Letter 8 

Sierra Club – Sacramento Group  September 16, 2019 Letter 9 

Friends of Sutter’s Landing and Friends of the River Banks  September 16, 2019 Letter 10 

Individuals  

J. Scott Coatsworth  August 5, 2019 Letter 11 

Mark Heilman  August 23, 2019 Letter 12 

Nancy McKenzie September 3, 2019 Letter 13 

David Boyer September 12, 2019 Letter 14 

Stephanie Jentsch September 16, 2019 Letter 15 

Kate Riley  September 16, 2019 Letter 16 
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2.2 Response to Comments  
Each of the comment letters identified above in Table 2-1 are provided on the following pages, with 
responses to each letter, in the form of individual responses and referrals to master responses (see 
Section 2.2.1, below). The content of each letter has been divided into individual comments. To assist in 
referencing these letters and comments, each comment letter has been assigned a number (i.e. 1, 2, etc.) 
and each individual comment within each letter has been assigned a corresponding number (i.e. 1-1, 1-
2). Letters have been categorized as a public “Agency”, “Organization”, or “Individual” (as shown in 
Table 2-1). Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from these responses to comments, those 
changes are presented in Chapter 3 “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR” of this document, 
with changes shown by underlining new text (e.g., new text) and striking out text to be deleted (e.g., 
deleted text).  

Comments which present opinions about the project unrelated to environmental issues or which raise 
issues not directly related either to the substance of the Draft EIR or to environmental issues are noted 
without a detailed response 

2.2.1 Master Responses   
This section provides master responses to address similar or related comments to a specific 
environmental topic in the Draft EIR. In some cases, multiple comments were received regarding the 
same topic and/or environmental issues identified in the Draft EIR. In order to provide the commenter 
with a complete picture regarding his or her concern, the City has prepared a master response to address 
same or similar comments received regarding certain subject areas. These master responses have been 
developed to provide a broader context to the response than may be possible when making responses to 
individual comments. Typically, these master responses provide some background regarding the issue, 
identify how the issue was addressed in the Draft EIR, and provide additional explanation to address the 
concerns raised.  

The following topics are addressed by the Master Responses: 

 Alternatives to the Proposed Project (Master Response #1)  
 Biological Resources (Master Response #2) 
 Land Use Compatibility (Master Response #3) 

Master Response #1 – Alternatives to the Proposed Project   
Several comment letters (see comments 7-14, 7-15, 8-17, 9-2, 9-3, 10-4, 12-1, 13-8, 13-9, 14-5, 15-1, 
and 16-8) provided similar comments related to the project alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. These 
comments express opinions that the Draft EIR was prepared with a preferred alternative in mind and that 
the analysis of Alternative 4 (and other suggested alternatives) have been dismissed in the Draft EIR 
without sufficient consideration or analysis regarding the ability to meet project objectives. 

Selection of Alternatives Under CEQA   
The Draft EIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6. CEQA requires an EIR to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and 
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evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(a); Pub. Res. Code, 
§21001). 

The selection of alternatives is governed by the rule of reason (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(f)). This 
means that “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider 
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and 
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible” (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15126.6(a)). The lead agency has the discretion to determine the number of alternatives 
necessary to constitute a legally adequate range, which will vary from case to case depending on the 
nature of the project (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3rd 553). In 
addition, an alternative must lessen only some, not all, of the significant effects of the project (Sierra 
Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523, 547)  

The Draft EIR analyzes four alternatives to the proposed project as more fully described in Chapter 4 
“Description of Project Alternatives”, including the following 2 alternatives suggested by commenters 
during the project’s Notice of Preparation scoping period (see page 4-1 of the Draft EIR):  

 Alternative 3: Extended Top of Levee Segment Alternative  
 Alternative 4: Align Trail Outside of the American River Parkway 

Some comments have indicated that a “No Pavement” Alternative should have been analyzed as well. A 
“No Pavement” alternative is similar to the CEQA-required “No Project” Alternative analyzed in 
Chapter 4 “Description of Project Alternatives” of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4-6 of the Draft 
EIR, the “No Project” alternative would not construct the proposed project, leaving the existing foot trail 
in its current “No Pavement” state. Also similar to the “No Project” Alternative, there would be no ADA 
compliant access point improvements developed under a “No Pavement” alternative. Consequently, the 
“No Pavement” Alternative is not considered further as a separate alternative.  

As a related topic, some commenters have indicated that the City should coordinate more with the 
ARFCD to obtain variances for additional levee top trail development in Trail Segments 5 and 6 
(supporting Alternatives 2 and 4). As stated in the Draft EIR, the City has had several discussions with 
ARFCD and USACE staff regarding placement of the trail during the preliminary design phase of the 
project. The recent (March 2019) decision by the ARFCD Board to grant the City a variance for 
construction of a “levee top” trail along a 0.25 mile portion of Segment 4 was based on several factors 
including potential levee performance concerns with a benched alignment in Segment 4, With no levee 
performance issues identified for the remaining trail segments and considering the ARFCD safety issues 
identified in Comment Letter #3 (American River Flood Control District, David Aladjem), the City does 
not anticipate any additional “levee top” variances from the ARFCD for other segments of the proposed 
trail project.     

Scope of the Alternatives Analysis  
The EIR describes each alternative and how it differs from the proposed project. The EIR provides 
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison 
with the proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(d)). Specifically, the Draft EIR provides a 
narrative description of each alternative and identifies impacts as being similar or less/more severe than 
the proposed project (see pages 4-2 through 4-6 of the Draft EIR) allowing the relative merits and 
impacts of the project and the alternatives to be comparatively assessed (Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, 
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Inc. v. City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712; In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143).  

The methods used to evaluate and screen the alternatives are described on page 4-2 of the Draft EIR and 
are consistent with CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(c) and (d). Factors used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in the Draft EIR included the alternatives ability to meet most of the basic project 
objectives, feasibility for implementation, and the ability to avoid or lessen any potential adverse 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project.  

As described above, the ARFCD has expressed concerns with maintenance and public safety issues 
associated with additional levee top trails. As part of the EIR alternatives analysis, the City revisited the 
possibilities of additional “top of levee” variance approvals with the ARFCD. However, in balancing the 
flood safety objectives with those of the proposed trail project, the ARFCD has indicated that no 
additional variances will be permitted. See also, the ARFCD safety issues identified in Comment Letter 
#3 (American River Flood Control District, David Aladjem). Consequently, Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
considered to not meet the project objective of providing an acceptable project to all authoritative 
agencies and therefore are infeasible. 

Alternative 4 “Align Trail Outside of the American River Parkway” does not meet any of the basic 
project objectives (see Table 4-1 on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR). For example, the use of existing streets 
for bicycles and pedestrians, would not provide an “alternative” transportation access route for 
commuters nor provide a vital recreation link with other American River Parkway trails. Existing streets 
would also not provide opportunities for educating trail users through interpretive signs and some of the 
existing streets and roadways may also not be ADA compliant.      

While Alternatives 2 through 4 are infeasible and/or unable to meet most of the basic project objectives, 
the Draft EIR did evaluate the potential environmental impacts of these alternatives and identified their 
potential impacts as being “similar”, “less severe”, or “more severe” than the proposed project. To 
clarify that these alternatives were fully considered in compliance with CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6, the title of Section 4.4 “Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Further 
Evaluation” on Page 4-2 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows with strike out text to clarify that while 
the project alternatives were not evaluated at a similar level of detail as the proposed project, the 
environmental impacts of these alternatives were identified and compared as shown in Table 4-1 (see 
page 4-7) of the Draft EIR:  

4.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Further 
Evaluation  

While impacts for each of the alternatives were not quantified, sufficient information regarding each 
alternative was available and considered to allow a meaningful evaluation and comparison of the 
alternatives with the proposed project. For example, the technical analysis contained in the draft 
IS/MND was considered in evaluating Alternative 1 “October 2018 Initial Study Alternative”. 
Additionally, with the study area for most project alternatives (with the exception for Alternative 4) in 
the close vicinity of the proposed project, existing biological and cultural resource evaluations 
(including field survey results and aerial mapping) from the proposed project were reviewed to conduct 
the evaluations for Alternatives 2 and 3.   
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Master Response #2 – Biological Resources  
Several comment letters (see comments 7-3, 7-4, 7-5, 7-6, 7-8, 8-10, 8-11, 8-12, 9-4, 10-1, 10-2, 10-7, 
13-26, 13-27, and 16-4) provided similar comments related to the following biological resource topics 
addressed in Section 3.2 “Biological Resources” of the Draft EIR:  

 Underestimation of valley elderberry shrubs and native tree impacts, with Segments #1 and #2 
undetermined.  

 Failure to disclose compliance with CESA and ESA and other agencies with permitting authority 
over the project.  

 The need to provide on-site valley elderberry shrub and tree mitigation. 

 Proposed mitigation ratios for riparian vegetation impacts are below agency requirements.  

 The proposed project should identify impacts to previously restored riparian mitigation sites.  

 None of the mitigation measures provide a long-term solution for the loss of white-tailed kite 
foraging or nesting habitat.  

 No accessible description of the trees to be removed by segment (including DBH, etc.)  

Trail Design Modifications to Minimize Biological Resource Impacts  
As stated in Section 1.2 and 1.3, Chapter 1 “Introduction” (pages 1-2 through 1-6 of the Draft EIR), the 
City has been working with neighborhood groups and local agencies with responsibility for management 
of the American River Parkway (including the County of Sacramento and the American River Flood 
Control District) to develop a proposed trail project that addresses public safety concerns regarding 
potential conflicts between trail users and levee maintenance equipment, homeowner privacy/visibility 
concerns, hydrologic/levee performance impacts, and minimizes biological resource impacts. In 
response to comments received on the IS/MND (as summarized in pages 1-9 through 1-13 of the Draft 
EIR), the City worked with the American River Flood Control District (ARFCD) to modify a portion of 
the trail alignment (Segment #4) to allow construction of a “levee-top” trail along a 0.25-mile section 
just east of the Capital City Freeway, which reduced project impacts to riparian habitat (including native 
trees), valley elderberry shrubs, and nesting bird habitat compared to the trail alignment analyzed in the 
IS/MND. Further trail design considerations (see page 2-2 of the Draft EIR) include having the paved 
portion of the trail closest to the existing levee and the undeveloped shoulder adjacent to the waterside 
of the American River Parkway reducing direct and indirect impacts to vegetation along the trail.  

Underestimation of VELB and Native Tree Impacts  
Regarding comments describing an underestimation of valley elderberry shrub impacts, pages 3.2-20 
through 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR describe the methodology used to perform the Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle (VELB) habitat assessment which includes field surveys consistent with the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2017 Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley 
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Surveys were conducted at the time of year when elderberry shrubs were 
easily identifiable (shrubs had abundant live foliage) and through-out the Biological Study Area (BSA) 
where property access was granted (which excluded private property adjacent to the Project area). To 
look for elderberry shrubs, biologists walked the BSA in meandering transects. When an elderberry 
shrub was located, its position was collected using a sub-meter accurate Trimble GeoXT global 
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positioning system (GPS) unit. Each individual elderberry shrub was given a unique identification 
number. Because elderberry shrubs spread through underground rhizomes, elderberry plants occurring 
within five feet of each other were considered a single shrub and were given a single identifying 
number. 

Stem diameters were measured at ground level using a pocket tree caliper. All elderberry stems 
measuring 1-inch (or greater) diameter at ground level were recorded. Stems measuring less than 1-inch 
in diameter at ground level are unlikely to be habitat for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle were not 
recorded during this survey. Stems were thoroughly searched for beetle exit holes. The number of exit 
holes was recorded for each shrub. For elderberry shrubs that were partially inaccessible due to dense 
vegetation cover that prevented exit hole examination, only stem counts were recorded. When shrubs 
were completely inaccessible due to dense vegetation that completely obscured the bases of the shrubs, 
stem counts were estimated based on shrub size and height, but holes were not recorded. 

Data on the number and size of live stems (dead stems were not counted), presence or absence of Valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle exit holes (evidence of beetle presence), and habitat associations for each 
shrub in the BSA was collected and recorded on standardized data forms. The results of these surveys 
were used to prepare the Natural Environment Study for the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and the Draft EIR analysis for the City, with both permanent and temporary (within 20 feet of 
paving) impacts to all VELB shrubs quantified in Tables 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 and shown in the figures 
provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Regarding indirect impacts to VELB (within 165 feet), 
indirect impacts (within 20 feet of paving) were evaluated and are included within the estimates of 
valley elderberry shrubs to be trimmed or affected by maintenance activities provided in Impact BIO-1 
(see Tables 3.2-2 and 3.2-3). Impacts to VELB shrubs beyond 20 feet of paving would be avoided by the 
installation of temporary environmental fencing (see Mitigation Measure BIO-2) to keep construction 
workers and equipment away from sensitive habitats and vegetation and through the biological resource 
monitoring of environmentally sensitive areas (see Mitigation Measure BIO-7). 

Additional comments also assert an underestimation of native tree impacts. Native tree surveys were 
also conducted as part of the proposed project, with affected tree species and quantities (within the 
project impact footprint) identified under Impact BIO-4 (see page 3.2-40 and 3.2-41) and shown in the 
figures provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. In conducting the surveys, criteria from both the 
current City of Sacramento Protection of Trees Ordinance (City of Sacramento Municipal Code 12.56) 
and the County of Sacramento Tree Preservation Ordinance were considered, with tree location, tree 
species, and diameter at breast height identified. The category “Native Tree” (from the previous City 
tree ordinance) was inadvertently included in the summary of tree survey data provided in Appendix C; 
however, the use of this term had no bearing on the quantification of tree impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR.          

As shown in the figures and text of the Draft EIR, tree impacts have been quantified for Trail Segments 
3 through 6 and will be quantified for Segments 1 and 2 prior to construction. Segments 3-6 of the 
proposed project would permanently affect (remove) 25 trees and temporarily affect (trim) 
approximately 72 additional trees located within the project footprint. All trees identified for removal 
are located within the valley foothill riparian vegetation community.  

Mitigation requirements (including location, compensation ratios, etc.) will ultimately be determined 
following consultation with key regulatory agencies having responsibility over the management of 
affected resources, including the CDFW (compliance with 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement), the 
USFWS (Endangered Species Act compliance for VELB), and the County of Sacramento (tree 
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ordinance), within the study area. To facilitate agency review and permitting compliance, the Draft EIR 
includes appropriate environmental setting/baseline descriptions, a quantification of habitat and species 
impacts (tables and maps identifying tree and VELB locations), and a comprehensive set of mitigation 
measures (including applicable best management practices and avoidance measures from similar and 
recent agency consultations).  

The Draft EIR also indicates that the number of trees to be removed or trimmed under Trail Segments 1-
2 have not been determined, as this portion of the trail will undergo final design and construction at a 
later date when funding is available. It is understood that further tree evaluations and environmental 
analysis will be required for the implementation of Trail Segments 1 and 2.  

To ensure these sensitive biological resources are considered for Trail Segments 1 and 2, the City has 
added the following underline text to Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (pages 3.2-31 and 3.2-32 of the Draft 
EIR):      

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Riparian Habitat and 
Protected Trees 

The City shall implement the following actions at the completion of construction activities: 

In accordance with policies stated in the City’s General Plan, to compensate for the permanent 
removal of riparian vegetation associated with the trail construction, the City shall purchase off-
site credits at a mitigation bank or replant riparian trees and shrubs at a 1:1 ratio (e.g., 1 acre 
planted for every 1 acre removed). The replacement plantings shall consist of a variety of native 
tree species that occur within the riparian vegetative community along the American River 
corridor such as live oak, Fremont cottonwood, Oregon ash, boxelder, white alder, arroyo 
willow, and native shrub species such as narrowleaf willow, California rose, and California 
blackberry. No long-term management of landscaping or watering beyond that needed to initially 
establish the plants is anticipated to occur. 

If an onsite or offsite City-responsible mitigation site is used, the City shall accomplish riparian 
habitat compensation by implementing the following: after completion of the trail design, the 
City shall total the number, type, and size of all trees and shrubs to be removed and prepare a 
planting plan that identifies the location of the riparian mitigation plantings and the number, 
type, and size of plants. The planting plan shall also describe the irrigation and maintenance 
required to establish and monitor the planting area. Mitigation plantings will be completed 
between October 15 and December 31 of the year immediately following when impacts occur. 
All mitigation plantings will be monitored for 3 years. The survival goals established by CDFW 
will be adhered to, and if the goals are not met, then the City will be responsible for installing 
replacement plantings. Replacement plants shall be monitored with the same survival and growth 
requirements for 3 years following planting. The City will be responsible for planting, replanting, 
watering, weeding, invasive exotic eradication, and any other practice needed to ensure this goal. 
An annual status report on the mitigation will be provided to CDFW by December 31 of each 
year. The report will include the survival, percent cover, and height of both tree and shrub 
species. The number by species of plants and trees replaced, and overview of the re-vegetation 
effort, and the method used to assess these parameters will also be included. Photographs of the 
mitigation area will also be included. To ensure success of the mitigation plantings, the City shall 
prepare and implement an adaptive management plan that identifies specific monitoring tasks, 
success criteria, and reporting requirements. 
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If mitigation bank credits are purchased, the credits must be purchased at a CDFW-approved site. 

During design of Trail Segments 1 and 2, the City shall perform tree and vegetation field 
surveys and mitigate impacts to riparian trees and plants at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio prior to 
the commencement of construction of Trail Segments 1 and 2.   

Responsibility: City of Sacramento / Construction Contractor  

Timing:  Before and at the Completion of Construction Activities  

Compliance with Endangered Species Act  
Commenters are incorrect in their discussion that the Draft EIR fails to disclose compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), California Endangered Species Act (CESA), or describe the other 
agencies with permitting authority over the project. Pages 3.2-5 through 3.2-9 of the Draft EIR describe 
the ESA and CESA special status species reviews for the proposed project and page 2-12 of the Draft 
EIR identifies the various agencies that have permitting or approval authority over the proposed project, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and 
the USFWS. As identified on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR, Caltrans is the federal lead agency for 
compliance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and is currently preparing a Biological 
Assessment for the proposed project as part of the ESA Section 7 compliance phase of the proposed 
project. Several of the mitigation measures have been developed to address compliance with local, state, 
and federal resource agency requirements including mitigation measures BIO-8 and BIO-11 
(USFWS/ESA compliance), BIO-14 and BIO-15 (CDFW/CESA compliance), and BIO-16 (USACE, if 
required).       

Onsite versus Offsite Mitigation  
As stated on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, mitigation requirements (including location, compensation 
ratios, etc.) will ultimately be determined following consultation with key regulatory agencies having 
responsibility over the management of affected resources, including the CDFW (compliance with 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement) and the USFWS (ESA compliance) within the study area. 
Implementation of an onsite mitigation strategy is contingent on the availability of onsite locations and 
the feasibility of managing/monitoring the mitigation sites once they are in place. While on-site 
mitigation within the larger American River Parkway may be an option for consideration as the City and 
Caltrans complete the Section 7 consultation for VELB with the USFWS; the City will mitigate 
consistent with regulatory agency (CDFW and USFWS) requirements.  

To ensure an approach that is both flexible and comprehensive (by including both on- and off-site 
mitigation options), the Draft EIR has included the following mitigation measures to be implemented by 
the City to address both direct and indirect VELB and native tree impacts: 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing Around Environmentally Sensitive Habitat  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project Conditions 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Riparian Habitat And Protected 
Trees 
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 Mitigation Measure BIO-8: Avoid Construction Activities within 165 feet of Elderberry Shrubs 
During Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Flight Season 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Prohibit Use of Herbicides and Mowing Near Elderberry Shrubs 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-11: Compensate for the Permanent Removal and Temporary Disturbance 
of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Habitat 

 Mitigation Measure: BIO-12: Transplant Elderberry Shrub 

Commenter’s are correct in suggesting that the construction season overlaps with the VELB flight 
season (March to July), however; implementation of the final VELB compensation and avoidance 
measures (determined with the USFWS) will be part of the initial phases of project construction and will 
occur consistent with the flight season limitations identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-8. Additionally, 
implementation of all special status species avoidance (including nesting bird and valley elderberry 
beetle flight avoidance) and the habitat compensatory requirements anticipated for the project may 
require a phased construction approach over multiple construction seasons.  

Additional comments have been directed at the 1:1 ratio compensation requirement for the removal of 
riparian vegetation under Mitigation Measure BIO-6. The City understands this to be the minimum 
compensation requirement and will work with the USFWS and CDWF during the ESA compliance and 
1602 permit agreement process to determine the final compensation ratio (which may be greater, 3:1, 
than 1:1) and implement the determined purchase of off-site credits at a mitigation bank or the on-site 
replanting ratios for valley elderberry shrubs, riparian habitat, or native trees. 

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts and Coordination with USACE  
Cumulative biological resource impacts are addressed in Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) of the Draft EIR and 
include coordination with several projects currently being implemented by the Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency (SAFCA) and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The City is 
actively coordinating with both agencies during the environmental and design phases of the proposed 
project and is working with the USACE on permitting activities including compliance with the Rivers 
and Harbors Act Section 14 (408) authorization for alterations to a Federal project levee. The City is 
also working with the USACE’s project manager responsible for implementation of the American River 
Common Features Erosion Control Project to ensure project impacts, mitigation, and construction work 
schedules are coordinated within the study area.    

Some comments have suggested that project-related impacts to areas that include previous habitat 
restoration efforts within the American River Parkway should be disclosed in the Draft EIR, with 
additional mitigation for impacts to restoration/mitigation areas included. The Draft EIR has evaluated 
and identified all biological resource impacts within the biological study area (including the use of 
habitat assessment methods consistent with the USFWS 2017 2017 Framework for Assessing Impacts to 
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle). Additionally, the City will implement all biological resource 
mitigation consistent with regulatory agency (CDFW and USFWS) requirements.  

Temporary Biological Resource Impacts  
Several commenters indicated that Impact BIO-1 (see page 3.2-26) only addresses temporary impacts 
(construction-related) to white-tailed kite and other protected bird or raptor species. As stated in the title 
to Impact BIO-1, this impact focuses on direct species impacts and addresses the “Potential to have a 
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substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or regulated by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service”. The commenters are also directed to Impact BIO-2 (see page 3.2-39) 
of the Draft EIR. Impact BIO-2 identifies the potential impacts to Valley foothill riparian habitat which 
may provide nesting habitat for white-tailed kite and other protected birds or raptors. Mitigation 
Measures BIO-2 through BIO-7 (summarized below) identified to reduce the severity of this impact also 
have been developed to address the longer-term habitat impacts described by the commenters through 
the use of environmental fencing to protect sensitive habitats, monitoring sensitive habitats during 
construction, and pre-project restoration of disturbed habitats to pre-project conditions, avoiding the 
spread of invasive species, and compensating for the loss of habitat and protected trees. Specific 
mitigation measures required to reduce these habitat impacts to a less than significant level include the 
following:  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Install Temporary Fencing Around Environmentally Sensitive Habitat  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prepare and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill 
Prevention and Control Plan, and Associated Best Management Practices  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project Conditions 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Riparian Habitat And Protected 
Trees 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Monitor During Ground Disturbance and Vegetation Removal  

Master Response #3 – Land Use Compatibility 
Several comment letters (comments 7-9, 8-6, 13-3, 13-5, 13-14, 13-15, 13-28, 13-29, 13-30, and 13-34) 
asserted that the proposed project would be inconsistent with the City of Sacramento’s General Plan 
Master EIR because that document contemplated a trail constructed on the levee top, and inconsistent 
with City of Sacramento General Plan Policy ER-2.1.5, which calls for the City to preserve the 
ecological integrity of creek corridors and riparian resources. Other comments asserted that the proposed 
project is inconsistent with the policies of the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP). The City’s 
conclusion that the project is consistent with the ARPP is based on the substantial evidence detailed 
below.  

City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan  
The Draft EIR does not rely on the City’s General Plan Master EIR to address biological resources 
impacts as implied by the commenter. As more fully described on pages 3.2-1 through 3.2-41 of Section 
3.2, “Biological Resources”, the Draft EIR provides a stand-alone, project-specific analysis of the 
potential biological impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project. Independent 
of the General Plan Master EIR, preparation of the Draft EIR included extensive and complete field 
surveys for both plant and wildlife resources, conducted during the appropriate time of year and within a 
study area that greatly exceeded the project footprint (consistent with local, state, and USFWS 
Guidelines).  
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Comments have asserted that the proposed project is inconsistent with City General Plan Goal ER 2.1 
and Policies ER-2.1.1 through ER-2.1.5. The Draft EIR (pages 3.2-11 through 3.2-14) acknowledges the 
relevancy of several applicable goals and policies from the Environmental Resources Element of the 
City’s General Plan, including the following  

GOAL ER 2.1: Natural and Open Space Protection. Protect and enhance open space, natural areas, 
and significant wildlife and vegetation in the city as integral parts of a sustainable 
environment within a larger regional ecosystem. 

 Policy ER 2.1.1 Resource Preservation. The City shall encourage new development to preserve on-
site natural elements that contribute to the community’s native plant and wildlife species value and 
to its aesthetic character. 

 Policy ER 2.1.2 Conservation of Open Space. The City shall continue to preserve, protect, and 
provide appropriate access to designated open space areas along the American and Sacramento 
Rivers, floodways, and undevelopable floodplains, provided access would not disturb sensitive 
habitats or species. 

 Policy ER 2.1.3 Natural Lands Management. The City shall promote the preservation and 
restoration of contiguous areas of natural habitat throughout the city and support their integration 
with existing and future regional preserves. 

 Policy ER 2.1.4 Retain Habitat Areas. The City shall retain plant and wildlife habitat areas where 
there are known sensitive resources (e.g., sensitive habitats, special-status, threatened, endangered, 
candidate species, and species of concern). Particular attention shall be focused on retaining habitat 
areas that are contiguous with other existing natural areas and/or wildlife movement corridors. 

 Policy ER 2.1.5 Riparian Habitat Integrity. The City shall preserve the ecological integrity of 
creek corridors, canals, and drainage ditches that support riparian resources by preserving native 
plants and, to the extent feasible, removing invasive nonnative plants. If not feasible, adverse 
impacts on riparian habitat shall be mitigated by the preservation and/or restoration of this habitat in 
compliance with State and Federal regulations or at a minimum 1:1 ratio, in perpetuity. 

Consistent with the intent of the policy, the City considered and incorporated a number of trail design 
and construction features (including a levee top trail within Segment 4 and placement of most 
construction staging areas outside of the Parkway or within disturbed areas) to minimize biological 
resource impacts resulting from the project and to preserve the ecological integrity of riparian and other 
sensitive habitats, contrary to the commenter’s assertion. Additionally, as stated in the last sentence of 
Policy ER 2.1.5, the City is proposing mitigation in compliance with local, state, and Federal 
regulations, consistent with the intent of Policy ER 2.1.5 and the larger General Plan Goal ER 2.1. 

The proposed project is also considered consistent with the intent of Policy ER 2.1.2, as the proposed 
trail was designed to connect with existing developed access points (Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, 
Glenn Hall Park, and the H Street Bridge) along the American River Parkway with the purpose of 
minimizing disturbance to sensitive habitats and species.    

Comments have also asserted that the proposed project is inconsistent with City General Plan Policies 
LU 2.4.1, LU 2.4.2, and ER 7.1.1 regarding aesthetic or visual resources. The Draft EIR (pages 3.2-11 
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through 3.2-14) acknowledges the relevancy of several applicable goals and policies from the 
Environmental Resources Element of the City’s General Plan, including the following  

 Policy LU 2.4.1 Unique Sense of Place. The City shall promote quality site, architectural and 
landscape designs that incorporate those qualities and characteristics that make the City of 
Sacramento desirable and memorable, including walkable blocks, distinctive parks and open spaces, 
tree-lined streets, and varied architectural styles. 

 Policy LU 2.4.2 Responsiveness to Context. The City shall promote building designs that respect 
and respond to the local context, including use of local materials, responsiveness to the City of 
Sacramento’s climate, and in consideration of the cultural and historic context of the City’s 
neighborhoods and centers. 

 Policy ER 7.1.1 Protect Scenic Views. The City shall seek to protect views from public places to 
the Sacramento and American rivers and adjacent greenways, landmarks, and urban views of the 
downtown skyline and the State Capitol along Capitol Mall. 

The proposed project is considered consistent with the intent of Policies LU 2.4.1 and LU 2.4.2, as the 
City is proposing a quality trail that respects and incorporates design features consistent with other Class 
1 trails in the American River Parkway and that strives to provide a recreation experience that 
contributes to the desirability of the City of Sacramento for residents and visitors alike.  

Regarding consistent with Policy ER 7.1.1, the ARPP specifically acknowledges the use of the bicycle 
facilities within the Parkway by commuters (ARPP, p. 132-133), and specifically states that enhancing 
connectivity should be considered in design and location of trails (ARPP, p. 130-131). The objectives of 
the proposed project are consistent with these ARPP policies, including ARPP Policy 10.4.2, which 
supports construction of a Two Rivers Trail extension to H Street (allowing connectivity from California 
State University Sacramento to downtown Sacramento), as a levee top alignment, to the extent feasible.        

Consistent with the intent of Policy ER 7.1.1, the City has considered and incorporated a number of trail 
design and construction features (including a levee top trail within Segment 4 and placement of most 
construction staging areas outside of the Parkway or within disturbed areas) to minimize visual and 
biological resource impacts resulting from the project and to preserve the ecological integrity of riparian 
resources, contrary to the commenter’s assertion.   

American River Parkway Plan 
Several comment letters asserted that the proposed project would be inconsistent with the ARPP. These 
claims were generally based on interpretations of the Paradise Beach Area Plan and its supporting 
policy, interpretation of language in the Paradise Beach Area Plan calling for it to remain an informal 
recreation area, interpretation of land use designations within the ARPP, and interpretation of resource 
protection and preservation policies. The City has concluded that the project would be consistent with 
the ARPP, and several of the specific claims made by various commenters are addressed in more detail 
in the following paragraphs. The City’s consistency conclusion is also supported by the 
recommendations of the American River Parkway Advisory Committee, which included a preliminary 
finding at their June 15, 2018 committee meeting that the proposed project is consistent with the ARPP. 
County staff and the American River Parkway Advisory Committee will revisit the proposed project’s 
compliance with the ARPP once the 100% design drawings are completed.  



City of Sacramento  GEI Consultants, Inc. 
Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) FEIR 2-13 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Paradise Beach Area Plan  
Comments refer to the Paradise Beach Area Plan, which includes a policy prohibiting changes to attract 
groups of users. Commenters assert that the Draft EIR should have analyzed impacts from increased 
traffic to the designated Protected Area within the Paradise Beach Area and considered language from 
the ARPP that calls for Paradise Beach to remain an “informal recreation area.” Comments also assert 
that use of the trail for transportation by bicycle commuters is not consistent with the “informal 
recreation” designation in the Protected Area within the Paradise Beach Area Plan. 
The Paradise Beach Area Plan includes Policy 10.26 specifying that “Permanent structures and any 
other physical changes that would attract groups of users should not be introduced to the area.” The 
ARPP specifically defines group activities, group sizes, and empowers the Parkway Manager to actively 
manage group activities to protect Parkway resources and avoid impacts to other Parkway users (ARPP, 
p. 101-102). Although the project seeks to increase trail use, it is not designed to attract groups of users 
as that term is described in the ARPP.  

Informal recreation is not defined in the ARPP, but “informal” is used throughout the ARPP in different 
contexts to refer to concepts ranging from use of trails which are not actively maintained facilities (e.g., 
p.157), to group sports and athletic pursuits such as soccer which are only permitted in Developed Areas 
of the Parkway (e.g., p. 97). The Protected Area designation expressly permits trails recreation, 
including bicycling (ARPP, p. 120). Based on the range of uses described as “informal” in the ARPP, 
trails and bicycle recreation being defined as acceptable uses in designated Protected Areas, and the 
inclusion of a proposed bike trail (paved, per ARPP p. 132) on the Paradise Beach Area map (page 165), 
he construction of the trail is not inconsistent with the ARPP.  

Comments also assert that the project conflicts with ARPP’s goal to provide, protect, and enhance public 
use by replacing one use with another and relegating existing users to the side of the rail or the top of the 
levee. Other comments assert that the project conflicts with the ARPP’s public safety goal. 

The City respectfully disagrees with these comments that the project would “replace” one use with 
another. Currently, over most of the project alignment, pedestrians access the levee top as well as the 
existing trail at the levee toe for recreation, and many also make use of “informal” trails within the 
wooded areas closer to the river. The project would provide a paved multi-use trail with a gravel 
shoulder that would generally follow the levee toe. The levee top and informal trails through the wooded 
areas would be unchanged from existing conditions. In addition to providing opportunities for new users 
who might prefer or require a paved path, existing users would also be offered an increased range of 
paths for their use.  

Commenters further claim without support that unspecified conflicts would result from a single access 
point to the Paradise Beach area at Glenn Hall Park. The Draft EIR addresses the low likelihood that 
people would drive deep into a neighborhood enclave to access the trail at Glenn Hall Park when public 
access with ample parking and better connections to the regional roadway network are available nearby 
at Sutter’s (DEIR p. 3.9-8). Although the commenters have provided voluminous materials documenting 
the presence of homeless people along the American River Parkway, it has offered no evidence to 
support its claim that the presence of pavement draws illegal campers. 

Furthermore, the ARPP specifically acknowledges the use of the bicycle facilities within the Parkway by 
commuters (ARPP, p. 132-133), and specifically states that enhancing connectivity should be considered 
in design and location of trails (ARPP, p. 130-131). The objectives of the proposed project are consistent 
with these ARPP policies, including ARPP Policy 10.4.2, which supports construction of a Two Rivers 
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Trail extension to H Street (allowing connectivity from California State University Sacramento to 
downtown Sacramento), as a levee top alignment, to the extent feasible.       

The commenter offers no supporting evidence for its assertions that the project would create conflict 
between users, result in the increased potential for collisions, or exacerbate public safety issues, or its 
assertion that additional paving is not appropriate and that existing trails on the project alignment are not 
adequately patrolled. As supported by the discussions in the Draft EIR, including in Section 3.9, “Public 
Services, Recreation, and Utilities,” the City considers the project to be consistent with ARPP’s goals 
and policies, including those pertaining to public safety.  

ARPP Terrestrial Resource Goals and Policies   
Several comments also assert that the proposed project conflicts with the ARPPs resource protection 
objectives including, Concept Goal 1.3 and the following policies 3.2, 3.2.2, 3.2.4, and 3.4:    

3.2  Agencies managing the Parkway shall protect, enhance and expand the Parkway’s native willow, 
cottonwood, and valley oak-dominated riparian and upland woodlands that provide important 
shaded riverine aquatic habitat, seasonal floodplain, and riparian habitats; and the native live oak 
and blue oak woodlands and grasslands that provide important terrestrial and upland habitats.  

3.2.2  Native vegetation shall be reintroduced in areas of the Parkway where the substrate will support 
it, especially in areas that have been disturbed by construction, past gravel mining and 
agricultural activity, except in sites of human historical value.  

3.2.4  Agencies managing the Parkway shall remove invasive non-native vegetation species that 
conflict with habitat management goals, recreation uses, flood control or water supply 
conveyance.  

3.4  Management of the Parkway shall ensure the protection of the Parkway’s resources, its 
environmental quality and natural values. A resource impact monitoring plan shall be developed 
that clearly defines criteria and standards to monitor, evaluate and protect the Parkway’s 
resources from overuse, and provides steps to be taken to restore areas that have been overused.  

As described in the Draft EIR, the ARPP’s resource protection goals are further defined in the Resources 
chapter of the ARPP, including in ARPP policy 3.1, which states that “Any development of facilities 
within the Parkway, including but not limited to buildings, roads, turfed areas, trails, bridges, tunnels, 
pipelines, overhead electrical lines, levees and parking areas, shall be designed and located such that any 
impact upon native vegetation is minimized and appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated into 
the project.” Several commenters claimed that because the project would have impacts on natural 
resources, the project would conflict with this policy, and other similar policies (including policies 3.2 
and 8.11) which support preservation of natural environments within the Parkway. The City disagrees 
with this interpretation of the ARPP. The project has been designed to minimize impacts on native 
vegetation, including reducing the width of the trail, and further reducing the width of the shoulder 
where necessary to reduce impacts on trees and riparian vegetation.   

The proposed project is also considered consistent with the intent of Policy 3.2.2, as any temporarily 
disturbed areas within the American River Parkway would be returned to pre-project conditions using 
native vegetation and plant species (see Mitigation Measure BIO-4 on page 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR) and 
all permanent impacts to riparian habitats and protected trees would be compensated with similar native 
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riparian trees and shrubs (see Mitigation Measure BIO-6 on page 3.2-31 of the Draft EIR). The project is 
also consistent with the intent of Policy 3.2.4, as the project includes several measures to avoid the 
spread of invasive plant species (see Mitigation Measure BIO-5 on page 3.2.31 of the Draft EIR). 
Additionally, the City will implement a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan that clearly defines 
criteria and standards to monitor, evaluate and protect the ARPP natural resources affected by the 
project, consistent with the intent of Policy 3.4. A detailed description of the project’s impacts on 
riparian vegetation, and associated mitigation measures is included in Draft EIR Section 3.2, 
“Biological Resources.” 

ARPP Visual, Land Use, and Public Access/Trails Policies   
Several comments also assert that the proposed project conflicts with the following ARPP policies 
3.13.1, 3.18, 7.22, 8.2, 8.5, 8.24:  

3.13.1  All interpretive signs in the Parkway should be aesthetically compatible with the natural 
environment. 

3.18  The development of interpretive centers and structures in the Parkway shall be compatible with 
the naturalistic and aesthetic qualities of the area. 

7.22  Structures that are in the parkway shall be of a design, color, texture and scale that minimizes 
adverse visual impacts within the parkway. 

8.2  Access points and parking lots shall be located where there is the least potential environmental 
damage and adverse impact on the Parkway’s environment and surrounding neighborhoods.  

8.5  Parking lots and public access roads should be designed and constructed using best management 
practices to ensure permeability and reduce run-off damage, and be buffered by native vegetation 
plantings.  

8.24  Informational and directional signage shall be designed to protect the visual qualities and 
aesthetic values of the Parkway. Signage shall use natural colors and materials to blend in with 
the surrounding environment, while being strategically located to be easily seen. Ground 
pavement stenciling is an effective means of signing with minimal Parkway impact. 

While specific comments do not indicate why the proposed project is not in conformance with the 
mentioned ARPP policies 3.13.1, 3.18, 7.22, 8.24, the use of interpretive signs will be minimized, given 
the open space nature of the American River Parkway. No interpretive signs are currently proposed as 
part of the project. The proposed project is also considered consistent with the intent of Policy 8.2 and 
8.5, as the proposed trail was designed to connect with existing developed access points (Sutter’s 
Landing Regional Park, Glenn Hall Park, and the H Street Bridge) along the American River Parkway 
with the purpose of minimizing disturbance to sensitive habitats and species. Outside of paving for the 
trail, no additional paved areas, access roads, or parking lots are included as part of the proposed project,  
as indicated in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR. 
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2.2.2 Individual Responses  
Letter #1: Regional SAN 
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Comment 1-1:  
The commenter describes the location of decommissioned Regional San wastewater infrastructure 
located within the project boundary.   

Response to Comment 1-1:  
As analyzed in the EIR, the proposed project will not result in impacts on Regional San facilities, or any 
other infrastructure. Utility service provider coordination is required under the City’s and Caltrans 
design process. The City will ensure utility coordination with Regional San (and other service/utility 
providers) occurs during the final design and construction processes to clarify the exact location of the 
decommissioned force main within the larger APN 001-0170-006 and to ensure the pipe is protected in 
place during any construction along this proposed trail segment. 
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Letter #2: County of Sacramento Environmental Management Department  
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Comment 2-1:  
The commenter describes the location of several closed landfill and other disposal sites in the vicinity of 
Trail Alignment Segments 1 and 2 

Response to Comment 2-1:  
The City understands that the 28th Street Landfill and nearby associated disposal sites are adjacent to the 
alignment of Segment 1 and 2.  As more fully described on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR for the proposed 
project, the City intends to construct Trail Segments 1 and 2 at a future date, contingent on the 
availability of funding and consistent with landfill remediation activities on site. Utility service provider 
coordination is required under the local agency and Caltrans design process. As part of final design, the 
City will coordinate with the County, along with all other appropriate utility and public service providers 
to ensure trail design is integrated with existing service/utility infrastructure. The City looks forward to 
coordinating with the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department, as a Responsible 
Agency under CEQA, regarding any work in the vicinity of the closed sites.  

Comment 2-2:  
The comment describes restrictions on the construction of enclosed structures within 1,000 feet of and 
landfill or disposal site, due to the possible presence of flammable and possibly explosive gases.  

Response to Comment 2-2:  
The proposed project does not include the construction of any enclosed structures that would require the 
implementation of continuous gas monitoring in compliance with 27CCR, section 21190(g).  

Comments 2-3 through 2-7 and 2-10 through 2-12 
Comments 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7 and 2-10, 2-11, and 2-12 describe the need for LEA review of any 
construction plans and activities for projects planned on or near landfill/disposal site boundaries, 
including work plans, Health and Safety Plans (HASPs), gas monitoring protocols, and post-closure land 
use plans; requirements for maintenance of site security measures and signage during trail building and 
maintenance activities; responsibilities regarding damage to landfill infrastructure, and a warning 
regarding the possibility of settlement of landfill waste and effects to trails and structures built on or 
near the closed landfill/disposal sites. 

Response to Comments 2-3 through 2-7 and 2-10 through 2-12 
As stated in Section 2.3.5, “Project Construction” (see page 2-7) of the Draft EIR, the City currently 
does not have funding secured for construction of Segments 1 and 2 and construction of these segments 
is also contingent upon ongoing remediation activities at the landfill/disposal sites. Additionally, with 
final tree impacts undefined for Segments 1 and 2, the City will require additional environmental 
analysis before further design and approval of these segments is initiated. Nonetheless, the City is 
required to coordinate closely with LEA regarding planning and review of any work in the vicinity of 
the closed sites, in compliance with Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 2, 
Subdivision 1, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Section 21190 titled “California Integrated Waste Management 
Board-Post-Closure Land Use.” (27CCR, section 21190(g)). The City will ensure landfill security 
measures and infrastructure are protected during construction and repaired in the incidence of damage 
attributable to City construction activities.  
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In anticipation of this future development, the Draft EIR includes Impact HAZ-2 (see pages 3.5-10 and 
3.5-11) which address potential hazards to the public and the environment resulting from construction of 
Trail Segments 1 and 2. The evaluation of Impact HAZ-2 identified Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 
“Prepare a Worker Health and Safety Plan and Implement Appropriate Measures to Minimize Potential 
Exposure of the Public to Hazardous Materials” and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 “Obtain Site Closure 
and Follow Post-Closure Requirements for Past Disposal Sites” to ensure a less than significant impact 
conclusion. The text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 has been supplemented to address the possibility of 
harmful trace gases resulting from past uses of the site, as more fully described below in the response to 
comments 2-9 and 2-13.  

Comment 2-8:  
The comment requests that the potential for settlement of landfilled areas be addressed in the “Geology 
and Soils” section of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-8:  
As stated in Section 2.3.5, “Project Construction” (see page 2-7) of the Draft EIR, the City currently 
does not have funding secured for construction of Segments 1 and 2, and construction of these segments 
is also contingent upon ongoing remediation activities at the landfill/disposal sites. Nonetheless, the City 
is required to coordinate closely with LEA regarding planning and review of any work in the vicinity of 
the closed sites, in compliance with 27CCR, section 21190(g), and will ensure landfill security measures 
and infrastructure are protected during construction and repaired in the incidence of damage attributable 
to City construction activities.  

Nonetheless, the following underline text was added to the 3rd paragraph on Page 3.4-9 of the Draft EIR 
to highlight the importance of this geotechnical issue:  

Based on an existing regulatory framework that addresses earthquake safety issues and requires 
adherence to requirements of the CBC and various design standards, seismically induced 
groundshaking and secondary effects would not be a substantial hazard in the project area. 
Additionally, this area is not mapped by CGS as lying within a known liquefaction or landslide 
hazard area (CGS 2019). However, due to the planned location of portions of Segment 1 and 2 on 
and adjacent to closed landfill and disposal sites, the possibility of ground settlement unrelated to 
seismic activity has the potential to occur. 

Additionally, the following underline text was added to the text of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (page 
3.4-9 of the Draft EIR): 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Perform Final Geotechnical Investigation and Implement 
Report Recommendations  

Prior to issuance of a construction contract, in accordance with City requirements (2035 General 
Plan - Policy EC 1.1.2), the project applicant shall prepare a final geotechnical investigation of 
the project alignment to determine the potential for ground rupture, earth shaking, and 
liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as expansive soils problems, and the potential for 
settlement on former Landfill sites. As required by the City, recommendations identified in the 
geotechnical report for the proposed project shall be implemented to ensure that the project’s 
design meets Caltrans Class 1 bikeway design criteria and State Water Code Title 23 standards 
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for recreation trails on levees, and 27CCR, section 21190(g) requirements for construction 
related to CIWMB Post-Closure Land Uses. 

Responsibility: City of Sacramento 

Timing:  Before and During Construction Activities 

Comment 2-9 and 2-13:  
Comments 2-9 and 2-13 request that the potential hazard associated with landfill gas migration be 
addressed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the EIR and also that landfill gases pose an 
explosive hazard and may contain VOCs and other harmful trace gases. 

Response to Comment 2-9 and 2-13:  
As stated in Section 2.3.5, “Project Construction” (see page 2-7) of the EIR, the City currently does not 
have funding secured for construction of Segments 1 and 2, and construction of these segments is also 
contingent upon ongoing remediation activities at the landfill/disposal sites. Nonetheless, the City is 
required to coordinate closely with LEA regarding planning and review of any work in the vicinity of 
the closed sites, in compliance with 27CCR, section 21190(g), will ensure landfill security measures and 
infrastructure are protected during construction and repaired in the incidence of damage attributable to 
City construction activities.  

The following underline text was added to Impact HAZ-2 on Page 3.5-10 if the Draft EIR to highlight 
the importance of this hazardous materials issue related to harmful trace gases:   

Impact HAZ-2: Potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment 
Construction activity from the proposed project may expose construction 
workers to contaminated soil and/or harmful gases during cut and fill 
activities associated with the proposed project. (Less than Significant With 
Mitigation) 

Portions of the project site (Segments 1 and 2) include lands that were historically used for waste 
disposal, and the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the project indicated the 
potential presence of contaminated soil and/or the presence of gases resulting from decomposition 
of buried waste. During cut and fill activities associated with constructing the proposed project, 
construction workers could encounter contaminated soil. Additionally, the potential exists for 
landfill gas migration caused by routine trail construction and maintenance activities. This impact 
would be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 
described below would reduce the impacts to less than significant by ensuring appropriate closure 
of potentially contaminated sites prior to construction and implementing safety measures for 
workers that may encounter onsite hazardous materials during construction-related activities, and 
monitoring. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2.  

Additionally, the following underline text was added to the text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (page 
3.5-11 of the Draft EIR): 
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Obtain Site Closure and Follow Post-Closure Requirements 
for Past Disposal Sites 

The City shall implement the following measures for all Segment 2 construction: 

 Construction of the trail segment should not commence until this area is properly closed as 
per the requirements of the City of Sacramento. 

 Segment 2 construction and monitoring shall be completed under the requirements described 
in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 
3, Subchapter 5, Section 21190 titled “CIWMB-Post-Closure Land Use.”  

 Where cut and fill activities occur in Segment 2, proper measures should be taken to mitigate 
any landfill material or other hazardous material that is encountered.  

 Methane monitoring will be conducted during and after construction, in accordance with 
27CCR, section 21190 as part of the ongoing monitoring conducted by the City as part of 
post-closure requirements at nearby closed disposal sites. 

o Work plans will be submitted for Local Enforcement Agency (County) approval 
on advance of any excavation on landfill/disposal sites, for handling, testing, and 
proper disposal of any unearthed waste. The City's Contractor must also develop 
a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) that provides for in-hole landfill gas 
monitoring during excavation, and other worker safety measures. A methane 
safety threshold that is appropriate for the working space associated with trail 
construction, as detailed in final designs, will be established as a trigger for 
stopping work and evacuating workers to a safe distance. 

o Construction and staging of materials, and trail operation and maintenance 
activities shall not impede required disposal site closure activities, landfill 
monitoring and maintenance, or block access to or damage landfill infrastructure 
such as landfill gas control system and monitoring components. The Contractor 
shall coordinate with the City and County (local enforcement agency) on all 
work conducted in the vicinity of former landfill and disposal sites along the 
proposed trail alignment. 

 If fill material/soils will be brought in, these soils must be certified as clean fill. 

 The trail will be designed to conform with drainage patterns in the project area and to prevent 
water collection that could cause seepage of the buried landfill material. 

Responsibility:  City of Sacramento 

Timing:  Before and During Construction 
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Letter #3: American River Flood Control District (David Aladjem)   
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Comment 3-1:  
Writing on behalf of the ARFCD, the commenter describes the ARFCD’s Recreational Trail Policy, 
which requires that all recreational trails must be located off the levee crown roadway to minimize 
public safety risks resulting from potential user conflicts between recreationists and levee maintenance 
equipment. The letter includes a number of photos showing the types of equipment used on the levees 
where public uses occurs on the levee top. The commenter supports the City’s proposed project, as a 
primarily toe of levee project.     

Response Comment 3-1:   
The commenter’s support for the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter #4: Sacramento County Regional Parks Department   
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Comment 4-1:  
The commenter provides several related comments to tree impacts and mitigation including a request to 
provide on-site mitigation options for tree impacts and to identify the tree impacts for Trail Segments 1 
and 2. The commenter also supports and welcomes the removal of invasive exotic plants.  

Response to Comment 4-1:  
Implementation of an onsite mitigation strategy is contingent on the availability or suitability of onsite 
locations and the feasibility of managing and monitoring the mitigation sites once they are in place. As 
stated on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, mitigation requirements (including location, compensation ratios, 
etc.) will ultimately be determined following consultation with key regulatory agencies having 
responsibility over the management of affected resources, including the CDFW (compliance with 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement) and the USFWS (ESA compliance) within the study area. While on-
site mitigation within the larger American River Parkway may be an option for consideration as the City 
and Caltrans complete the Section 7 consultation for VELB with the USFWS; ultimately, the City will 
mitigate consistent with regulatory agency (CDFW and USFWS) requirements. 

As stated in Section 2.3.5, “Project Construction” (see page 2-7) of the Draft EIR, the City currently 
does not have funding secured for construction of Segments 1 and 2 and construction of these segments 
is also contingent upon ongoing remediation activities at the landfill/disposal sites. As more fully 
described above in Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (see Section 2.2.1), the existing 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been modified to ensure additional tree and vegetation evaluations and 
environmental analysis is considered prior to completing final design and construction of these trail 
segments.   

Comment 4-2:  
The commenter indicates that the species list (page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR) for landscaping under oaks 
(Section 19.12.1 30e of the County of Sacramento Tree Preservation Ordinance) includes several species 
that are not native to the American River Parkway and should be amended to be compliant with the 
approved planting list for the American River Parkway, as described in section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-2:  
Comment is noted. Any approved replacement planting must also adhere to the riparian habitat 
replacement requirements determined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as part of their 
review and approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement within the American River Parkway for the 
proposed project.   

Comment 4-3:  
The commenter references the need for a joint use agreement that clearly defines the responsibilities of 
the City for maintenance and enforcement activities on the trail. Consistent with Phase I of the Two 
Rivers Trail, trail maintenance and enforcement is the responsibility of the City of Sacramento and this 
responsibility will be defined in the lease agreement for construction and operation of the trail on 
County property. 
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Response to Comment 4-3:  
Comment noted. Consistent with the recommendations of the American River Parkway Advisory 
Committee (from June 15, 2018 committee meeting), the City understands that the committee 
recommends amending the existing lease of real property and joint use agreement for the Two Rivers 
Trail (or establishing a new lease) and will continue working with the County to accomplish this 
pending review of 100% construction drawings and final approval of the proposed project. 
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Letter #5: Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District    
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Comment 5-1:  
The commenter provides a comment regarding the proposed project’s construction (Short-term) 
emissions noting that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AIR-1 requires the construction contractor(s) to 
implement all basic construction emission control practices and requirements of the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Rule 403 during trail construction activities. The 
commenter also indicates that the proposed mitigation is consistent with the Construction-Generated 
Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Emissions policies from the Guide to Air Quality Assessment in 
Sacramento County. 

Response to Comment 5-1:  
The comment is noted.  

Comment 5-2:  
The commenter provides a comment regarding the proposed project’s operational emissions noting that 
the project is not anticipated to exceed the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s 
threshold of significance for operational emissions. 

Response to Comment 5-2:  
The comment is noted. 

Comment 5-3:  
The commenter provides a trail linkage suggestion by noting the existing access road and flight of stairs 
between the trail and Erlewine Circle in Trail Segment #4. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District staff recommends the City consider improvements to this trail connection as a 
component of this project.  

The commenter also indicates that all projects are subject to Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District rules at the time of construction. A list of specific rules that may apply to the 
project’s construction activities are included as part of the letter.  

Response to Comment 5-3 
The design suggestion is noted. The City will comply with applicable rules (Rule 201 and 403) and air 
quality measures as indicated in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 “Implement Construction-related Emission 
Control Practices”.  
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Letter #6: Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)  
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Comment 6-1:  
The commenter requests that any possible effects to SMUD facilities be disclosed and discussed in the 
Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment 6-1:  
As described and analyzed in Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” of the Draft EIR 
(pages 3.9-1 through 3.9-9), the proposed project will not result in impacts on SMUD facilities or 
infrastructure. Utility service provider coordination is required under the local agency and Caltrans 
design process. The City will not be conducting work within any SMUD easements without proper 
clearances and coordination with SMUD, prior to construction, and will not encroach on any SMUD 
facilities during construction of the project.  

The project will not involve or necessitate any changes to utility line routing or any SMUD 
infrastructure and will not require the use of electricity or increase electrical load on the system, during 
project implementation or cumulatively. Equipment and vehicle use would occur as specified in Table 2-
2, Section 2.3.5, “Project Construction” of the Draft EIR (page 2-9), which is typical of similar 
earthmoving projects and would not result in wasteful or inefficient energy use during the construction 
process. Once constructed, no operations and maintenance activities are proposed that would require 
additional electricity use. Overall, implementing the proposed project would result in negligible use of 
electrical or natural gas energy during the construction process, with no night work anticipated.  

Comment 6-2:  
The commenter requests that any possible effects to SMUD facilities be disclosed and discussed in the 
Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment 6-2:  
Incorporating the commenters suggestions regarding existing and future SMUD facilities and 
infrastructure the following underline text was added as a new section (page 2-11, Section 2.3.7, “Other 
Nearby infrastructure”) to Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR: 

Section 2.3.7 Other Nearby Infrastructure 
The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) maintains electrical infrastructure near the 
project site. Although the proposed project does not involve development of any buildings or 
facilities that would use electrical power, the City will ensure SMUD has unimpeded access to its 
facilities during construction of the proposed project and will coordinate with SMUD on any work 
that occurs near to the following distribution and sub-transmission facilities:  

 SMUD has existing 21kV overhead infrastructure along the proposed preferred and alternate 
path of travel. Proper clearances will need to be maintained around all existing SMUD 
infrastructure.  

 Existing SMUD infrastructure should not conflict with proposed project routing.  
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Estimated Proposed Facilities:  

 SMUD is currently constructing a future substation that would border the South-West corner of 
the preferred planned construction path.  

 The alternate planned construction path would not come into contact with the proposed 
substation site. 
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Letter #7: Save Don’t Pave (Amanda Morrow)     
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Comment 7-1:  
The commenter provides introductory comments previously submitted letters in response to the City’s 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and to the Notice of Preparation of Environmental 
Impact Report and Scoping Meeting for the Two Rivers Trail Phase II Project (NOP).  

Response to Comment 7-1:  
Comment is noted.  

Comment 7-2:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to address the comments submitted on the ISMND or 
provide an analysis of why removal of vegetation and paving of the trail would not affect the visual 
character of the area.  

Response to Comment 7-2:  
The commenter is directed to Impact AES-1 (page 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR), which describes the project 
impacts to scenic quality. The impact analysis begins by identifying the project components likely to 
generate scenic or visual impacts, including vegetation and tree removal. The analysis further describes 
how the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to scenic quality due to the project’s 
temporary disturbance period and relatively narrow construction corridor; the proposed project’s 
consistency with the goals and policies of the ARPP, in particular Policy 3.1, 8.4, 8.17, and 10.4.2; and 
the resultant vegetation impacts which are distributed throughout the narrow linear construction corridor 
as it traverses the larger American River Parkway. Previous comments submitted on the IS/MND 
(Section B: The Project May Have Potentially Significant Aesthetics Impacts and Exhibit A: Testimony 
on Aesthetics) were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. As a result, the Draft EIR provided 
additional photo documentation (see Figures 3.1e and 3.1f) and analysis which included comparisons of 
existing views along the proposed trail alignment with example views from similar developed trails 
(including both Top of Levee and waterside Toe of Levee segments) within the American River 
Parkway. Previous comments are correct in indicating that some portions of the proposed trail alignment 
are narrower, with a greater density of surrounding vegetation. However, several other portions of the 
trail alignment (as shown in Figure 3.1f) include much wider expanses between the proposed trail 
corridor and riparian vegetation, that would likely not be affected by the project.    

Trail planning activities included several design revisions that have taken into consideration the unique 
aesthetic and biological resource characteristics of the study area. Specific design considerations have 
included a trail location that addresses neighborhood concerns for visibility and privacy; a flexible trail 
width that can be adjusted to minimize vegetation disturbance in more restricted areas of the corridor; 
and the placement of staging areas in disturbed areas or locations outside the American River Parkway 
to minimize the project’s overall construction footprint, native vegetation disturbance, and ultimately the 
scenic quality of the study area.           

Comment 7-3:  
The commenter indicates that the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and the Draft 
EIR underestimated the impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) and that the Draft EIR 
does not include an assessment of impacts to shrubs within 20 feet of the project footprint, or within 165 
feet of the project footprint, that will not be directly removed or trimmed as a result of the proposed 
project. 
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Response to Comment 7-3:  
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” provided above in Section 
2.2.1.  

Comment 7-4:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to address their previous comments regarding the 
importance of identifying whether mitigation for VELB would be accomplished close to the site of 
impact. The commenter also asserts that Mitigation Measure BIO-11 is considered infeasible due to 
conflicts between the elderberry avoidance period and the proposed construction dates. An additional 
comment is directed at the proposed compensatory ratios for riparian habitat impacts.     

Response to Comment 7-4:  
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”.  

Comment 7-5:  
The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR should provide a description of previous restoration and 
mitigation in the biological study area, and if the proposed project would impact areas that are part of a 
previous restoration effort or that provided mitigation, this should be disclosed in the Draft EIR and 
additional mitigation for impacts to restoration/mitigation should be included.    

Response to Comment 7-5:  
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”.  

Comment 7-6:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR includes no detail on the trees proposed for removal and 
trimming.    

Response to Comment 7-6:  
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”.  

Comment 7-7:  
The commenter requests information regarding the frequency of inundation along the trail and 
information regarding costs for trail maintenance. 

Response to Comment 7-7:  
Since widespread erosion and deposition was observed along the Lower American River after the 1986 
flood, the Lower American River Task Force was developed to identify and address bank protection 
issues along the river. Since 2005, the erosion evaluation for the Lower American River levees has been 
conducted on an annual basis by SAFCA and the local maintaining agency, ARFCD, in coordination 
with a multi-agency team including USACE, the City, DWR, and the CVFPB. Because the Lower 
American River is a dynamic flowing river, new sites are detected and repaired on an ongoing basis, if 
deemed to have a possible potential impact to levee integrity, while other non-severe sites only need to 
be monitored regularly. Similar to erosion inspections, the cost for erosion repairs along the Lower 
American River is funded by the Federal government with a significant State/local agency cost-share 
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component. Thus, in response to the commenter’s concern regarding County funds required to repair 
“similar riverside levees after inundation events”; this data does not exist, since the County does not 
individually conduct repair activities, and is instead a member agency of the SAFCA Joint Powers 
Association. Since erosion repairs, and other flood management system maintenance activities benefit 
the entire Sacramento region, all work is funded jointly through programs including Federal and State 
cost-shares and property owner assessments.   

As first mentioned in the IS/MND for the proposed project, although leveed in the project area, the 
Lower American River is still a dynamic river environment where the bed, bank, and in-channel features 
such as gravel bars and islands are continually reworked due to seasonal flows, flood flows, and ongoing 
geomorphic processes typical of a riverine environment. The Lower American River is still responding 
and adjusting its channel due to the effects of hydraulic mining of the mid to late 1800s, instream gravel 
mining from the 1940s to 1970s, Folsom Dam closure and concurrent loss of sediment supply and 
hydromodification in the 1950s, and confinement and loss of large floodplain overflow areas due to 
levee construction and urbanization. Thus, erosion sites appear, are repaired, and new sites may appear 
on a continual basis, despite revetment and other bank stabilization activities, similar to those conducted 
near Paradise Beach river mile (RM) 5 in the 1960 and 1990s, or during later years, near RM 6.2 and the 
H Street bridge. Many areas along the Lower American River have steep sandy banks, and this entire 
reach is susceptible to erosion due to the narrow channel, confined by levees, along the Lower American 
River, even during non-flood events. This is evidenced by the fact that erosion has been observed along 
the Lower American River at flows as low as 7,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) (USACE, Reclamation 
and SAFCA 2017).  

An inundation frequency analysis for the trail segments has not been conducted, since a larger-scale 
analysis of erosion potential and inundation has already been conducted as part of the Folsom Dam 
Water Control Manual Update. Due to changes resulting from implementation of the Folsom Water 
Control Manual Update, a slight increase in channel degradation potential was identified along portions 
of the proposed trail alignment. However, since this is a known issue, continued implementation of the 
American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report erosion control measures will help to 
alleviate this erosion. However, due to the erodible bed/bank material naturally present in the Lower 
American River, and  in order to meet endangered species habitat needs, ARPP policies, Wild and 
Scenic Designation requirements, and to ensure the somewhat natural appearance along the American 
River that residents of the region enjoy, no amount of armoring or revetment will likely be applied to the 
river banks that would ever stop erosion completely; the implementing agencies understand that erosion 
site identification and repairs is an ongoing process to ensure continued public safety in the area.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR, since the proposed project will be operated as a recreational Class 1 trail 
by the City, maintenance and repair activities are expected and planned. Inundation during high flows, 
and subsequent clean-up, repairs, and maintenance are common occurrences for recreational facilities 
along the American River Parkway, including trails. Maintenance of the trail will be the responsibility of 
the City Public Works Department, and will be coordinated with ARCFD, County Parks, consistent with 
the Phase I portion of the Two Rivers Trail and other surrounding trails within the American River 
Parkway. 

The commenter also expressed concern that costs were not included to ensure that decision-makers and 
the public can conduct a meaningful comparison among project alternatives. The City respectfully 
disagrees with this request since the cost of a project is not required to be analyzed as a significant effect 
that could result from a project.  
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Nevertheless, the City currently employs a crew of experienced heavy equipment operators and 
construction managers, with extensive experience using river-friendly equipment on levee and 
associated infrastructure repair and maintenance projects, as well as habitat restoration projects on which 
the City partners with other agencies during planning and implementation. Thus, City crews are well 
versed in the nuances of working along (and sometimes within) the unique riverine and riparian 
environment and how to identify, protect and avoid sensitive biological and cultural resources that may 
exist in the project area. City crews also receive ongoing, site-specific worker environmental and 
cultural awareness training prior to maintenance and repair activities. These same crews would conduct 
maintenance and repair activities, in coordination with ARCFD and County Parks, using City 
equipment.  

Comment 7-8:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is being implemented without consideration of other 
projects in the American River Parkway, such as the timing of the SAFCA projects occurring along the 
Paradise Beach to H Street Bridge riverside levee toe.  

Response to Comment 7-8:  
SAFCA has analyzed the planned repair of an identified erosion site that overlaps with the proposed trail 
segment between Paradise Beach to H Street Bridge. The City is aware of the schedule for this planned 
levee strengthening repair and has reviewed design plans for the levee project, as part of initial 
coordination with agency staff.     

The specific levee repair project mentioned by the commenter is part of the American River Common 
Features in Progress Erosion Control Project. This project is considered in several places of the Draft 
EIR including the analysis for Impact HWQ-2 (page 3.6-12) and within Section 5.5 “Cumulative 
Impacts” (pages 5-5, 5-10, 5-12, and 5-15). The cumulative biological resource, cultural resource, and 
hydrology/water quality evaluations incorporate the project scheduling and footprint overlaps and 
identify the City’s commitment to coordinate with the LARTF, County, Corps, ARFCD, SAFCA, and 
CVFPB and minimize construction-related impacts within the American River Parkway  

As more fully described above in Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”, the implementation of 
special status species avoidance (including nesting bird and valley elderberry beetle flight avoidance) 
and habitat compensatory requirements anticipated for the project may require a phased construction 
approach over multiple construction seasons, which will also take into consideration the levee repair 
project mentioned by the commenter and avoid inefficient use of construction funding for both projects.      

Comment 7-9:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not address a prior comment requesting a “no pavement” 
alternative for the project. The comment goes on to identify several perceived inconsistencies with the 
plans and policies of the ARPP (including Discovery Park Area Plan Policy 10.4.2).        

Response to Comment 7-9:  
The proposed project was designed to meet Class 1 bikeway design criteria (consistent with the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual, 2018), which require a paved surface. Further, the ARPP identifies bicycle 
trails as smooth surfaces (with rubberized asphalt concrete surface preferred, p. 132), and differentiates 
them from pedestrian or pedestrian/equestrian trails which are not to be paved (ARPP p. 131). Off 
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pavement bicycle trails are only permitted at the discretion of the Parkway Manager.  A “no pavement” 
alternative is considered similar to the No Project Alternative analyzed in Chapter 4 “Description of 
Project Alternatives” of the Draft EIR, which would not meet the project objectives or the minimum 
design considerations of the proposed project.  

Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” (provided above in Section 2.2.1) for a 
detailed discussion of the perceived inconsistencies with the ARPP identified by the commenter. As 
discussed in the response, the proposed project is clearly envisioned as a future improvement in the 
ARPP, and the commenter misconstrues the construction of this planned improvement as an 
inappropriate extensive development.  

Comment 7-10:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to offer any analysis or specific documentation at all to 
refute the statement that paving the trail would lead to increased conflicts or crime.  The commenter also 
states that City representatives have publicly mentioned plans to increase patrols at Sutter’s Landing and 
even potentially install a ranger station to address increased public safety concerns and impacts resulting 
from increased use of the paved trail, none of which was disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-10:  
The commenter is incorrect in their assertion that the Draft EIR fails to analyze public safety impacts.   
Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” provides an analysis of the proposed project on 
both Fire Protection/Emergency Medical Services (Impact PSR-1) and Police Protection (Impact PSR-2) 
impacts. The Draft EIR analysis begins (on page 3.9-1) by providing a description of how law 
enforcement resources (including Sacramento Police Department and City/County Rangers) are 
allocated and assigned on an annual basis based upon several factors, including, but not limited to 
incidents of crime within a geographic area (police beat), population, and police staffing capabilities. 
Discussions regarding the proposed project with law enforcement personnel were first initiated during 
preparation of the IS/MND. Law enforcement personnel have indicated that any significant expansion in 
terms of buildings, population, etc. is factored into the annual patrol planning analysis when determining 
the amount of resources (patrol officers) to place in that particular geographic beat for the coming 
calendar year. The Draft EIR analysis concluded that there was no substantial evidence to indicate that 
the proposed project would lead to increased crimes or fires relative to the current condition of the 
project area resulting in the need for additional law enforcement staff or facilities as the proposed project 
would not include a significant expansion in terms of buildings or associated population growth and 
because a majority of the trail alignment is currently used for various types of undeveloped recreation, 
served by the City of Sacramento Police Department and City/County Park Rangers.   

During subsequent discussions with Sacramento Police Department and City/County Park Ranger 
personnel, the general consensus from law enforcement personnel is that portions of the study area have 
existing homeless populations and that increasing activity (through additional recreational use) may 
reduce the opportunities for continued use of the area for illegal camping. Law enforcement personnel 
indicate that some reporting may increase because of the interface of recreational users and homeless 
individuals; however, the potential for increased reporting would not directly generate the need for 
additional law enforcement staffing or equipment, as concluded in the Draft EIR. Regarding the 
development of a new ranger station in the vicinity of Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, there are no 
formal plans or funding to develop the ranger station. With no formal plans or defined timeline for 
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development of the ranger station, the Draft EIR did not include this information in the analysis for 
public services.  

Comment 7-11:  
The commenter described the growing use of motor-assisted bicycles and scooters in Sacramento, which 
may add additional pressures on the proposed trail and must be analyzed fully.  

Response to Comment 7-11:  
No motorized traffic is current allowed along trails in the American River Parkway and the proposed 
project would not include the use of motorized traffic.    

Comment 7-12:  
The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR analysis ignores the fact that the parking lot at Glenn Hall 
Park is free, thus providing one of the few Parkway access parking sites that is free, which would 
generate additional demand for trash and restroom facilities at the park.  

Response to Comment 7-12:  
Parking at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, Glenn Hall Park, (and other access points scattered along the 
American River Parkway, Jacob Lane, Estates Drive, University Avenue/Guy West Bridge, etc.) are all 
free or informal parking opportunities. As the Draft EIR correctly states in Section 3.9.2, 
“Environmental Setting,” the limited parking available at Glenn Hall Park reduces the potential for a 
substantial increase in visitors using the park site to access the proposed trail facilities, in particular 
since available on-street parking is limited. The Draft EIR further acknowledges that the proposed 
project would likely result in increased bicycle and pedestrian use in the project area; however, the 
increase would not be significant enough to warrant the need for additional restroom facilities. The Draft 
EIR further states that any potential increase in trail users that accessed the trail from other locations 
(say California State University, Sacramento or Sutter’s Landing Park) may increase the use of Glenn 
Hall Park facilities (including restroom facilities); however, the presence of the levee (as a visual 
obstacle) between the proposed trail location and the developed facilities at Glenn Hall Park (land side 
of the levee) is likely to reduce the use of park facilities by through-traveling users of the trail. 

Comment 7-13:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to address (1) potential conflicts between users of the 
new multiuse trail facility and the existing informal trail users, and (2) the lack of a bike lane on Carlson 
Drive.     

Response to Comment 7-13:  
The two issues are addressed separately in the EIR. Potential conflicts between new and existing trail 
uses are addressed in Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities.” Impact PSR-3 on page 
3.9-8 of the Draft EIR acknowledges comments received from the IS/MND and NOP, which identified 
similar concerns for increased conflicts between existing pedestrian use and high-speed bicycle trail 
users. The impact analysis states that the design of the proposed project addresses this impact by 
incorporating a modified trail design that includes multiple trail options (paved trail, wider unpaved 
shoulders, and informal foot trails) which combined with the relatively narrow paved trail cross section 
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(compared to other segments of the American River Parkway trail) would reduce the potential for 
conflicts among trail users.  

Section 3.10 “Transportation and Circulation” in the Draft EIR also addresses potential conflicts 
between users of the new multiuse trail facility and the existing informal trail users. Page 3.10-5 of the 
Draft EIR also addresses this issue under Impact TRC-2. The analysis for Impact TRC-2 also describes 
how the trail design (with wide shoulders for pedestrian access and a narrower paved surface to reduce 
bicycle speeds) is intended to minimize trail user conflicts between existing pedestrian and proposed 
bicycle use.     

As stated on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, one of the project objectives is to “provide alternative 
transportation access for commuters and residents in the eastern part of the City, California State 
University Sacramento (CSUS), Central City, North Sacramento, East Sacramento, and Richards 
Boulevard area”. As referenced in the project objectives, the trail is intended for both recreational use 
and as an “alternative” to existing commuter routes. As a potential commuter route, the trail is not 
intended to function as the “only” commuter route, rather as an “alternative”. The use of the trail as a 
commuter route is dependent on a number of factors including both the origin and destination points of 
individual commuters.  For example, some residents outside the Riverpark neighborhood may find the 
Glenn Hall Access point inconvenient if they are looking for the most direct commute route to their 
point of destination. Other residents living in Carmichael, may travel the entire portion of the Two 
Rivers Trail to reach mid town, also bypassing the Riverpark neighborhood, as an access point. As more 
fully described on page 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR, additional commuter use on Carlson Drive was 
considered. However, it was determined that many users from outside the neighborhood would be 
unlikely to travel more than 1.5 miles along Carlson Drive to access the trail by bicycle. Additionally, 
within the River Park neighborhood, bicycle traffic approaching Glenn Hall Park would likely be 
collected from other streets onto Carlson Drive and Sandberg Drive. Consequently, the potential for 
substantial new bicycle traffic within the River Park neighborhood leading to new conflicts was 
considered low and was not discussed further in the Draft EIR. As stated by the commenter, previous 
survey results have indicated the need for safer passage through midtown to downtown. Implementation 
of the proposed project would strive to meet this need by providing an alternative and safe travel route 
through midtown to downtown.      

Comment 7-14:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not address a prior submitted comment, which proposed a 
“no pavement” alternative to the CEQA-required “no project” alternative that acknowledges the current 
use of this area by cyclists as a transportation route. The commenter further states that the “no 
pavement” alternative could meet all of the project objectives in the same manner as the proposed 
paving project, including ADA access points.        

Response to Comment 7-14:  
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment 7-9 and to Master Response #1 
“Alternatives to the Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1). As previously described in the 
responses, the “no pavement” alternative, described by the commenter, is the same as the CEQA-
required “No Project” Alternative analyzed in Chapter 4 “Description of Project Alternatives” of the 
Draft EIR. As described on page 4-6 of the Draft EIR, the “No Project” alternative would not construct 
the proposed project, leaving the existing trail and access points unpaved and inaccessible to some users.  
As stated further on page 4-6, implementation of this alternative would not result in any environmental 
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impacts; however, the alternative would not meet any of the proposed project objectives. The 
commenter is correct in stating that a paved ADA compliant trail does exist near California State 
University, Sacramento. However, additional ADA compliant transitions would be required to connect 
the undeveloped waterside levee trail (No Pavement Alternative) to the existing paved trail referred to 
by the commenter, in order to meet the ADA compliancy objectives of the proposed project. In fact, it is 
unclear how the “no pavement” alternative, would achieve any of the other key project objectives related 
to regional trail connectivity or by providing safe commuter alternatives without additional paved/ADA 
compliant transitions from the undeveloped waterside levee trail to other key trail access and transition 
points (including Glenn Hall Park and Sutter’s Landing Park.    

The commenter expresses the point that the lack of pavement does not pose a barrier for many 
commuters or recreational cyclists that currently use the area. It is important to note that most bicycle 
commuters would prefer a paved trail to achieve their commute destination.               

Comment 7-15:  
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft EIR was written with a preferred alternative in mind and 
other options have been discarded without sufficient consideration or analysis. The commenter also 
states that the Draft EIR fails to provide the analysis of Alternative 4 to support the statement that the 
alternative does not meet any of the proposed project objectives.  

Response to Comment 7-15:  
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project”. As described on page 4-6 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 is considered similar to the 
No Project Alternative, as no developed trail would be constructed within the American River Parkway. 
Consequently, no alternatives to existing commuter patterns would be provided (proposed project 
objective) and no additional recreation connections to the regional tail system (proposed project 
objective) would be provided beyond those informal connections that currently exist. Table 4-1 of the 
Draft EIR summarizes these conclusions regarding Alternative 4’s inability to attain the project 
objectives.    

Comment 7-16:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the effect of construction of the trail on 
Climate Change in the region; specifically, the positive effects of the existing trees and shrubs along the 
trail in terms of cooling and carbon sequestration.    

Response to Comment 7-16:  
The commenter is referred to page 1-16 of the Draft EIR which describes the air quality and climate 
change impact analysis conclusions for the proposed project. As more fully described on page 1-16, the 
proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR was compared to the project analyzed in the IS/MND and it 
was determined that both projects would result in similar construction-related air emissions. This would 
occur due to both trail project’s having similar construction footprints, equipment needs, and similar 
construction durations, with the potential that the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR would 
likely result in fewer construction emissions. Fewer construction emissions would occur as less 
imported/exported fill materials (less truck/equipment trips) would be necessary with construction of a 
levee top segment (versus the benched waterside alignment, east of the Capital City Freeway) in Trail 
Segment #4. Consequently, the air quality and related greenhouse gas emissions analysis and impact 
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conclusions) provided in the IS/MND were determined applicable to the proposed project and 
incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR.  

While air quality modelling and analysis documented in the IS/MND concludes that construction-related 
air emissions would not exceed Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s thresholds 
of significance, all projects that would involve construction activities, regardless of the significance 
determination, are required to implement applicable Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. 
These air quality and greenhouse gas emission control practices (including low vehicle speeds, limited 
equipment idling, etc.) would apply to the proposed project and are referenced in Mitigation Measure 
AIR-1, which is included in Table ES-1 “Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures” of the Draft 
EIR. 

The proposed trail project is inherently consistent with local and regional climate action goals by 
providing opportunities for non-motorized transportation modes of travel compared to motor vehicles 
(which are considered one of the largest sources of greenhouse gas emissions). The commenter states 
that the City should analyze the positive effects of the existing trees and shrubs along the trail in terms 
of cooling and carbon sequestration. Tree and vegetation removal resulting from the proposed project is 
considered relatively minor in comparison with the surrounding American River Parkway corridor and 
would not result in additional greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the proposed project will require 
mitigation requirements for replacement tree and vegetation planting (likely to be greater than 1:1) that 
will contribute additional shade and carbon sequestration opportunities.    

Comment 7-17:  
The commenter indicates that Table 5-2 (List of Collective Past, Present, and Reasonably Anticipated 
Future Projects Within the City) and the cumulative analysis does not include or evaluate the potential 
connection of the proposed project with the Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail project.    

Response to Comment 7-17:  
The Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail project is a future project under consideration by the City of 
Sacramento.  However, the City of Sacramento does not have an immediate funding source or 
implementation plan developed for this project and; therefore, the Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail 
project was not included in Table 5-2 or the cumulative analysis for the proposed project.      

Comment 7-18:  
The commenter indicates that Table 5-2 (List of Collective Past, Present, and Reasonably Anticipated 
Future Projects Within the City) and the cumulative analysis does not include or evaluate the potential 
construction of an operations headquarters for City park rangers at Sutter’s Landing Park. 

Response to Comment 7-18:  
As more fully described above in the response to Comment 7-10, there are currently no formal plans or 
funding to develop the ranger station. With no formal plans or defined timeline for development of the 
ranger station, the Draft EIR did not include this information in the analysis for public services. 

Comment 7-19:  
The commenter speculates on possible closure or changes to the Erlewine Gate access point resulting 
from increased pedestrian and bicycle use from the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment 7-19:  
The City has no plans to impede access to the American River Parkway through closure or alteration of 
the Erlewine Gate access point as a result of the proposed project.   

Comment 7-20:  
The commenter asserts that the existing methods of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(“CPTED”) will also be a source of significant and ongoing impacts to the project area.  

Response to Comment 7-20:  
The City is dedicated to ensuring the trail corridor remains safe and secure. During project planning and 
scoping activities, the City partnered with the Police Department and the Park Rangers to review the 
project, discuss the concerns noted by local residents, and obtain feedback on elements that are critical 
to promoting safety along the corridor. The primary methods to ensure the trail remains safe include 
vegetation management and routine patrols by City Park Rangers. Local law enforcement officials have 
discussed the use of CPTED measures as part of a larger strategy to address homelessness throughout 
the American River Parkway. Implementation of the proposed project incorporates several CPTED 
principles through vegetation clearance and by increasing activity within the study area. Consequently, 
design of the trail may improve public safety concerns within the project area. The direct and indirect 
impacts of vegetation removal associated with the project’s construction and vegetation maintenance 
activities are quantified and described in greater detail in Section 3,2 “Biological Resources” of the 
Draft EIR. Visual or aesthetic impacts are addressed in Impact AES-1 (page 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR), 
which describes the project impacts to scenic quality.  
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Letter #8: Save Don’t Pave (Soluri Meserve)     
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Comment 8-1:  
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate project description by not settling 
on a finite project description for Trail Segment #2.    

Response to Comment 8-1:  
Pages 2-1 through 2-12  provide a comprehensive description of the proposed project. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, includes a detailed map showing the precise location and boundaries 
of the proposed project (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2 on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of the Draft EIR), a list of the 
project objectives sought by the proposed project (see page 2-1), a general description of the project’s 
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics (see pages 2-1 through 2-11), and a brief 
description of the intended uses of the Draft EIR (see page 2-12).   

As more fully described in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR, the trail description was 
divided up into 6 different segments. Trail segments were determined based on existing land use, 
topographic, and trail design considerations that would be encountered within the American River 
Parkway. For example, Segment’s 1 and 3 will require coordination with the Union Pacific Rail Road 
and development of a protective cover over portions of the proposed trail traversing beneath the railroad 
crossing. With no real defined bench along a portion of the water side levee in Segment 4, a benched 
alignment was proposed for this segment, but was changed to a top of levee alignment due to potential 
levee performance issues associated with construction of a “benched” alignment. Trail segments 1 and 2 
also offer unique land use and design challenges resulting from past landfill and disposal activities. For 
this reason, two alignment sub-alternatives are proposed for Segment 2. These alternatives are located 
along the boundaries of the parcels and would minimize land use and health and safety impacts resulting 
from ongoing land fill remediation activities on site. Due to the timing of onsite remediation activities 
and the design costs associated with constructing a trail in this location, the City has indicated that 
construction of Trail Segments 1 and 2 would be completed at a future date, contingent on the 
availability of funding and the status of landfill remediation activities (see page 2-7 of the Draft EIR). 
As more fully described above in Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (see Section 2.2.1), the 
existing Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been modified to ensure additional tree and vegetation 
evaluations and environmental analysis is considered prior to completing final design and construction 
of these trail segments.   

Comment 8-2:  
The comment asserts that the project description provided in the Draft EIR does not clearly describe the 
reason for the alignment change to a “levee-top” trail for Segment 4.  

Response to Comment 8-2:  
The commenter is incorrect in their assertion and is directed to pages 1-3 through 1-5, Section 1.2 
“Project Location and Background” of the Draft EIR. In addition to describing (see below) why the 
proposed project evolved from the trail alignment evaluated in the IS/MND to the current project, the 
Draft EIR provides a finite project description that was consistently analyzed throughout the EIR.  

As stated in the Draft EIR, preliminary discussions with several responsible agencies (including the 
ARFCD and USACE) considered placement of the trail on a med-height bench (along the waterside 
levee slope) to be a potential risk to levee performance, with the potential to increase levee operation 
and maintenance costs. Consideration of these issues contributed to the ARFCD Board’s decision in 
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March 2019 to grant the City a variance to construction a “levee top” trail along a 0.25 mile portion of 
Segment 4, thus removing the levee performance concerns associated with the previous trail design. 
With no levee performance issues identified for the remaining trail segments and considering the 
ARFCD safety issues reiterated above in Comment Letter #3 (from the American River Flood Control 
District, David Aladjem), the City does not anticipate any additional “levee top” variances from the 
ARFCD for other segments of the proposed trail project. This coordination effort on behalf of the City 
and the ARFCD does not indicate a lack of a finite project description, as the commenter asserts.  
Rather, it demonstrates the desire of the City (and the project’s responsible agencies) to design a trail 
project that minimizes environmental concerns and meets the overall intent and objectives of the 
proposed project.    

Comment 8-3:  
The commenter describes a perceived uncertainty regarding the treatment of the Erlewine gate, under 
the proposed project and indicates that the Draft EIR should disclose if changes to the Erlewine gate are 
expected as part of the project, or at least include those changes in the cumulative projects list.  

Response to Comment 8-3:  
As described above in the response to comment 7-19, the City has no plans to impede access to the 
American River Parkway through closure or alteration of the Erlewine Gate access point under the 
proposed project. For this reason, the project description in the Draft EIR does not identify any 
improvements or design considerations for the Erlewine gate.     

Comment 8-4:  
The comment asserts that the long term impacts from operation and maintenance of the project are not 
described in the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment 8-4:  
Section 2.3.6 “Trail Operations and Maintenance”, Chapter 2.0 “Project Description”, of the Draft EIR 
describes the operation and maintenance associated with the project.  The section (page 2-11) begins 
with an overview of the various operation and maintenance measures that would be implemented as part 
of the proposed project (consistent with other trails and recreation areas within the American River 
Parkway), including public safety, litter control, graffiti control, signage, access control, security, 
compliance enforcement, repair, rehabilitation, replacement, and removal of recreational trails facilities. 

Additionally, Section 2.3.6 “Trail Operations and Maintenance”, also describes the following typical 
vegetation management activities would routinely occur, as part of the proposed project: 

 Mowing – Mowing activities would occur up to 4 times annually, performed by ARFCD. 
Mowing would generally occur within a 4-foot area on each side of the trail. Mowing within the 
drip-line of elderberry shrubs would be limited to the season when adult valley elderberry 
longhorn beetles (VELB) are not active (August - February) and would avoid damaging the 
elderberry shrub. 

 Trimming –Trimming of vegetation and hazard tree/limb removal along the trail would occur 
once annually. Woody vegetation would be trimmed back up to 4 feet from the sides of the trail, 
with a 12-foot vertical clearance. Vegetation less than 3 inches in diameter would be cleared by 
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hand or small engine weed-eaters or chainsaws. Small material or grasses would be mowed close 
to the ground with low impact rubber-tired tractors. Vegetation over 3 inches in diameter may 
require larger equipment such as telescoping chainsaws, hoe-mounted flail mowers, bucket 
machines to hoist the crew and equipment, and climbing crew with chainsaws. 

 Removal of Vegetation from Trail Surfaces – The removal of invasive vegetation would be 
eradicated through very limited and selective application of herbicides. Per U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommendations, the use of insecticides, herbicides, fertilizers, or 
other chemicals would not be used within 98 feet of elderberry shrubs. 

o As much as feasible, all O&M activities that could occur within 165 feet of an elderberry 
shrub, would be conducted outside of the flight season of the VELB (March - July) to 
minimize impacts to VELB. However, it is assumed that up to 5 elderberry shrubs may 
be affected as part of maintenance activities. 

These Operation and Maintenance activities are part of the proposed project and have been evaluated as 
part of the impact analysis described in Chapter 3. “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures”.  Specific references to the vegetation maintenance plan include Impact BIO-1, which 
provides an analysis and quantifies the impacts to riparian vegetation and VELB (Table 3.2-2). The 
potential noise impacts associated with trail maintenance activities are addressed in Impact NOS-1 (page 
3.8-8 of the Draft EIR) and traffic/circulation impacts are addressed in Impact TRC-2 (page 3.10-5 of 
the Draft EIR).  

Comment 8-5:  
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts is defective and fails to 
disclose potentially significant impacts which the commenter summarizes, including: unsheltered 
persons (failure to address the baseline amount of illegal camping activity in the project area or that 
paving the trail for the project would facilitate increases in unsheltered persons residing in the project 
area), water quality (presence of fecal coliform), and impacts to public services from increase in crime, 
fires, or waste disposal, resulting from the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 8-5:  
The summary of environmental impacts described by the commenter is noted. As referenced in the last 
paragraph of Comment 8-5, specific comments on these significant impacts follow. Responses to these 
specific comments are also provided below.       

Comment 8-6:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project would be inconsistent with the City of Sacramento’s 
General Plan Master EIR because that document contemplated a trail constructed on the levee top. The 
comment also asserts numerous inconsistencies with the ARPP (Paradise Beach Policy 10.26 and 
Parkway Policy 10.4.2) including those identified in Exhibit G of the commenter’s letter, including 
inconsistencies with City of Sacramento General Plan Policy ER 2.1.5, which calls for the City to 
preserve the ecological integrity of creek corridors and riparian resources. Additionally, the comment 
asserts that the City and County have no funding to pay for maintenance, representing and inconsistency 
with the ARPP. 
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Response to Comment 8-6:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” (provided above in Section 2.2.1) for a 
detailed discussion of the perceived inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan and the ARPP 
identified by the commenter. As discussed in detail in the master response, the proposed project is 
considered a future improvement in the ARPP and the commenter misconstrues the construction of this 
planned improvement as an inappropriate extensive development. Additionally, consistent with the 
intent of Policy ER 2.1.5, the City considered and incorporated a number of trail design and construction 
features (including a levee top trail within Segment 4 and placement of most construction staging areas 
outside of the Parkway or within disturbed areas) to minimize biological resource impacts resulting from 
the project and to preserve the ecological integrity of riparian and other sensitive habitats, contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion. As stated in the last sentence of Policy ER 2.1.5, the City is proposing mitigation 
in compliance with local, state, and Federal regulations, consistent with the intent of the policy, the 
larger Goal ER 2.1, and the additional 43 policies from the City of Sacramento General Plan and the 
American River Parkway Plan described in pages 3.2-11 through 3.2-19 of the Draft EIR.  

Comment 8-7:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant aesthetic impacts, including 
those associated with increased transportation and illegal camping uses.    

Response to Comment 8-7:  
As more fully described above in the response to Comment 7-2, the Draft EIR analysis fully describes 
how the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to scenic quality due to several factors; 
including, the project’s temporary disturbance period and relatively narrow construction corridor; the 
proposed project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the ARPP, in particular Policy 3.1, 8.4, 
8.17, and 10.4.2; and the resultant vegetation impacts which are distributed throughout the narrow linear 
construction corridor as it traverses the larger American River Parkway.  

Previous comments submitted on the IS/MND were considered. As a result, the Draft EIR provided 
additional photo documentation (see Figures 3.1e and 3.1f) and analysis which included comparisons of 
existing views along the proposed trail alignment with example views from similar developed trails 
(including both Top of Levee and waterside Toe of Levee segments) within the American River 
Parkway. Previous comments are correct in indicating that some portions of the proposed trail alignment 
are narrower, with a greater density of surrounding vegetation. However, several other portions of the 
trail alignment (as shown in Figure 3.1f) include much wider expanses between the proposed trail 
corridor and riparian vegetation, that would likely not be affected by the project.    

Overall, previous trail planning and outreach activities have influenced trail design revisions that have 
taken into consideration the unique aesthetic and biological resource characteristics of the study area. 
Specific design considerations have included a trail location that addresses neighborhood concerns for 
visibility and privacy; a flexible trail width that can be adjusted to minimize vegetation disturbance in 
more restricted areas of the corridor; and the placement of staging areas in disturbed areas or locations 
outside the American River Parkway to minimize the project’s overall construction footprint, native 
vegetation disturbance, and ultimately the scenic quality of the study area.           

Both Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” and Section 3.10 “Transportation and 
Circulation” describe the impacts of increased pedestrian and bicycle use generated by the proposed 
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project. Levee maintenance vehicle trips within the project area would remain unchanged as part of the 
proposed project. 

As more fully described above in the response to comment 7-10, the Draft EIR analysis concluded that 
there was no substantial evidence to indicate that the proposed project would lead to increased crimes or 
fires relative to the current condition of the project area resulting in the need for additional law 
enforcement staff or facilities as the proposed project would not include a significant expansion in terms 
of buildings or associated population growth and because a majority of the trail alignment is currently 
used for various types of undeveloped recreation, served by the City of Sacramento Police Department 
and City/County Park Rangers.   

During subsequent discussions with Sacramento Police Department and City/County Park Ranger 
personnel, the general consensus from law enforcement personnel is that portions of the study area have 
existing homeless populations and that increasing activity (through additional recreational use) may 
reduce the opportunities for continued use of the area for illegal camping.  

Comment 8-8:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant impacts on recreation and 
aesthetics. 

Response to Comment 8-8:  
The commenter is referred above to the response prepared for comment 7-13. Potential conflicts 
between new and existing trail uses are addressed under two separate impact discussions (Section 3.9 
“Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” and Section 3.10 “Transportation and Circulation”) in the 
Draft EIR. Page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR addresses this impact under Impact PSR-3, which acknowledges 
comments received from the IS/MND and NOP, which identified similar concerns for increased 
conflicts between existing pedestrian use and high-speed bicycle trail users. The impact analysis further 
states that the design of the proposed project addresses this impact by incorporating a modified trail 
design that includes multiple trail options (paved trail, wider unpaved shoulders, and informal foot trails) 
which combined with the relatively narrow paved trail cross section (compared to other segments of the 
American River Parkway trail) would reduce the potential for conflicts among trail users.  

Page 3.10-5 of the Draft EIR also addresses this issue under Impact TRC-2. The analysis for Impact 
TRC-2 also describes how the trail design (with wide shoulders for pedestrian access and a narrower 
paved surface to reduce bicycle speeds) is intended to minimize trail user conflicts between existing 
pedestrian and proposed bicycle use.     

Regarding the potential aesthetic impacts resulting from project-related tree removal, the commenter is 
directed to Impact AES-1 (page 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR), which describes the project impacts to scenic 
quality. Previous comments submitted on the IS/MND were considered during preparation of the Draft 
EIR, with trail design incorporating several considerations to minimize vegetation and tree removal 
including, a location that addresses neighborhood concerns for visibility and privacy; a flexible trail 
width that can be adjusted to minimize vegetation disturbance in more restricted areas of the corridor; 
and the placement of staging areas in disturbed areas or locations outside the American River Parkway 
to minimize the project’s overall construction footprint, native vegetation disturbance, and ultimately the 
scenic quality of the study area.  
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Impact AES-1 describes how the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to scenic 
quality due to the project’s temporary disturbance period and relatively narrow construction corridor; the 
proposed project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the ARPP, in particular Policy 3.1, 8.4, 
8.17, and 10.4.2; and the resultant vegetation impacts which are distributed throughout the narrow linear 
construction corridor as it traverses the larger American River Parkway. Additionally, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2 “Biological Resources”, the Draft EIR includes the following mitigation 
measures developed to minimize vegetation impacts along the trail corridor and reduce the spread of 
invasive plant species:      

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project 
Conditions 

The City shall ensure the construction contractor will implement the following actions before 
and during construction activities: 

All temporarily disturbed areas shall be returned to pre-project conditions within one year 
following completion of construction/maintenance. These areas shall be properly protected from 
washout and erosion using appropriate erosion control devices including coir netting, 
hydroseeding, and revegetation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species 

The City shall ensure the following mitigation measures shall be implemented, as appropriate, to 
avoid the spreading of invasive plant species throughout the project site during construction and 
maintenance activities, particularly in riparian areas: 

 All hay, straw, hay bales, straw bales, seed, mulch, or other material used for erosion control 
or landscaping on the project site, and all material brought to the site, including rock, gravel, 
road base, sand, and top soil, shall be free of noxious weed seeds and propagules. Noxious 
weeds are defined in Title 3, Division 4, Chapter 6, Section 4500 of the California Code of 
Regulations and the California Quarantine Policy – Weeds. (Food and Agriculture Code, 
Sections 6305, 6341 and 6461) 

 All equipment brought to the project site for construction shall be thoroughly cleaned of all 
dirt and vegetation prior to entering the site to prevent importing noxious weeds. (Food and 
Agriculture Code, Section 5401) 

Following completion of the construction phase of the project, the City will ensure the trail operator 
implements the operation and maintenance measures designed to remove invasive species from the 
project area. These measures are fully described on page 2-11 of Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the 
Draft EIR and were fully evaluated as part of the proposed project.    

Comment 8-9:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have significant air quality operational impacts from 
maintenance vehicles.  
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Response to Comment 8-9:  
The commenter is incorrect and referred to the response prepared for comment 7-16. As more fully 
described in the response, the air quality and related greenhouse gas emissions analysis and impact 
conclusions) provided in the IS/MND were determined applicable to the proposed project and 
incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR. This included both construction and operation-related 
impacts. Operation-related impacts were determined to be less than significant due to the relatively 
small number of vehicle trips resulting from routine inspections, debris removal, trail repair of cracks, in 
addition to typical vegetation management activities. Operation-related air quality emissions resulting 
from the project are not expected to result in operational emissions of NOx or ROG above 65 pounds per 
day, exceeding Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s thresholds of significance.   

While air quality modelling and analysis documented in the IS/MND concludes that construction-related 
air emissions would also not exceed Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s 
thresholds of significance, all projects that would involve construction activities, regardless of the 
significance determination, are required to implement applicable Basic Construction Emission Control 
Practices. These air quality and greenhouse gas emission control practices (including low vehicle 
speeds, limited equipment idling, etc.) would apply to the proposed project and are referenced in 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which is included in Table ES-1 “Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures” of the Draft EIR.   

Comment 8-10:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have significant biological resource impacts.   

Response to Comment 8-10:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”. Commenter is 
incorrect in asserting that the Draft EIR failed to analyze a full levee top alternative.  The commenter is 
referred to the analysis for Alternative 2 “Top of Levee Construction-Segments 4 through 6” provided 
on page 4-4 of Chapter 4 “Description of Project Alternatives” of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, as noted 
in Master Response #2, any approved vegetation replacement planting will also adhere to the riparian 
habitat replacement requirements determined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as part 
of their review and approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement with the American River Parkway for 
the proposed project.   

Comment 8-11:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify the number of trees to be removed and 
trimmed within Segments 1-2 and is delaying analysis of the project’s potentially significant impacts.  

Response to Comment 8-11:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”.  

Comment 8-12:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to fully analyze biological resource impacts, including 
the potential impacts of purported mitigation measures from any permitting requirements. 
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Response to Comment 8-12:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”. State and local 
permitting agencies with jurisdiction over the project are identified in Section 2.4 “Project Permits and 
Approvals” of the Draft EIR. Construction of the proposed project will not occur until all permitting 
requirements have been completed. Mitigation requirements (including location, compensation ratios, 
etc.) will ultimately be determined following consultation with key regulatory agencies having 
responsibility over the management of affected resources, including the CDFW (compliance with 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement), the USFWS (Endangered Species Act compliance for VELB), and 
the County of Sacramento (tree ordinance), within the study area. To facilitate agency review and 
permitting compliance, the Draft EIR includes appropriate environmental setting/baseline descriptions, a 
quantification of habitat and species impacts (tables and maps identifying tree and VELB locations), and 
a comprehensive set of mitigation measures (including applicable best management practices and 
avoidance measures from similar and recent agency consultations).  

Comment 8-13:  
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately address potential water quality impacts 
resulting from increased trail use. 

Response to Comment 8-13:  
The second paragraph of the comment (page 10 of 16) states the following:  

Though the project would increase visitors to the American River Parkway, it does not 
include additional restroom facilities, nor additional trash receptacles. This increase in 
visitors can be expected to result in an increase in human and dog feces in the area along 
the trail. As described in a recent Sacramento Bee article, there is an “ongoing public 
health and environmental crisis” on the American River. (See Exhibit L, ‘What diluted 
sewage looks like.’ American River in Sacramento River tainted with feces, Sacramento 
Bee, September 12, 2019.)3 As the article discusses, the lack of bathroom facilities for 
unsheltered persons camped along the American River is a likely contributor to the 
contamination. At sample sites just downstream of the project area, many of the samples 
show unsafe levels of E. coli.    

City understands and agrees that homelessness has increased in the region and with that increase many 
public and environmental resources may be affected. However, implementation of the proposed trail 
project is not anticipated to result in additional homeless populations within the area. Trail use would 
generate additional recreational visitors or uses following project implementation; however, new visitors 
would be similar to existing uses in the proposed project area (hiking, dog walking, bicycling). Although 
the number of users along the trail alignment, particularly bicycle commuters, may at times be greater 
relative to existing conditions, the exact mix of new users who may use the trail, and the assumption that 
certain types of trail users will degrade water quality conditions in the adjacent American River 
(particularly regarding the presence of fecal coliform Escherichia coli (abbreviated as E. coli) is 
speculative. 

The September 12, 2019 Sacramento Bee article included as part of the commenter’s original letter 
(dated November 30, 2018) submitted in response to the IS/MND does discuss fecal contamination in 
the Sacramento and American rivers, however this article focuses on issues specifically at Tiscornia 
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Park and cites State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) test results from locations outside of the 
study area for the proposed trail alignment. The Sacramento Bee article also specifically states that local 
hydraulic conditions at the confluence of the Sacramento and American rivers may exacerbate E. coli 
concentrations in this area. Due to the addition of Sacramento River water and the proximity to 
downtown near the Tiscornia Park site, the City asserts that analysis of water quality impacts several 
miles downstream of the proposed project location are outside the scope of this Draft EIR and there is no 
evidence to support that the proposed project would affect the water quality conditions described.    

The article cited also states that geese are capable of producing up to three pounds of feces per day. As 
stated in the Draft EIR (page 3.6-9), most E. coli strains are harmless and do not cause human illness 
(they are the necessary bacteria found in the intestines of mammals). As cited in the article, until the 
results of ongoing DNA testing are available, to specifically pinpoint the species-specific origin of fecal 
contamination in the American and Sacramento rivers, this issue will likely remain unresolved and 
cannot be fully analyzed. If DNA results of feces analysis ascertain whether or not the contamination is 
originating from humans, geese, dogs or other mammals, then other management solutions may be 
developed by the City, County, SWRCB, and/or EPA. However, proposing solutions for the regionwide 
management of fecal coliform is outside the scope of the Draft EIR and the effect of paving a small 
section of trail near the river, as it relates to regional E. coli contamination levels cannot be attributed to 
a specific source, use, or user at this time. Additionally, there is no evidence to support that the proposed 
project would exacerbate the water quality conditions described.  

Additionally, the Watershed Protection Techniques journal article also submitted as part of the 
commenter’s original letter (dated November 30, 2018) is not specific to the project area or the 
Sacramento region and discusses general fecal contamination issues in urban waterways. The City 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the sources provided in their submitted 
comment letter provide substantial evidence that the proposed project would cause water quality impacts 
due to fecal coliform bacteria and disagree with the commenter that results from this journal article 
should be used to inform impact conclusions in the Draft EIR, because site-specific water quality data 
for the proposed project alignment is available from an ongoing SWRCB/County/SASD study of water 
quality and this site-specific data was used to discern impact conclusions provided on page 3.6-9 of the 
Draft EIR.  

The commenter cites EPA public health warning thresholds and infers that the Draft EIR has not 
adequately disclosed E. coli levels or warnings. As stated in the Draft EIR, many sites along the Lower 
American River are sampled weekly for E. coli concentrations. The Paradise Beach site is the only 
sample site that is immediately adjacent to the waterside trail alignment, and this site has not shown any 
exceedances of the SWRCB’s Statewide Bacterial Objectives, which were adopted to protect 
recreational users from the effects of pathogens in California water bodies, during the period of available 
data (January 11, 2018 and October 8, 2019). The bacterial objectives are consistent with Section 303(c) 
of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR part 131, and EPA has issued an approval letter for these objectives, 
including an assertion that the SWRCB Bacteria Water Quality Objectives correspond with the risk 
protection level of 32 illnesses per 1,000 (i.e. 3.2 out of 100) recreators and use E. coli as the indicator 
of pathogens in freshwaters. The SWRCB monitoring threshold for E. coli is 100MPN/100mL for the 
geometric mean of 5 samples taken over 35 days, which is even more stringent than the Basin Plan 
requirement cited by the commenter. Current water quality monitoring results can be found at the 
following site: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1W5JdX6gx07uTsK_i_sFVXSftlNql-
dLurXI4v3A9zKA/edit#gid=446055853. 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1W5JdX6gx07uTsK_i_sFVXSftlNql-dLurXI4v3A9zKA/edit#gid=446055853
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1W5JdX6gx07uTsK_i_sFVXSftlNql-dLurXI4v3A9zKA/edit#gid=446055853
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The County Regional Parks Department also works under the direction of the Sacramento County 
Health Officer to inform recreation users of the risks of boating, swimming or wading in the Lower 
American River. Informational signs are posted at common river access locations with historically high 
E. coli readings such as Discovery Park Boat Launch, Tiscornia Beach, and the Howe Avenue River 
Access. The County also maintains a “Healthy Swimming Status” web page for locations along the 
American and Sacramento Rivers: https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Parks/E-
coli/Pages/ParkStatus.aspx. 

The Appellate Court case cited by the commenter (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz, 
2005, 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1197), specifically addresses a situation that arose when the City of Santa 
Cruz failed to follow its own policies, as stated in their General Plan, regarding off-leash dog use at a 
beach and adjacent park, which also contained sensitive habitat areas. The City respectfully disagrees 
with the commenters assertion that this court decision set a precedent for analysis of potential impacts 
from increased visitors with dogs, since off-leash use is strictly prohibited in City Parks (except for 
designated off-leash, enclosed dog parks) and in the American River Parkway. If dog owners allow a pet 
to be off-leash in these areas, they can be (and frequently are) cited by City and County parks personnel.  

The City noted the prior IS/MND comments received regarding the issue of water quality impacts 
(particularly increases in fecal coliform bacteria) due to assumed increase in dog-owning visitors and a 
lack of an accompanying increase in restroom facilities and trash receptacles. The City reasserts the 
conclusion of IMPACT HWQ-1 as described in the Draft EIR (see pages 3.6-0 and 3.6-10), that trail 
uses following project implementation would be similar to existing uses in the proposed project area 
(hiking, dog walking, bicycling). Although the number of users along the trail alignment, particularly 
bicycle commuters, may at times be greater relative to existing conditions, the exact mix of new users 
who may use the trail, and the assumption that certain types of trail users will degrade water quality 
conditions in the adjacent American River (particularly regarding the presence of fecal coliform (E.coli) 
is speculative. The Two Rivers Trail, adjacent American River Parkway and nearby City parks are 
public recreation facilities and the City cannot control the types of recreationists or other users that 
choose to access publicly-funded and maintained recreational facilities. Similar to the surrounding trails 
within the American River Parkway, the proposed project is designed to connect with existing 
developed access points (Sutter’s Landing Regional Park and Glenn Hall Park) that include trash cans, 
dog waste bags, and restrooms. Plans for the construction of a restroom facility at Sutter’s Landing 
Regional Park are currently underway.        

The commenter requests that storm water drainage and treatment facilities be constructed specifically to 
contain drainage water from the trail, that the commenter asserts will contain increased fecal coliform 
bacteria, specifically from dog feces washed into the river during rain events. The City respectfully 
disagrees that this is a requirement for the trail solely because the trail would be paved and used by 
similar to existing uses in the proposed project area (hiking, dog walking, bicycling). The City will 
design drainage facilities long the trail to accommodate expected stormwater flows, based on historical 
data. The trail, and any associated grading or drainage will comply with current, industry-standard 
construction and drainage requirements and will be consistent with stormwater management along other 
sections of trail and within the Parkway. Except for Segments 1 and 2, which are not water adjacent, 
current City and County trails drain via culvert or overland flow to the nearest surface waterway. The 
commenter asserts that after the trail is paved, storm runoff will drain directly into the river without 
treatment. This mechanism would be consistent with existing drainage patterns and stormwater 
management at the currently unpaved trail alignment, where any stormflows drain directly to the 
adjacent river. However, the City is unaware of any requests for drainage improvements or stormwater 

https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Parks/E-coli/Pages/ParkStatus.aspx
https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Parks/E-coli/Pages/ParkStatus.aspx
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capture along the existing, unpaved trail where nearby residents participate in dog-walking, as stated in 
public meetings and comments, where the danger of contamination from dog feces would currently exist 
due to existing uses of the unpaved trail. Additionally, other paved and unpaved trails in the City and 
Parkway contain industry-standard stormwater drainage features, that do not connect to a capture or 
treatment system. The City of Sacramento, like most cities in the U.S. employ a storm drainage system 
that drains directly from streets and sidewalks to our surface waterway and does not receive treatment in 
the same manner as municipal wastewater. The need for region-wide or site-specific stormwater capture 
and treatment prior to discharge to surface waters is a larger issue and outside the scope of analysis for 
the Draft EIR.  

The commenter suggests the need for additional mitigation such as the placement of bathrooms, 
provisions for dog feces bags, additional trash cans, proper signage and additional unspecified design 
modifications. As previously described above, the City has incorporated these suggestions by connecting 
the trail to existing access points (Sutter’s Landing Regional Park and Glenn Hall Park) that include 
trash cans, dog waste bags, and restrooms. Plans for the construction of a restroom facility at Sutter’s 
Landing Regional Park are currently underway.         

Comment 8-14:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant transportation impacts and the 
Draft EIR does not disclose the existing transportation uses of the project area. 

Response to Comment 8-14:  
The commenter is directed above to the responses prepared for comments 7-13, 8-7, and 8-8. Both 
Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” and Section 3.10 “Transportation and 
Circulation” describe the impacts of increased pedestrian and bicycle use generated by the proposed 
project. Levee maintenance vehicle trips within the project area would remain unchanged as part of the 
proposed project. 

Comment 8-15:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to provide an accurate baseline setting for public safety.  

Response to Comment 8-15:  
The commenter is directed above to the response prepared for comment 7-10. Section 3.9 “Public 
Services, Recreation, and Utilities” provides an analysis of the proposed project on both Fire 
Protection/Emergency Medical Services (Impact PSR-1) and Police Protection (Impact PSR-2) impacts. 
For baseline setting details, the commenter is directed to the Draft EIR analysis which begins (on page 
3.9-1) by providing a description of how law enforcement resources (including Sacramento Police 
Department and City/County Rangers) are allocated and assigned on an annual basis based upon several 
factors, including, but not limited to incidents of crime within a geographic area (police beat), 
population, and police staffing capabilities.  

Comment 8-16:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to disclose the project’s cumulative impacts.   
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Response to Comment 8-16:  
The commenter fails to provide any examples of project’s missing from Table 5-2, with the exception of 
listing the proposed project (does not include completion of the project with a connection between Phase 
1 and Phase 2). It’s unclear why Table 5-2 should include the proposed project, as the proposed project 
is already being evaluated as the focus of the Draft EIR analysis and in context with the list of past, 
present, and reasonably anticipated future projects (Draft EIR Table 5-2).   

The cumulative analysis includes an evaluation of the ten (10) resource topics included in Chapter 3 
“Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures”, including water quality and public 
services, contrary to the comment. The cumulative water quality analysis is provided on Draft EIR pages 
5-14 and 5-15 and the public services, recreation, and utilities analysis provided on Draft EIR pages 5-
17 and 5-18. For each of the environmental resource topics evaluated in the cumulative analysis, the 
evaluations include the following details:  

 Identification of the geographic scope for each environmental resource topic. 

 Description of the level of significance of the combined impact of the proposed project with the 
projects listed in Table 5-2. 

 Significance determination and finding of the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the 
combined cumulative impact. 

The commenter is further directed to the response to comment 8-13, which addresses the water quality 
concerns associated with additional trail use described by the commenter. 

Comment 8-17:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to include a reasonable range of alternatives and fails to 
fully analyze the alternatives it does include.   

Response to Comment 8-17:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” 
(provided above in Section 2.2.1). The commenter is incorrect in their statement that the Draft EIR fails 
to mention differences in biological and water quality impacts between the alternatives. For Alternative 
1, the biological resource and water quality impacts are described as being the same or similar to the 
proposed project (see page 4-4 of the Draft EIR). For Alternative 2, the biological resource and water 
quality impacts are described as being less severe or similar to the proposed project (see page 4-5 of the 
Draft EIR). For Alternative 3, the biological resource and water quality impacts are also described as 
being less severe or similar to the proposed project (see also page 4-5 of the Draft EIR). For Alternative 
4, no additional biological or water quality impacts were identified (see page 4-6 of the Draft EIR).    

Comment 8-18:  
This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

The commenter provides introductory comments and requests, on behalf of Save Don’t Pave, that an 
Environmental Impact Report be prepared and circulated for the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment 8-18:  
The introductory comments are noted.   

Since submittal of this letter, the City has prepared and circulated a Draft EIR for the project, which 
includes a comprehensive project description consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124 (see 
pages 2-1 through 2-12  of the Draft EIR). As more fully described in the Draft EIR, a benched trail 
alignment was originally proposed for a portion of Trail Segment 4; however, this portion of Segment 4 
was changed to a top of levee alignment due to potential levee performance issues associated with 
construction of a “benched” alignment.   

Comment 8-19:  
The commenter further states that an EIR be prepared for the proposed project. This comment is from 
the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed in the IS/MND 
(11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-19:  
An EIR has been prepared for the proposed project and the commenter is referred above to the response 
prepared for comment 8-18.  

Comment 8-20:  
The comment asserts that the IS/MND fails to provide an adequate project description and 
environmental setting. This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter 
on the project analyzed in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-20:  
An EIR has been prepared for the proposed project, which includes an environmental setting section for 
each affected environmental resource topic (see Chapter 3 “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures”). The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared above for comments 8-
1 through 8-4 regarding the project description provided in the Draft EIR.       

Comment 8-21:  
The commenter provides a summary statement asserting that the mitigation measures in the IS/MND are 
inadequate to reduce project impacts to a less than significant level. This comment is from the 
previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-21:  
The commenter’s summary statement is noted.    

Comment 8-22:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project would conflict with existing land uses and designations 
as indicated in the City of Sacramento General Plan and the American River Parkway Plan.  

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    
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Response to Comment 8-22:  
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for a detailed discussion of 
the perceived inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan and the ARPP identified by the commenter.      

Comment 8-23:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the Sacramento Bicycle Master 
Plan equity goals (increasing equitable investments in bicycling facilities for all neighborhoods by 
2020).  

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-23:  
The commenter is incorrect and referred to pages 56 and 57 and Appendix C of the updated Sacramento 
Bicycle Master Plan, which identify the proposed project as a “near” or “short term” project under the 
master plan.      

Comment 8-24:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant aesthetic impacts.    

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-24:  
As more fully described above in the response to Comment 7-2, the Draft EIR analysis fully describes 
how the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to scenic quality due to several factors; 
including, the project’s temporary disturbance period and relatively narrow construction corridor; the 
proposed project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the ARPP, in particular Policy 3.1, 8.4, 
8.17, and 10.4.2; and the resultant vegetation impacts which are distributed throughout the narrow linear 
construction corridor as it traverses the larger American River Parkway.  

Comment 8-25:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant impacts on recreation. 

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-25:  
The commenter is referred above to the responses prepared for comments 8-8 and 7-13. Potential 
conflicts between new and existing trail uses are addressed under two separate impact discussions 
(Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” and Section 3.10 “Transportation and 
Circulation”) in the Draft EIR.  
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Comment 8-26:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have significant air quality impacts.  

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-26:  
The commenter is incorrect and referred above to the responses prepared for comments 8-9 and 7-16.  

Comment 8-27:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have significant biological resource impacts.   

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-27:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”.  

The commenter’s suggestion to include information on tree survival needs in to the text of  IS/MND 
Mitigation Measure 3-1 “Conduct Worker Environmental Awareness Training Program Regarding 
Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats prior to Construction” is noted. A similar mitigation 
measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) is identified on page 3.2-28 of the Draft EIR. The goal of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is to inform construction personnel on the identity of any special-status 
species and sensitive habitats (including riparian habitat and trees) that must be avoided during the 
construction process. The inclusion of tree survival needs would not increase the effectiveness of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and is therefore not recommended for inclusion to the mitigation measure.      

The commenter’s suggestion that site monitoring and environmental fencing locations need to be 
determined in consultation with a trained arborist as part of Mitigation Measures 3-2 “Install Temporary 
Fencing Around Environmentally Sensitive Habitat”, Mitigation Measure 3-4 “Return Temporarily 
Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project Conditions”, and 3-7 “Monitor During Ground Disturbance and 
Vegetation Removal” from the IS/MND are noted. Similar mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2, BIO-4, and BIO-7) are identified on pages 3.2-29, 3.2-30, and 3.2-32 of the Draft EIR. It is 
important to note that any habitat protection fencing or on-site species/biological resource monitoring 
(see Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-7, and BIO-14) must all be completed by a qualified 
biologist. The commenter’s suggestion would not increase the effectiveness of these measures and is 
therefore not recommended for inclusion.  

Comment 8-28:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have significant cultural resource impacts.  

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    
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Response to Comment 8-28:  
This comment is specific to the “benched” trail alignment originally considered for Trail Segment 4. As 
described above in the response to comment 8-18, the “benched” trail alignment is no longer considered 
part of the proposed project.  No further response is required.    

Comment 8-29:  
The commenter asserts that the MND ignores past geotechnical issues in the project area.   

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-29:  
The geotechnical issues and erosion related impacts described by the commenter are identified in 
Section 3.4 “Geology and Soils” and Section 3.6 “Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage” of the Draft 
EIR. Impacts HWQ-1 and HWQ-2 (on pages 3.6-9 through 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR) provide an analysis 
of the potential erosion, water quality, and flood-related impacts resulting from the proposed project. 
Potential erosion related impacts were determined to be less than significant, with implementation of the 
water quality/erosion best management practices included in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 “Prepare and 
Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Spill Prevention and Control Plan, and Associated 
Best Management Practices”.  
The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for comment 2-8, which includes modifications 
to the text of Mitigation Measure GEO-1. 

Comment 8-30:  
The comment asserts that the project may have significant hazard impacts.  

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-30  
The commenter is referred above to the responses prepared for comments 2-8 through 2-13.    

Comment 8-31:  
The commenter asserts that the project may have potentially significant hydrology and water quality 
impacts. 

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-31:  
The commenter is referred above to the responses prepared for comments 7-8, 8-13, and 8-16.   

Comment 8-32:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project may have potentially significant noise impacts. 
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This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).    

Response to Comment 8-32:  
Both construction and operation-related noise impacts are analyzed in Section 3.8 “Noise”.  As more 
fully described on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, existing trail users have been documented to use existing 
gravel paths along both the levee toe and levee crown. Development of a (majority) levee toe paved bike 
trail with adjacent trail areas designated for pedestrians will likely reduce the use of the exposed levee 
crown path by many users and reduce the effect of noise from trail users to nearby residents. No night 
time use of the trail (as identified by the commenter) resulting in unacceptable levels of nighttime noise 
are anticipated under the proposed project. Operation-related noise impacts are considered less than 
significant.    

Comment 8-33:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project may have potentially significant public service impacts. 

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).     

Response to Comment 8-33:  
The commenter is referred above to the responses prepared for comments 7-10, 7-20, and 8-7.   

Comment 8-34:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project may have potentially significant transportation and 
traffic impacts. 

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).     

Response to Comment 8-34:  
The commenter is referred above to the responses prepared for comments 7-13 and 8-7.   

Comment 8-35:  
The commenter asserts that the MND fails to address the project’s cumulative impacts.   

This comment is from the previously submitted Soluri Meserve comment letter on the project analyzed 
in the IS/MND (11/30/18).     

Response to Comment 8-35:  
The commenter is referred to Chapter 5 “Other CEQA Considerations” for a description of the 
cumulative setting, methodology, and impacts of the proposed project. The commenter is also referred 
above to the responses prepared for comments 7-8 and 8-16.  
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Letter #9: Sierra Club – Sacramento Group       
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Comment 9-1:  
The commenter indicates their support for Alternative 3 “Extended Top of Levee Segment Alternative” to 
reduce impacts to the existing riparian area and habitat for VELB.  

Response to Comment 9-1:  
The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 is noted. 

Comment 9-2:  
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR provide an explicit comparison of the impacts that would need to 
be mitigated in each alternative and the costs associated with both the construction and mitigation for each 
alternative. 

Response to Comment 9-2:  
The scope of the evaluation for the Draft EIR is addressed above in Master Response #1“Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1).  The commenter is referred to this master response 
above.    

Comment 9-3:  
The commenter raises similar comments as those described above and urges the City to coordinate further 
with the ARFCD to solicit their approval for Alternative 3 “Extended Top of Levee Segment Alternative”.   

Response to Comment 9-3:  
The scope of the evaluation for the Draft EIR is addressed above in Master Response #1“Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1).  The commenter is referred to this master response 
above.    

Comment 9-4:  
The commenter expresses strong support for on-site mitigation for the impacts to riparian vegetation, VELB, 
and large trees, in order to maintain the riparian habitat along this stretch of river and to maintain habitat 
connectivity for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.  

Response to Comment 9-4:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (provided above in Section 
2.2.1). Implementation of an onsite mitigation strategy is contingent on the availability or suitability of onsite 
locations and the feasibility of managing and monitoring the mitigation sites once they are in place. As stated 
on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, mitigation requirements (including location, compensation ratios, etc.) will 
ultimately be determined following consultation with key regulatory agencies having responsibility over the 
management of affected resources, including the CDFW (compliance with 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement) and the USFWS (ESA compliance) within the study area. While on-site mitigation within the 
larger American River Parkway may be an option for consideration as the City and Caltrans complete the 
Section 7 consultation for VELB with the USFWS; ultimately, the City will mitigate consistent with 
regulatory agency (CDFW and USFWS) requirements. Habitat density and fragmentation are several factors 
considered by the agencies in determining replacement mitigation requirements.   
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Letter #10: Friends of Sutter’s Landing and Friends of the River Banks    
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Comment 10-1:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze significant biological impacts to 
wildlife, mitigation and restoration habitat, ecological services, nature aesthetics, and water quality in 
the unique and sensitive lower American River Parkway. The Draft EIR has also avoided describing or 
analyzing similar impacts that have occurred with recent toe of levee bike trail construction at Sutter’s 
Landing Park.   

Response to Comment 10-1:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (provided above in 
Section 2.2.1) for a summary of how the Draft EIR analyzed significant impacts to wildlife.  The 
commenter is also directed to the response to comment 7-2 which describes the Draft EIR analysis 
related to aesthetics and scenic quality. The commenter is also directed to the response to comment 8-13 
which addresses similar water quality concerns raised by the commenter.   

Analysis for the bike trail project recently constructed at Sutter’s Landing Park was completed by the 
City, with a resultant mitigation monitoring plan being implemented to address any potentially 
significant impacts associated with the project. The proposed project will implement its own mitigation 
monitoring and reporting plan with the various mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR and 
summarized in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR (see page ES-11). The proposed project will also include 
various permitting conditions and requirements from the USFWS and CDFW that must be implemented 
prior to project construction.    

Comment 10-2:  
The commenter provides a summary of their opinion regarding unresolved impacts and inadequacies 
with the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment 10-2:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (provided above in 
Section 2.2.1) for a summary of how the Draft EIR analyzed significant impacts to wildlife.  The 
commenter is also directed to the response to comment 7-2 which describes the Draft EIR analysis 
related to aesthetics and scenic quality. The commenter is also directed to the response to comment 8-13 
which addresses similar water quality concerns raised by the commenter.  The commenter is also 
directed to the response to 8-16 which addresses cumulative impact concerns raised by the commenter 
and to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for comments related to the proposed project’s 
consistency with the American River Parkway Plan.  

Comment 10-3:  
The commenter provides a comment regarding the recently completed trail in Sutter’s Landing Park.  

Response to Comment 10-3:  
The comment regarding relocation of the trail at Sutter’s Landing Park and restoration of the site is 
noted. To address the habitat and invasive species impacts identified by the commenter, the proposed 
project will implement its own mitigation monitoring and reporting plan with the various mitigation 
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measures identified in the Draft EIR and summarized in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR (see page ES-11). 
The proposed project will also include various permitting conditions and requirements from the USFWS 
and CDFW that must be implemented prior to project construction.    

Comment 10-4:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR dropped the levee top paved trail alternative without further 
analysis in spite of many supportive comments.  

Response to Comment 10-4:  
The scope of the evaluation for the Draft EIR is addressed above in Master Response #1“Alternatives to 
the Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1).  The commenter is referred to this master 
response above.     

Comment 10-5:  
The commenter states that ARFCD activities within the proposed project and along adjacent segments of 
the Two Rivers Bike Trail must be included in the Draft EIR if this is going to be used as a reason to 
impact sensitive wildlife and habitat and add millions of dollars of mitigation to the project.  

Response to Comment 10-5:  
The commenter is directed to pages 1-2 through 1-5 of the Draft EIR which describe the agency 
concerns regarding potential conflicts between trail users and levee maintenance equipment which 
contributed to the toe of levee trail alignment currently under consideration, The commenter is also 
directed above to the comment letter from the ARFCD (Comment Letter #3).       

Comment 10-6:  
The commenter states that no further extension of the Two Rivers Bike Trail should be undertaken 
unless the restroom at Sutter’s Landing Park is added to provide necessary public services in this area. 

Response to Comment 10-6:  
Plans for the construction of a restroom facility at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park are currently 
underway. The restroom facility is anticipated to be constructed within the next 6 months or so.          

Comment 10-7:  
The commenter restates the comments made above in Comments 10-1 and 10-2.    

Response to Comment 10-7:  
The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (provided above in 
Section 2.2.1) for a summary of how the Draft EIR analyzed significant impacts to wildlife.  The 
commenter is also directed to the response to comment 7-2 which describes the Draft EIR analysis 
related to aesthetics and scenic quality. The commenter is also directed to the response to comment 8-13 
which addresses similar water quality concerns raised by the commenter.  The commenter is also 
directed to the response to 8-16 which addresses cumulative impact concerns raised by the commenter.   
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Comment 10-8:  
The commenter provides an introductory statement regarding the activities and accomplishments of the 
Friends of Sutter’s Landing Park (FOSL) and Friends of the River Banks (FORB). The FOSL and 
FORB support extending the Two Rivers Bike Trail, requiring the preparation of a full EIR.  

This comment is from the previously submitted FOSL/FORB comment letter on the project analyzed in 
the IS/MND (11/22/18). 

Response to Comment 10-8:  
The commenter’s statement is noted.         

Comment 10-9:  
This comment is from the previously submitted FOSL/FORB comment letter on the IS/MND 
(11/22/18). The commenter states that Sacramento County has initiated the preparation of a Natural 
Resource Management Plan (NRMP) for the American River Parkway and that the proposed project 
should wait until completion of the NRMP. Similarly, the commenter states that the proposed project 
should be coordinated with the work proposed by the Lower American River Task Force’s Bank 
Protection Working Group.   

Response to Comment 10-9:  
As more fully described in Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility”, the proposed project is 
consistent with the American River Parkway Plan. Coordination and alignment with the goals and 
policies of the 2008 American River Parkway Plan has been a County objective for preparation of the 
NRMP (https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Parks/Pages/NaturalResourcesManagement.aspx., accessed 
December 3, 2019). A schedule for preparation of the NRMP is located on the County’s website; 
however, the draft NRMP is currently unavailable for review.     

The specific levee repair project mentioned by the commenter is part of the American River Common 
Features in Progress Erosion Control Project. The commenter is referred above to the response prepared 
for Comment 7-8. The City is aware of the schedule for this planned levee strengthening repair and has 
reviewed design plans for the levee project, as part of initial coordination with agency staff.     

Comment 10-10:  
This comment is from the previously submitted FOSL/FORB comment letter on the IS/MND 
(11/22/18). The commenter states that there will be much less impacts to wildlife, trees, and habitat and 
a lower overall cost to the project, if the proposed Phase II of the bike trail is located on the top of the 
levee.   

Response to Comment 10-10:  
As stated in the Draft EIR (pages 1-2 through 1-5), preliminary discussions with several responsible 
agencies (including the ARFCD and USACE) considered placement of the trail on a med-height bench 
(along the waterside levee slope) to be a potential risk to levee performance, with the potential to 
increase levee operation and maintenance costs. Consideration of these issues contributed to the ARFCD 
Board’s decision in March 2019 to grant the City a variance to construction a “levee top” trail along a 
0.25 mile portion of Segment 4, thus removing the levee performance concerns associated with the 

https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Parks/Pages/NaturalResourcesManagement.aspx
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previous trail design. With no levee performance issues identified for the remaining trail segments and 
considering the ARFCD safety issues reiterated above in Comment Letter #3 (from the American River 
Flood Control District, David Aladjem), the City does not anticipate any additional “levee top” 
variances from the ARFCD for other segments of the proposed trail project.  

Comment 10-11:  
This comment is from the previously submitted FOSL/FORB comment letter on the IS/MND 
(11/22/18). The commenter provides various comments related to the environmental analysis provided 
in the IS/MND.    

Response to Comment 10-11: 
Comments related to offsite mitigation are addressed above in Master Response #2 “Biological 
Resources”. The comment regarding the proposed project and completion of the NRMP is addressed in 
the response to comment 10-9. The comment regarding vulnerability of the proposed project to high 
water flow flooding is addressed in the response to comment 7-7.   

Regarding construction staging, a majority of the construction staging areas are outside the American 
River Parkway, on developed surfaces (as shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the Draft EIR). For those 
areas within the American River Parkway, construction staging areas are proposed for ruderal or 
grassland habitat locations, which can be restored within the timeframe provided in the mitigation 
measure.   

The proposal to have a complete levee top trail alignment as the proposed project is addressed in the 
response to comment 10-10.  

Comments regarding potential nesting and foraging impacts to white-tailed kites and other raptors 
including state listed Swainson’s hawk have been adequately evaluated or mitigated for in the Draft EIR 
and the commenter is referred to Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”. Impacts to all habitats 
within the study area (including disturbances to riparian and VELB habitat) have also been adequately 
evaluated and mitigated for in the Draft EIR and the commenter is referred, above, to Master Response 
#2 “Biological Resources”. Monitoring will be required for the proposed project and the commenter is 
referred to Mitigation Measure BIO-7 “Monitor During Ground Disturbance and Vegetation Removal” 
(more fully described on page 3.2-32 of the Draft EIR).  
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Letter #11: J. Scott Coatsworth        
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Comment 11-1:  
The commenter expresses support for the proposed project.    

Response to Comment 11-1:  
The commenter’s support for the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter #12: Mark Heilman        
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Comment 12-1:  
The commenter expresses their support for Alternative 4 “Align Trail Outside of the American River 
Parkway. The commenter further states that mitigation efforts associated with the proposed project 
would be avoided.  Additionally, Alternative 4 would be less expensive considering the various 
bicycle/pedestrian improvements to existing City streets and that the proposed bicycle lanes included as 
part of the Cal Expo Freeway Bridge project would provide connectivity with other trails in the 
Parkway.    

Response to Comment 12-1:  
The commenter is referred to Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” (provided 
above in Section 2.2.1) for a detailed description of the range and the extent of the analysis required by 
CEQA to address project alternatives. Alternative 4 was determined to not meet any of the basic project 
objectives (see Table 4-1 on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR). For example, the use of existing streets for 
bicycles and pedestrians, would not provide an “alternative” transportation access route for commuters 
nor provide a vital recreation link with other American River Parkway trails. Existing streets would also 
not provide opportunities for educating trail users through interpretive signs and some of the existing 
streets and roadways may also not be ADA compliant.      

While the commenter is correct that the City has implemented a variety of bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements to existing City streets, it is currently unclear how the limited access points associated 
with the current design of the proposed bicycle lanes included as part of the Cal Expo Freeway project 
would provide an alternative transportation route for commuters and residents to California State 
University, Sacramento or other areas within eastern Sacramento.    

Comment 12-2:  
The commenter expresses an opinion that several questions raised by audience members were not 
addressed at the recent Draft EIR public information meeting held on August 10th at the Fremont 
Presbyterian Church. Commenter questions whether the intent of the community meetings have been to 
solicit community input.           

Response to Comment 12-2:  
While not a comment directed at the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter is directed to pages 1-2 
through 1-5 of the Draft EIR which provides background on the planning process for this project dating 
back to 1986 and includes some of the key coordination activities with the USACE, the County of 
Sacramento, and the ARFCD. As described in the Draft EIR, the coordination process has been 
occurring for several years as the City has worked with various agencies and neighborhood groups to 
address specific concerns regarding the trail, including neighborhood concerns over homeowner privacy 
and visibility, along with agency concerns regarding levee maintenance and stability. 

The commenter expresses concern that the City has been unresponsive to public questions regarding the 
project and has solicited little public input during scheduled community meetings. The commenter is 
incorrect in this assertion and is directed to pages 1-17 through 1-18 of the Draft EIR which describes 
the public outreach events associated with the proposed project including three (3) presentations at the 
River Park Neighborhood Association General Meeting. The format for all meetings has been to 
incorporate project updates with opportunities for public input, including formal question and answer 
sessions and more personal one-on-one questions and answer sessions with City staff at break-out 
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sessions provided at each of the community meetings. City staff actively sought public input to help 
determine the preferred trail access point for Glenn Hall Park (October 27, 2018 and June 8, 2019 
community meetings) and public input regarding project Alternatives 3 and 4 (June 8, 2019 and August 
10, 2019) was incorporated into the Draft EIR alternatives analysis.    
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Letter #13: Nancy McKenzie    
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Comment 13-1:  
The commenter indicates that the study area is within the jurisdiction of the Sacramento County General 
Plan and the Draft EIR should address this.   

Response to Comment 13-1:  
The commenter is correct. It is further noted that the current (2008) version of the ARPP is one of the 
more extensive policy plans (including the Bicycle Master Plan) that is incorporated into the larger 
Sacramento County 2030 General Plan.  Consequently, the specific goals and policies of the ARPP 
where evaluated as part of the Draft EIR for the proposed project.    

Comment 13-2:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will allow or encourage the infestation of invasive 
species, such as star thistle, which competes with native vegetation and wildlife habitat, due to ground 
disturbing activities resulting from project implementation.  

Response to Comment 13-2:  
To address impacts to wildlife habitats in the project area, the City will ensure the following mitigation 
measures are implemented during the construction phase of the proposed project:  

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project 
Conditions 

The City shall ensure the construction contractor will implement the following actions before 
and during construction activities: 

All temporarily disturbed areas shall be returned to pre-project conditions within one year 
following completion of construction/maintenance. These areas shall be properly protected from 
washout and erosion using appropriate erosion control devices including coir netting, 
hydroseeding, and revegetation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species 

The City shall ensure the following mitigation measures shall be implemented, as appropriate, to 
avoid the spreading of invasive plant species throughout the project site during construction and 
maintenance activities, particularly in riparian areas: 

 All hay, straw, hay bales, straw bales, seed, mulch, or other material used for erosion control 
or landscaping on the project site, and all material brought to the site, including rock, gravel, 
road base, sand, and top soil, shall be free of noxious weed seeds and propagules. Noxious 
weeds are defined in Title 3, Division 4, Chapter 6, Section 4500 of the California Code of 
Regulations and the California Quarantine Policy – Weeds. (Food and Agriculture Code, 
Sections 6305, 6341 and 6461) 

 All equipment brought to the project site for construction shall be thoroughly cleaned of all 
dirt and vegetation prior to entering the site to prevent importing noxious weeds. (Food and 
Agriculture Code, Section 5401) 



GEI Consultants, Inc.  City of Sacramento 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 2-444 Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) FEIR 

Following completion of the construction phase of the project, the City will ensure the trail operator 
implements the operation and maintenance measures designed to remove invasive species from the 
project area. These measures are fully described on page 2-11 of Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the 
Draft EIR and were fully evaluated as part of the proposed project. Implementation of invasive species 
removal measures would address the biological, aesthetic, and recreation impacts identified by the 
commenter.        

Comment 13-3:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is not in compliance with the plans and policies of the 
ARPP.        

Response to Comment 13-3:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” (provided above in Section 2.2.1) for a 
detailed discussion of the perceived inconsistencies with the ARPP identified by the commenter. 

Comment 13-4:  
The commenter asserts that City/County law enforcement measures such as CPTED were not addressed 
in the Draft EIR.        

Response to Comment 13-4:  
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for comment 7-20 for information regarding 
CPTED measures.      

Comment 13-5:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project conflicts with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act because 
it would degrade the Parkway and its habitat and aesthetic value by formalizing and increasing 
recreational use of the Parkway.        

Response to Comment 13-5:  
Pages 89 through 92 of the ARPP provide a historical perspective on the goals and objectives of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and describe the lower American River’s designated in 1981 by then 
Secretary of the Department of the Interior, Cecil Andrus, under Section 2 (a)(ii) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. As described on page 91 of the ARPP:  

“The Parkway Plan continues to serve as the management plan for the lower American River 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, providing management guidance and direction for state 
departments and agencies, as well as local governments, in carrying out their responsibilities 
under the State Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as well as the Urban American River Parkway 
Preservation Act. State departments and agencies, as well as local governments, also must  ensure 
that their actions are consistent with their responsibilities under the State Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act.”  

Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Consistency” for a detailed discussion of the perceived 
inconsistencies with the ARPP identified by the commenter. As discussed in detail in Master Response 
#3, the proposed project is considered a future improvement in the ARPP.  
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Comment 13-6:  
The commenter indicates that figures within the Draft EIR should exhibit the existing bike trail on the 
north side of the American River Parkway to show the existing trail system’s connection to the proposed 
project. The commenter also indicates that Draft EIR Figure 2-3 does not include or illustrate the four-
foot vegetation clearance described under Section 2.3.6 “Trail Operations and Maintenance”.          

Response to Comment 13-6:  
Comment noted. While inclusion of a regional trail system figure would visually demonstrate the 
proposed project’s connection to the larger trail system within the American River Parkway, this 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The proposed project’s connection to the 
larger trail network is described as part of the project objectives described on page 2-1 of Chapter 2, 
“Project Description”. Additional resources include a map of the entire American River Parkway located 
on the Sacramento County Regional Parks website 
(https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Rangers/Documents/UPDATED%20ParkwayMap.pdf) that 
identifies the larger trail system.   

Figure 2-3 is intended to highlight the typical cross section of the trail itself and is not intended to show 
the various maintenance or operations buffers described under Section 2.3.6 “Trail Operations and 
Maintenance. However, these buffers are identified in the biological resource impact figures provided in 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. These impact buffers were used to determine the project impacts 
described in Section 3.2 “Biological Resources” of the Draft EIR.    

Comment 13-7:  
The commenter questions the need for project objectives regarding regional trail connectivity and ADA 
compliance.           

Response to Comment 13-7:  
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the City has developed several key project objectives for the 
proposed project.  In developing the project objectives, the City considered how the proposed project 
would serve and benefit the greatest number of residents within the project area and conform with the 
unique open space values of the American River Parkway. 

Comment 13-8:  
The commenter would like further details why Alternative 2 “Top of Levee Construction – Segments 4 
through 6” would not meet project objectives. 

Response to Comment 13-8:  
Please refer to Master Response #1“Alternatives to the Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 
2.2.1) for a summary of the alternative(s) analysis provided in the Draft EIR. As more described in the 
master response, Alternative 2 does not meet the project objective of providing an acceptable project to 
all authoritative agencies and therefore were considered infeasible to implement. 

Comment 13-9:  
The commenter would like further details why Alternative 4 “Align Trail Outside of the American River 
Parkway” would not meet project objectives or have to be developed as a Class 1 facility. 

https://regionalparks.saccounty.net/Rangers/Documents/UPDATED%20ParkwayMap.pdf
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Response to Comment 13-9:  
Please refer to Master Response #1“Alternatives to the Proposed Project” for a summary of the 
alternative(s) analysis provided in the Draft EIR. As described in the master response, Alternative 4 was 
determined to not meet any of the basic project objectives (see Table 4-1 on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR). 
For example, the use of existing streets for bicycles and pedestrians, would not provide an “alternative” 
transportation access route for commuters nor provide a vital recreation link with other American River 
Parkway trails. Existing streets would also not provide opportunities for educating trail users through 
interpretive signs and some of the existing streets and roadways may also not be ADA compliant. 
Development of a Class 1 bicycle and pedestrian trail is consistent with the grant funding requirements 
for the proposed project.      

Comment 13-10:  
The commenter suggests constructing a bicycle/pedestrian river crossing that would connect the north 
bike trail to the vicinity of Sutter’s Landing. Suggests that the cost of VELB mitigation would be 
removed under such as alternative.             

Response to Comment 13-10:  
The commenter’s suggestion for an additional alternative is noted.  While the suggested trail could meet 
the project objective regarding regional trail connectivity and ADA compliance (assumed), it’s not clear 
how this alternative would meet any of the other objectives (i.e., alternative commute route for East 
Sacramento, and minimizing environmental impacts).  Biological and cultural resource surveys would 
need to be conducted to determine the extent of impacts for a proposed northern trail connection.  
Additionally, while some VELB impacts may be reduced, a river crossing would add several new 
impacts (not currently associated with the proposed project), including water quality and habitat impacts 
to the American River and various special status fish species.   

Comment 13-11:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not indicate how or where the proposed project’s NEPA 
document can be accessed.              

Response to Comment 13-11:  
As indicated by the commenter, Caltrans is the NEPA Lead Agency for the proposed project and is 
leading the NEPA compliance phase of the project.  The Draft EIR is not a joint CEQA/NEPA, as the 
proposed NEPA document for this project is currently anticipated to be a NEPA Categorical Exclusion 
(with supporting technical studies) consistent with the Memorandum of Understanding between the 
Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans concerning the State of California’s participation in the 
Surface Transportation Project Delivery Program (23 U.S. Code § 327).    

Comment 13-12:  
The commenter quotes Section 1.2 of the Draft EIR and indicates that the downtown is already linked to 
neighborhoods and CSUS by an extensive network of bike trails.              

Response to Comment 13-12:  
The comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is not addressed further.      
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Comment 13-13:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include the funding amounts and sources committed to 
the proposed project.              

Response to Comment 13-13:  
As indicated by the commenter in their response, the funding sources are listed on the City’s project 
website. Such funding details are not required to be included in the Draft EIR.      

Comment 13-14:  
The commenter provides a general statement that the proposed project is not in conformance with 
several ARPP, which are further described in the following comments.  

Response to Comment 13-14:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for a detailed discussion of the perceived 
inconsistencies with the ARPP. 

Comment 13-15:  
The commenter states that the EIR conclusion regarding Aesthetics is not in conformance with several 
policies of the ARPP, including Policies 3.13.1, 3.18, 7.22, 8.2, 8.5, 8.24, and 10.26.             

Response to Comment 13-15:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for additional details regarding the 
perceived inconsistencies with the ARPP. 

While specific comments do not indicate why the proposed project is not in conformance with the 
mentioned ARPP policies 3.13.1, 3.18, 7.22, 8.24, the use of interpretive signs will be minimized, given 
the open space nature of the American River Parkway. No interpretive signs are currently proposed as 
part of the project. The proposed project is also considered consistent with the intent of Policy 8.2 and 
8.5, as the proposed trail was designed to connect with existing developed access points (Sutter’s 
Landing Regional Park, Glenn Hall Park, and the H Street Bridge) along the American River Parkway 
with the purpose of minimizing disturbance to sensitive habitats and species. Outside of paving for the 
trail, no additional paved areas, access roads, or parking lots are included as part of the proposed project, 
as indicated in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR. 

While specific comments do not indicate why the proposed project is not in conformance with the 
mentioned ARPP policies 3.13.1, 3.18, 7.22, 8.24, the use of interpretive signs will be minimized, given 
the open space nature of the American River Parkway. No interpretive signs are currently proposed as 
part of the project. The proposed project is also considered consistent with the intent of Policy 8.2 and 
8.5, as the proposed trail was designed to connect with existing developed access points (Sutter’s 
Landing Regional Park, Glenn Hall Park, and the H Street Bridge) along the American River Parkway 
with the purpose of minimizing disturbance to sensitive habitats and species. Outside of paving for the 
trail, no additional paved areas, access roads, or parking lots are included as part of the proposed project, 
as indicated in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR. 
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Should the design at Glenn Hall Park result in tree loss, these impacts would need to be disclosed 
consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. Visual simulations are not required in determining the adequacy 
of an EIR. The commenter is directed to Figure 2-5 (page 2-8) of the Draft EIR which visual describes 
the Glenn Hall Park Trail Access Alignment. It is also noted that the various Glenn Hall Trail access 
alignments where presented (with graphics) and discussed at least at two public workshops in the 
Riverpark neighborhood, as part of the CEQA review process.  

The commenter’s suggestion for “ground pavement stenciling” as an effective means of signing with 
minimal Parkway impact is noted. 

Comment 13-16:  
The commenter states that the EIR conclusion regarding Aesthetics is not in conformance with Policies 
LU 2.4.1, LU 2.4.2, and ER 7.1.1 of the City of Sacramento General Plan              

Response to Comment 13-16:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for additional details regarding the 
perceived inconsistencies with the City of Sacramento General Plan. 

The proposed project is considered consistent with the intent of Policies LU 2.4.1 and LU 2.4.2, as the 
City is proposing a quality trail that respects and incorporates design features consistent with other Class 
1 trails in the American River Parkway and that strives to provide a recreation experience that 
contributes to the desirability of the City of Sacramento for residents and visitors alike.  

Consistent with the intent of Policy ER 7.1.1, the City has considered and incorporated a number of trail 
design and construction features (including a levee top trail within Segment 4 and placement of most 
construction staging areas outside of the Parkway or within disturbed areas) to minimize visual and 
biological resource impacts resulting from the project and to preserve the ecological integrity of riparian 
resources, contrary to the commenter’s assertion.   

Comment 13-17:  
The commenter states that the text on page 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR fails to adequately describe the 
visual character of the study area.               

Response to Comment 13-17:  
The complete description of the visual character of the study area is provided on pages 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 
(Environmental Setting) of Section 3.1 Aesthetics.   

Comment 13-18:  
The commenter states that the text on page 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR fails to adequately describe the 
visual character of the study area that includes Trail Segments 4 through 6.                 

Response to Comment 13-18:  
The referenced text on page 3.1-11 is intended to summarize the complete description of the visual 
character of the study area provided on pages 3.1-1 and 3.1-2. The visual character of Trail Segments 3 
through 6 is fully described on page 3.1-2. Photos providing typical views along the proposed trail 
alignment are provided on pages 3.1-3 through 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR.   
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Comment 13-19:  
The commenter states that the project should include mitigation measures per AARP policies 7.22, and 
7.22.1 through 7.22.5.                  

Response to Comment 13-19:  
Outside of the trail and the associated UPRR overhead structures, no additional structures are being 
considered under the proposed project. The commenter is referred to the analysis under Impact AES-1 
(page 3.1.11 of the Draft EIR), which states that implementation of the proposed project would be 
constructed consistent with ARPP policies concerning aesthetics, including Policy 7.22, which requires 
that the overhead structures be designed with color, texture, and scale that blends in with their 
surroundings. Outside of the UPRR overhead structures, construction of the trail would not include any 
other structures that would affect background views or the overall visual character of the study area. The 
analysis concluded that scenic (or visual) impacts were determined to be less than significant due to the 
temporary nature of construction disturbances, consistency with ARPP policies, and the minor changes 
in visual character following implementation of the proposed project (including the mitigation measures 
provided in the Final EIR).      

Comment 13-20:  
The commenter states that migratory birds and raptors, which are not special status species, may be 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.                   

Response to Comment 13-20:  
The commenter is correct.  The statement referenced by the commenter on page 3.2-7 was specific to 
special status plants and wildlife. The biological resources section of the EIR continues with a 
description of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Regulatory Setting) and Impact BIO-1 provides analysis 
of impacts to protected bird species (page 3.2-27 of the Draft EIR) resulting from the proposed project.       

Comment 13-21:  
The commenter suggests that a qualified biologist implement mitigation measure BIO-1 and that 
informational pamphlets and posters for construction personnel, and the availability of contact 
information for a qualified biologist be incorporated into the mitigation measure.                   

Response to Comment 13-21:  
The suggestion for a qualified biologist to implement the environmental awareness training described in 
mitigation measure BIO-1 is an existing condition of the measure. The training must be conducted by a 
qualified biologist. Information and the training materials are also available on site, if new personnel are 
added to the project. Additionally, any required on-site species or biological resource monitoring (see 
mitigation measures BIO-2, BIO-7, and BIO-14) must all be completed by a qualified biologist. 
Consequently, the construction team (City, contractor, etc.) will have the contact information for a 
qualified biologist, as part of the proposed project, as requested by the commenter.          

Comment 13-22:  
The commenter states that the monitoring schedule provided in mitigation measure BIO-2 should refer 
to the schedule provided in mitigation measure BIO-7.                    
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Response to Comment 13-22:  
The mitigation measures would be implemented collectively under the guidance of a qualified biologist 
that is part of the construction team. This will ensure all required monitoring schedules are implemented 
efficiently as part of the entire construction process.  

Comment 13-23:  
The commenter states that the site restoration timeline of 1 year is inadequate to ensure disturbed areas 
are returned to pre-project conditions. The commenter suggests that an on-going 
maintenance/management/corrective action program be included as part of mitigation measures BIO-4 
and BIO-5.                    

Response to Comment 13-23:  
Mitigation measure BIO-4 refers to the return of temporarily disturbed areas to pre-project conditions 
within a one-year timeline. For the proposed project, temporarily disturbed areas primarily consist of 
those areas required for construction staging and equipment access.  As shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of 
the Draft EIR, a majority of the construction staging areas are outside the American River Parkway, on 
developed surfaces. For those areas within the American River Parkway, construction staging areas are 
proposed for ruderal or grassland habitat locations, which can be restored within the timeframe provided 
in the mitigation measure.  For permanent and temporary impacts to VELB, riparian, or native trees, 
resource monitoring will be required as determined by the compensatory/restoration aspects of the City 
and State permitting requirements.         

Comment 13-25:  
The commenter states that mitigation measure BIO-5 should include a long-term management plan for 
invasive species and that mitigation measures should include provisions for mowing practices that will 
not disturb native vegetation.                  

Response to Comment 13-25:  
The trail operation and management aspects of the project include mowing and invasive vegetation 
removal practices that would be implemented as part of the operational aspects of the project. The 
commenter is referred to the response to Comment 8-4.     

Comment 13-26:  
The commenter supports on-site restoration or replacement of riparian and VELB impacts resulting from 
the proposed project.                    

Response to Comment 13-26:  
The comment is noted. The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological 
Resources”.  

Comment 13-27:  
The commenter supports onsite restoration using the VELB shrubs that would be transplanted under 
mitigation measure BIO-6.                     
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Response to Comment 13-27:  
The comment is noted. The commenter is directed above to Master Response #2 “Biological 
Resources”.  

Comment 13-28:  
The commenter provides a statement that the proposed project is not in conformance with City of 
Sacramento General Plan Goal ER 2.1, policies ER 2.1.1, ER 2.1.2, ER 2.1.3, and ER 2.1.4.   

Response to Comment 13-28:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for a detailed discussion of the perceived 
inconsistencies with the City of Sacramento General Plan. 

Comment 13-29:  
The commenter provides a statement that the proposed project is not in conformance with several 
American River Parkway goals and policies including, policies 1.3, 3.2, 3.2.2, 3.2.4, and 3.4.   

Response to Comment 13-29:  
Please refer to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for a detailed discussion of the perceived 
inconsistencies with the American River Parkway Plan.  

Comment 13-30:  
The commenter provides a statement that the proposed project is not in conformance with American 
River Parkway goals and policies for the Paradise Beach Area (Policy 10.26).    

Response to Comment 13-30:  
Regarding AARP Policy 10.26, the Paradise Beach Area Plan includes this policy which is specifying 
that “Permanent structures and any other physical changes that would attract groups of users should not 
be introduced to the area.” The ARPP specifically defines group activities, group sizes, and empowers 
the Parkway Manager to actively manage group activities to protect Parkway resources and avoid 
impacts to other Parkway users (ARPP, p. 101-102). Although the project seeks to increase trail use, it is 
not designed to attract groups of users as that term is described in the ARPP. However, based on the 
descriptions of groups and group activities in the ARPP, the project description and objectives do not 
support the argument that the project would attract groups of users. Please refer to Master Response #3 
“Land Use Compatibility” for additional details regarding the perceived inconsistencies with the ARPP. 

Comment 13-31:  
The commenter states that during the initial planning stages for the project, more coordination should 
have occurred with the flood control district to minimize changes to the trail location (levee top versus 
toe of levee).     

Response to Comment 13-31:  
The commenter is directed to pages 1-17 through 1-18 of the Draft EIR which describes the public 
outreach events associated with the proposed project including three (3) presentations at the River Park 
Neighborhood Association General Meeting. The format for all meetings has been to incorporate project 
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updates with opportunities for public input, including formal question and answer sessions and more 
personal one-on-one questions and answer sessions with City staff at break-out sessions provided at each 
of the community meetings.  

Comment 13-32:  
The commenter restates a section of Draft EIR page 3.9.8 regarding conflicts between existing and 
proposed users and indicates that removal of the informal foot trail will affect existing users.          

Response to Comment 13-32:  
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment 7-13. Regarding the existing informal 
foot trail that parallels the levee, the proposed project would replace the existing foot trail with a Class 1 
bicycle/pedestrian trail. However, as stated in Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” 
under Impact PSR-3 on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project design incorporates a modified 
trail design that includes multiple trail options (paved trail, wider unpaved shoulders, and more informal 
foot trails) to accommodate existing uses of the informal foot trail.  

Comment 13-33:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should provide an analysis as to whether the project will cause 
significant environmental effects to recreation by accelerating the substantial physical deterioration of 
the project area.           

Response to Comment 13-33:  
Impact PSR-1 “Recreation: Cause Deterioration of Existing Facilities” is included in Section 3.9 “Public 
Services”. Additionally, both proposed and existing trail uses are addressed under two separate impact 
discussions (Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities” and Section 3.10 “Transportation 
and Circulation”) in the Draft EIR. The commenter is also referred above to the responses prepared for 
comments 7-13 and 8-8. 

Comment 13-34:  
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to disclose the project’s cumulative impacts.   

Response to Comment 13-34:  
Cumulative impacts have been addressed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.  The commenter is also referred 
to the response to comment 8-16 describing the scope and content of the cumulative analysis.  The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 “Land Use Compatibility” for a detailed discussion of 
the perceived inconsistencies with the American River Parkway Plan. 

Comment 13-35:  
The commenter requests to see the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan and other CEQA related 
documents, in addition to the Final EIR.           

Response to Comment 13-35:  
The City will make available are public review documents consistent with City policies and CEQA 
Guidelines.  
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Comment 13-36:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not indicate how or where the proposed project’s NEPA 
document can be accessed.              

Response to Comment 13-36:  
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment 13-11. 

Comment 13-37:  
The commenter states that the NEPA document must address the proposed project’s impact regarding 
environmental justice.           

Response to Comment 13-37:  
 The commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment 7-13. 

  



GEI Consultants, Inc.  City of Sacramento 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 2-454 Two Rivers Trail (Phase II) FEIR 

Letter #14: David Boyer      
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Comment 14-1:  
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not clearly describe the reason for the alignment change 
from a “levee-top” trail to the propose project.   

Response to Comment 14-1:  
The commenter is incorrect in their assertion and is directed to pages 1-3 through 1-5, Section 1.2 
“Project Location and Background” of the Draft EIR. As stated in the Draft EIR, preliminary 
discussions with several responsible agencies (including the ARFCD and USACE) considered 
placement of the trail on a med-height bench (along the waterside levee slope) to be a potential risk to 
levee performance, with the potential to increase levee operation and maintenance costs. Consideration 
of these issues contributed to the ARFCD Board’s decision in March 2019 to grant the City a variance to 
construction a “levee top” trail only along a 0.25 mile portion of Segment 4, thus removing the levee 
performance concerns associated with the previous trail design. With no levee performance issues 
identified for the remaining trail segments and considering the ARFCD safety issues reiterated above in 
Comment Letter #3 (from the American River Flood Control District, David Aladjem), the City does not 
anticipate any additional “levee top” variances from the ARFCD for other segments of the proposed trail 
project. This coordination effort on behalf of the City and the ARFCD does not indicate a lack of a finite 
project description, as the commenter asserts.  Rather, it demonstrates the desire of the City (and the 
project’s responsible agencies) to design a trail project that minimizes environmental concerns and 
meets the overall intent and objectives of the proposed project.    

Comment 14-2:  
The comment restates that the Levee Top Construction Alternative be thoroughly analyzed and 
compared against the current proposed project. 

Response to Comment 14-2:  
The commenter is referred above to the response for comment 14-1 and to Master Response #1 
“Alternatives to the Proposed Project” for a summary of the alternative(s) analysis provided in the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment 14-3:  
The commenter requests reasoning and documentation from the USACE as to why a Levee Top 
Alternative is not practical. 

Response to Comment 14-3:  
The City is current working with the USACE in compliance with applicable regulations including the 
Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 (408) authorization for alterations to a Federal project levee.     

Comment 14-4:  
The commenter asserts that the Proposed Action (project) violates the City of Sacramento Floodplain 
Management Ordinance. 
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Response to Comment 14-4:  
The commenter does not provide a reason for the violation. This comment is not directed at the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Comment 14-5 through 14-8:  
The commenter provides eleven reasons why a Levee Top Alignment should be constructed instead of 
the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 14-5 through 14-8:  
The commenter is referred above to the response for comment 14-1. The commenter is also referred 
above to Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1). 

Comment 14-9:  
The commenter has attached a letter (dated August 13, 2018) submitted to the Sacramento City Council 
and the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors regarding the project previously analyzed in the 2018 
IS/MND. Similar to comments 14-5 through 14-8, the commenter provides eleven reasons why a Levee 
Top Alignment should be constructed instead of the previous project (with the benched levee option for 
Trail Segment #4).  

Response to Comment 14-9:  
Since submittal of the August 13, 2018 letter, the benched levee option has been replaced with a levee 
top alignment for a 0.25 mile section within Trail Segment #4. Regarding the eleven reasons why a 
Levee Top Alignment should be constructed instead of the proposed project, the commenter is referred 
above to the response for comment 14-1 and Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project”.   
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Letter #15: Stephanie Jentsch    
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Comment 15-1:  
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR provide a more detailed comparison of the impacts and 
mitigation associated with extending the top of levee alignment.    

Response to Comment 15-1:  
The commenter is referred above to the response for comment 14-1. With no levee performance issues 
identified for the remaining trail segments and considering the ARFCD safety issues reiterated above in 
Comment Letter #3 (from the American River Flood Control District, David Aladjem), the City does not 
anticipate any additional “levee top” variances from the ARFCD for other segments of the proposed trail 
project. 

The commenter is also referred above to Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” 
(provided above in Section 2.2.1). 

Letter #16: Kate Riley        
Comment 16-1:  
The commenter states that the project discussed in the Draft EIR does not include the segment from 
Tiscornia Park to the Sacramento Northern Bikeway Trail.  
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Response to Comment 16-1:  
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The intent of the statement is intended to describe the limits of the entire Two Rivers Trail (both Phase I 
and II). 

Comment 16-2:  
The commenter states an opinion regarding the overall need for the proposed project compared to other 
areas of the City, with underserved bicycle facilities.     

Response to Comment 16-2:  
The comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is not addressed further.      

Comment 16-3:  
The commenter indicates that the current plan does not show the Phase I portion of the trail connecting 
with the proposed project.  Therefore, the goal of a continuous trail should not be used as criteria for 
dismissing alternatives. 

Response to Comment 16-3:  
As more fully described in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR, the trail description was 
divided up into 6 different segments. Trail segments were determined based on existing land use, 
topographic, and trail design considerations that would be encountered within the American River 
Parkway. Trail segments 1 and 2 offer unique land use and design challenges resulting from past land 
fill and disposal activities. Due to the timing of onsite remediation activities and the design costs 
associated with constructing a trail in this location, the City has indicated that construction of Trail 
Segments 1 and 2 would be completed at a future date, contingent on the availability of funding and the 
status of landfill remediation activities (see page 2-7 of the Draft EIR). As more fully described above in 
Master Response #2 “Biological Resources” (see Section 2.2.1), the existing Mitigation Measure BIO-6 
has been modified to ensure additional tree and vegetation evaluations and environmental analysis is 
considered prior to completing final design and construction of these trail segments.   

Final design efforts for Trail Segment 1 will complete the trail connection to the Phase I portion of the 
Two Rivers Trail. As indicated by the commenter, the 12th and 16th Street roadways along with 
surrounding land uses provide challenges to a single continuous trail. However, connectivity between 
Phase I and the proposed project can be achieved with improvements to the existing roadway network.                

Comment 16-4:  
The commenter indicates that there is no guarantee or even inventive to replace or restore impacts trees 
from the study area.         

Response to Comment 16-4:  
The comment regarding onsite mitigation is addressed in Master Response #2 “Biological Resources”, 
provided above in Section 2.2.1.  

Comment 16-5:  
The commenter indicates that their request for a consulting arborist on this project has been ignored.  
Commenter assumes that City Urban Forestry staff will responsible for monitoring during construction 
and that the additional staff costs associated with this responsibility are not estimated.   
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Response to Comment 16-5:  
It is important to note that any required on-site species or biological resource monitoring (see mitigation 
measures BIO-2, BIO-7, and BIO-14) must all be completed by a qualified biologist. The estimated 
costs to implement the required mitigation are included in the overall costs for construction.  These costs 
are not required content of the Draft EIR; however, details on project funding is available on the City’s 
website.     

Comment 16-6:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will allow or encourage the infestation of invasive 
species, such as star thistle, which competes with native vegetation and wildlife habitat, due to ground 
disturbing activities resulting from project implementation.  

Response to Comment 16-6:  
To address impacts to wildlife habitats in the project area, the City will ensure the following mitigation 
measures are implemented during the construction phase of the proposed project:  

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Return Temporarily Disturbed Areas to Pre-Project 
Conditions 

The City shall ensure the construction contractor will implement the following actions before 
and during construction activities: 

All temporarily disturbed areas shall be returned to pre-project conditions within one year 
following completion of construction/maintenance. These areas shall be properly protected from 
washout and erosion using appropriate erosion control devices including coir netting, 
hydroseeding, and revegetation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species 

The City shall ensure the following mitigation measures shall be implemented, as appropriate, to 
avoid the spreading of invasive plant species throughout the project site during construction and 
maintenance activities, particularly in riparian areas: 

 All hay, straw, hay bales, straw bales, seed, mulch, or other material used for erosion control 
or landscaping on the project site, and all material brought to the site, including rock, gravel, 
road base, sand, and top soil, shall be free of noxious weed seeds and propagules. Noxious 
weeds are defined in Title 3, Division 4, Chapter 6, Section 4500 of the California Code of 
Regulations and the California Quarantine Policy – Weeds. (Food and Agriculture Code, 
Sections 6305, 6341 and 6461) 

 All equipment brought to the project site for construction shall be thoroughly cleaned of all 
dirt and vegetation prior to entering the site to prevent importing noxious weeds. (Food and 
Agriculture Code, Section 5401) 

Following completion of the construction phase of the project, the City will ensure the trail operator 
implements the operation and maintenance measures designed to remove invasive species from the 
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project area. These measures are fully described on page 2-11 of Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the 
Draft EIR and were fully evaluated as part of the proposed project.    

Comment 16-7:  
The commenter indicates that no information is available in terms of the difference in cost (both 
construction and maintenance) between the toe trail alternative and the levee top alternative.       

Response to Comment 16-7:  
The comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is not addressed further.      

Comment 16-8:  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR dismisses all project alternatives except the proposed project 
based on not meeting the project objectives.    

Response to Comment 16-8:  
The ability to meet the project objectives is only one factor considered. The commenter is also referred 
above to Master Response #1 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” (provided above in Section 2.2.1). 

Comment 16-9:  
The commenter provides an opinion regarding the state of restoration and maintenance activities at 
Sutter’s Landing Park.       

Response to Comment 16-9:  
To address the impacts of the proposed project, the City will implement its own mitigation monitoring 
and reporting plan with the various mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR and summarized in 
Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR (see page ES-11). The proposed project will also include various permitting 
conditions and requirements from the USFWS and CDFW that must be implemented prior to project 
construction.    
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Chapter 3. Corrections and Revisions to 
the Draft EIR 

3.1 Introduction  
This section presents specific text changes made to the Draft EIR since its publication and public 
review. The changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIR and are 
identified by the Draft EIR chapter/section and page number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough 
(strikethrough) and text additions are shown in underline (underline). None of the changes identified in 
this chapter constitutes significant new information or results in any new significant impacts. 

3.2 Corrections and Revisions  
Chapter 2. Project Description 
The following text was added to Page 2-11 of the Project Description as Section 2.3.7, “Other Nearby 
Infrastructure”, as follows: 

2.3.7 Other Nearby Infrastructure  
The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) maintains electrical infrastructure near the 
project site. Although the proposed project does not involve development of any buildings or 
facilities that would use electrical power, the City will ensure SMUD has unimpeded access to its 
facilities during construction of the proposed project and will coordinate with SMUD on any 
work that occurs near to the following distribution and sub-transmission facilities:  

 SMUD has existing 21kV overhead infrastructure along the proposed preferred and alternate 
path of travel. Proper clearances will need to be maintained around all existing SMUD 
infrastructure.  

 Existing SMUD infrastructure should not conflict with proposed project routing.  

Estimated Proposed Facilities:  

 SMUD is currently constructing a future substation that would border the South-West corner 
of the preferred planned construction path.  

 The alternate planned construction path would not come into contact with the proposed 
substation site. 

Chapter 3: Section 3.2 Biological Resources 
The following text was added to Mitigation Measure BIO-6 on Pages 3.2-31 and 3.2-32 of the Draft EIR 
to ensure tree and vegetation impacts are reviewed for Trail Segments 1 and 2:  
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Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Riparian Habitat and 
Protected Trees 

The City shall implement the following actions at the completion of construction activities: 

In accordance with policies stated in the City’s General Plan, to compensate for the permanent 
removal of riparian vegetation associated with the trail construction, the City shall purchase off-
site credits at a mitigation bank or replant riparian trees and shrubs at a 1:1 ratio (e.g., 1 acre 
planted for every 1 acre removed). The replacement plantings shall consist of a variety of native 
tree species that occur within the riparian vegetative community along the American River 
corridor such as live oak, Fremont cottonwood, Oregon ash, boxelder, white alder, arroyo 
willow, and native shrub species such as narrowleaf willow, California rose, and California 
blackberry. No long-term management of landscaping or watering beyond that needed to initially 
establish the plants is anticipated to occur. 

If an onsite or offsite City-responsible mitigation site is used, the City shall accomplish riparian 
habitat compensation by implementing the following: after completion of the trail design, the 
City shall total the number, type, and size of all trees and shrubs to be removed and prepare a 
planting plan that identifies the location of the riparian mitigation plantings and the number, 
type, and size of plants. The planting plan shall also describe the irrigation and maintenance 
required to establish and monitor the planting area. Mitigation plantings will be completed 
between October 15 and December 31 of the year immediately following when impacts occur. 
All mitigation plantings will be monitored for 3 years. The survival goals established by CDFW 
will be adhered to, and if the goals are not met, then the City will be responsible for installing 
replacement plantings. Replacement plants shall be monitored with the same survival and growth 
requirements for 3 years following planting. The City will be responsible for planting, replanting, 
watering, weeding, invasive exotic eradication, and any other practice needed to ensure this goal. 
An annual status report on the mitigation will be provided to CDFW by December 31 of each 
year. The report will include the survival, percent cover, and height of both tree and shrub 
species. The number by species of plants and trees replaced, and overview of the re-vegetation 
effort, and the method used to assess these parameters will also be included. Photographs of the 
mitigation area will also be included. To ensure success of the mitigation plantings, the City shall 
prepare and implement an adaptive management plan that identifies specific monitoring tasks, 
success criteria, and reporting requirements. 

If mitigation bank credits are purchased, the credits must be purchased at a CDFW-approved site. 

During design of  Trail Segments 1 and 2, the City shall perform tree and vegetation field 
surveys and mitigate impacts to riparian trees and plants at a minimum of a 1:1  ratio prior to the 
commencement of construction of Trail Segments 1 and 2.   

Responsibility: City of Sacramento / Construction Contractor  

Timing:  Before and at the Completion of Construction Activities  
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Chapter 3: Section 3.4 Geology and Soils 
The following text was added to the 3rd paragraph on Page 3.4-9 from Impact GEO-1 of the Draft EIR to 
highlight the importance of this geotechnical issue:  

Based on an existing regulatory framework that addresses earthquake safety issues and requires 
adherence to requirements of the CBC and various design standards, seismically induced 
groundshaking and secondary effects would not be a substantial hazard in the project area. 
Additionally, this area is not mapped by CGS as lying within a known liquefaction or landslide 
hazard area (CGS 2019). However, due to the planned location of portions of Segment 1 and 2 on 
and adjacent to closed landfill and disposal sites, the possibility of ground settlement unrelated to 
seismic activity has the potential to occur. 

The following text was added to the text of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 on Page 3.4-9 of the Draft EIR:  

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Perform Final Geotechnical Investigation and Implement 
Report Recommendations  

Prior to issuance of a construction contract, in accordance with City requirements (2035 General 
Plan - Policy EC 1.1.2), the project applicant shall prepare a final geotechnical investigation of 
the project alignment to determine the potential for ground rupture, earth shaking, and 
liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as expansive soils problems, and the potential for 
settlement on former Landfill sites. As required by the City, recommendations identified in the 
geotechnical report for the proposed project shall be implemented to ensure that the project’s 
design meets Caltrans Class 1 bikeway design criteria and State Water Code Title 23 standards 
for recreation trails on levees, and 27CCR, section 21190(g) requirements for construction 
related to CIWMB Post-Closure Land Uses. 

Responsibility: City of Sacramento 

Timing:  Before and During Construction Activities 

Chapter 3: Section 3.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The following text was added to Impact HAZ-2 on Page 3.5-10 if the Draft EIR to highlight the 
importance of this hazardous materials issue related to harmful trace gases:   

Impact HAZ-2: Potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment 
Construction activity from the proposed project may expose construction 
workers to contaminated soil and/or harmful gases during cut and fill 
activities associated with the proposed project. (Less than Significant With 
Mitigation) 

Portions of the project site (Segments 1 and 2) include lands that were historically used for waste 
disposal, and the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the project indicated the 
potential presence of contaminated soil and/or the presence of gases resulting from decomposition 
of buried waste. During cut and fill activities associated with constructing the proposed project, 
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construction workers could encounter contaminated soil. Additionally, the potential exists for 
landfill gas migration caused by routine trail construction and maintenance activities. This impact 
would be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 
described below would reduce the impacts to less than significant by ensuring appropriate closure 
of potentially contaminated sites prior to construction and implementing safety measures for 
workers that may encounter onsite hazardous materials during construction-related activities, and 
monitoring. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2.  

The following text was also added to Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 on Page 3.5-11 of the Draft EIR:  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Obtain Site Closure and Follow Post-Closure Requirements 
for Past Disposal Sites 

The City shall implement the following measures for all Segment 2 construction: 

 Construction of the trail segment should not commence until this area is properly closed as 
per the requirements of the City of Sacramento. 

 Segment 2 construction and monitoring should be completed under the requirements 
described in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 2, Subdivision 1, 
Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Section 21190 titled “CIWMB-Post-Closure Land Use.”  

 Where cut and fill activities occur in Segment 2, proper measures should be taken to mitigate 
any landfill material or other hazardous material that is encountered.  

 Methane monitoring will be conducted during and after construction, in accordance with 
27CCR, section 21190 as part of the ongoing monitoring conducted by the City as part of 
post-closure requirements at nearby closed disposal sites. 

o Work plans will be submitted for Local Enforcement Agency (County) approval 
on advance of any excavation on landfill/disposal sites, for handling, testing, and 
proper disposal of any unearthed waste. The City's Contractor must also develop 
a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) that provides for in-hole landfill gas 
monitoring during excavation, and other worker safety measures. A methane 
safety threshold that is appropriate for the working space associated with trail 
construction, as detailed in final designs, will be established as a trigger for 
stopping work and evacuating workers to a safe distance. 

o Construction and staging of materials, and trail operation and maintenance 
activities shall not impede required disposal site closure activities, landfill 
monitoring and maintenance, or block access to or damage landfill infrastructure 
such as landfill gas control system and monitoring components. The Contractor 
shall coordinate with the City and County (local enforcement agency) on all 
work conducted in the vicinity of former landfill and disposal sites along the 
proposed trail alignment. 

 If fill material/soils will be brought in, these soils must be certified as clean fill. 
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 The trail will be designed to conform with drainage patterns in the project area and to prevent 
water collection that could cause seepage of the buried landfill material. 

Responsibility:  City of Sacramento 

Timing:  Before and During Construction 

Chapter 4: Section 4.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for 
Further Evaluation  
The following text from the title of Section 4.4 on Page 4-2 of the Draft EIR was removed to clarify that 
while the project alternatives were not evaluated at a similar level of detail as the proposed project, the 
environmental impacts of these alternatives were identified and compared as shown in Table 4-1 (see 
page 4-7) of the Draft EIR:  

4.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Further 
Evaluation  
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Chapter 4. References and Report 
Preparers 

4.1 References  
Executive Summary   
American River Flood Control District. 2002 Recreational Trails Policy. Sacramento, CA  

Chapter 3. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  
California Department of Transportation. 2018. Highway Design Manual 6th Edition. Sacramento, CA.  

United States Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the State of California Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board, Department of Water Resources, and the Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency. 2017. Folsom Dam Modification Project Water Control Manual Update, 
Supplemental EA/EIR  
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As required by CEQA, this chapter identifies the preparers of this EIR. 
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Adam Randolph .....................Project Manager / Supervising Engineer  
Tom Buford ............................Environmental Planning Services Manager  
Ron Bess ................................Assistant Planner   

GEI Consultants, Inc. 
Michael Smith ........................Project Director  
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Drew Sutton ...........................Senior Environmental Planner   
Erica Bishop ...........................Environmental Planner  
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